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Abstract

We highlight a fundamental connection between information geometry and vari-
ational Bayes (VB) and discuss its consequences for machine learning. Under
certain conditions, a VB solution always requires estimation or computation of
natural gradients. We show several consequences of this fact by using the natural-
gradient descent algorithm of Khan and Rue (2023) called the Bayesian Learning
Rule (BLR). These include (i) a simplification of Bayes’ rule as addition of natu-
ral gradients, (ii) a generalization of quadratic surrogates used in gradient-based
methods, and (iii) a large-scale implementation of VB algorithms for large lan-
guage models. Neither the connection nor its consequences are new but we further
emphasize the common origins of the two fields of information geometry and
Bayes with a hope to facilitate more work at the intersection of the two fields.

Keywords: Bayesian Inference, Variational Inference, Natural Gradient Descent

1 Introduction

The information geometry of variational Bayes (VB) (Saul et al., 1996; Bishop, 2006)
is a relatively less studied area compared to maximum-likelihood estimation (Amari,
1998). Some of the early works on natural gradients for VB were proposed as early as
the 90s (Amari, 1995; Sato, 1999, 2001) but they have only been popularized recently,
for instance, by Honkela et al. (2010) and Hoffman et al. (2013), among others. These
works clearly show that the two fields of VB and information geometry are inseparable.
Our goal in this paper is to highlight this fundamental connection and show its impact
on machine learning. Both the connection and its consequences are based on existing
works. The goal of this work is to further emphasize the common origins of the two
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fields of information geometry and Bayes. Our hope is that the connection will facilitate
more work at the intersection of the two fields.

We start in Sec. 2 with some background on VB and then, in Sec. 3, illustrate
the special role of information geometry and natural gradients for VB. In Sec. 4, we
present the Bayesian Learning Rule (BLR) (Khan and Rue, 2023) which exploits the
power of natural gradients to optimize the VB objective. Subsequently, we discuss
three consequences due to the connections between information geometry and VB.

1. In Sec. 5, we show that Bayes’ rule for conjugate models can be equivalently written
as addition of natural gradients.

2. In Sec. 6, we show that the natural gradients used in the BLR generalize the
quadratic surrogates used in optimization methods.

3. In Sec. 7, we highlight the impact of the above results on scaling VB to large deep
networks (such as GPT-2) which was not possible until recently (Shen et al., 2024).

Throughout, we emphasize the role played by information geometry in VB. Our hope
is that these results will facilitate future research at the intersection of the two fields
of information geometry and Bayesian learning.

2 Variational Bayesian Learning

Variational Bayesian (VB) inference aims to approximate the posterior distribution by
using an optimization problem over the space of distributions. For example, consider a
Bayesian model with likelihood p(D|θ) over the data D with parameter vector θ ∈ RP

and a prior p0(θ). For such models, Zellner (1988) shows that the posterior distribution
p(θ|D) obtained by using Bayes’ rule can also be recovered by solving an optimization
problem over the space P of all possible distributions over θ,

p(θ|D) = p(D|θ)p0(θ)
p(D)

= argmin
q∈P

Eq [− log p(D|θ)] + DKL[q ∥ p0]. (1)

The optimization in the last expression is over distributions q(θ) ∈ P, and the second
term there denotes the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between q(θ) and p0(θ).

VB restricts the optimization problem to approximate the posterior within a subset
Q ⊂ P of candidate distributions, for example, Q can be the set of all Gaussian
distributions. Below, we will write the VB formulation in a general form using a loss
function, which is suited for machine learning and deep learning problems. Essentially,
we rearrange the objective by expanding the KL term and clubbing the likelihood and
prior together as shown below:

Eq [− log p(D|θ)] + DKL[q ∥ p0] = Eq [− log (p(D|θ)p0(θ))]−H(q).

The second term on the right is the entropy denoted by H(q). Then, by defining the
loss as ℓ̄(θ) = − log (p(D|θ)p0(θ)), the optimization problem in Eq. 1 can be rewritten
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as the following VB problem over the subset of distributions Q,

q∗(θ) = argmin
q∈Q

Eq

[
ℓ̄(θ)

]
−H(q). (2)

We refer to this as the VB learning problem (as opposed to VB inference). The form
applies more generally than VB inference, extending to cases when ℓ̄ does not cor-
respond to a ‘proper’ Bayesian model. Such cases are often covered under a larger
Bayesian framework that targets a generalized posterior which is proportional to
exp(−ℓ̄(θ)) with an arbitrary loss (Zhang, 1999; Catoni, 2007; Bissiri et al., 2016).

3 Information Geometry of VB Solutions

The goal of this paper is to highlight a fundamental connection between variational
Bayes and information geometry. We will now show that computation of any q∗ must
involve computation of natural gradients, which are gradients scaled by a Fisher
matrix. We believe that this result holds for general posterior forms, but here we
will focus on cases where Q is restricted to regular and minimal exponential-family
members with respect to a fixed sufficient statistic T(θ) as shown below:

qλ(θ) = h(θ) exp [⟨λ,T(θ)⟩ −A(λ)] . (3)

The candidates are parameterized through λ ∈ Ω which is called the natural parameter
and takes values in a non-empty open set Ω. The cumulant function A(λ) is finite,
strictly convex and differentiable over Ω. Further, ⟨·, ·⟩ is an inner product and h(θ)
is a function of θ. The family is log-linear, that is, the log of qλ(θ) is linear in T(θ).

Natural gradients naturally arise for VB with exponential-family posterior distri-
butions. This is because the derivative of the Shannon entropy H(qλ) with respect
to natural parameters λ necessarily involves the Fisher matrix of qλ. This is derived
below (by assuming h(θ) = 1 for simplicity),

∇λH(qλ) = −∇λEqλ [log qλ(θ)]

= −∇λEqλ [⟨λ,T(θ)⟩ −A(λ)]

= −∇λ [⟨λ,∇λA(λ)⟩ −A(λ)]

= −[∇2
λA(λ)]λ−∇λA(λ) +∇λA(λ)

= −[∇2
λA(λ)]λ.

(4)

The second equality is obtained by simply substituting the definition of qλ. The third
equality is due to a well known property of exponential-families that the expected
value of sufficient statistic is simply the derivative of the cumulant function, that is,
Eqλ [T(θ)] = ∇λA(λ). The expectation Eqλ [T(θ)] is also known as the expectation
parameter, as we will see in the next section where we will denote it by µ(λ). The
fourth line applies the derivative, and the last line is obtained by cancelling the last two
terms. For exponential-families, the Fisher matrix is F(λ) = ∇2

λA(λ), which shows
that the gradient of the entropy always contains this matrix.
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Using this result, we can obtain the optimality condition of VB by simply set-
ting the derivative of the objective at the optimal q∗ to zero. Denoting the natural
parameter of q∗ by λ∗ and rewriting q∗ as qλ∗ , the optimality condition becomes
∇λ∗Eqλ∗

[ℓ̄(θ)] = ∇λ∗H(qλ∗). Then we substitute Eq. 4 in the right hand side to get

λ∗ = F(λ∗)
−1∇λ∗Eq∗ [−ℓ̄(θ)]. (5)

The quantity F(λ)−1∇λ on the right is a natural gradient due to the preconditioning
by the inverse Fisher. The equation shows that the optimal natural parameter is equal
to the natural gradient of the expected negative-loss at λ∗. This implies that the
computation of λ∗ necessarily involves the inversion of the Fisher matrix.

This result was first derived by Salimans and Knowles (2013) who draw an analogy
to the solution of linear regression. For example, consider a linear model y = Xθ +
ϵ with output vector y, feature matrix X, and error vector ϵ. Then, the optimal
parameter is given by θ∗ = (X⊤X)−1X⊤y which, similarly to Eq. 5, involves an
inversion. Regardless of the choice of algorithm, computing θ∗ necessarily requires us
to solve a linear system. The convergence rate of an algorithm will therefore depend
on the conditioning of the Gram matrix. A Newton step will immediately converge in
one iteration, while gradient descent will take multiple steps, but both will solve the
same linear system of equations. There is no escaping it.

By analogy, any algorithm estimating λ∗ through VB is forced to deal with the
geometry of qλ∗ . That is, the algorithm must solve Eq. 5 and is forced to compute or
estimate the required natural gradient. In this sense, any gradient based VB method
(Graves, 2011; Blundell et al., 2015) or even the black-box methods (Ranganath et al.,
2014) all aim to compute the same natural gradient. The conditioning of the Fisher
matrix thus contributes to their convergence behavior. Methods that ignore the geome-
try are expected to be slower than those that exploit it to their advantage. In summary,
natural gradients are an integral part of all VB solutions and all VB methods must
deal with computation or estimation of natural gradients, either directly or indirectly.

4 Information Geometry of the BLR

The result in Eq. 5 highlights the information geometry of VB solutions but a similar
result also holds for the iterates obtained during the optimization of the VB objective.
We will now derive the latter result by using a natural-gradient descent algorithm.
Specifically, we will use the Bayesian Learning Rule (BLR) of Khan and Rue (2023)
which takes a form similar to the Bayes’ rule.

To write the natural gradient descent in a computationally convenient form, we
will exploit the ‘dual’ coordinates of exponential families. This form avoids an explicit
inversion of the Fisher matrix, and can also be implemented easily. The dual coordi-
nates are the expectation parameters defined as µ(λ) = Eq[T(θ)] = ∇A(λ) which we
encountered while deriving Eq. 4. The mapping between the pair (λ,µ) is a bijection,
which makes µ a different way to parameterize qλ (Banerjee et al., 2005).
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The advantage of the dual coordinates is that they enable us to express natural
gradients with respect to λ as vanilla gradients with respect to µ, as shown below,

F(λ)−1∇λ = F(λ)
−1

[∇λµ(λ)]∇µ =
[
∇2

λA(λ)
]−1 [∇2

λA(λ)
]
∇µ = ∇µ. (6)

The first equality follows simply from the chain rule to switch to the gradient with
respect to µ, while the second equality is obtained by using the result that F(λ) =
∇λµ(λ) = ∇2

λA(λ). The result shows that the natural gradient at λ is equivalent
to vanilla gradient with respect to µ at µ(λ) = ∇λA(λ). Thus, we can rewrite the
optimality condition in Eq. 5 as follows:

λ∗ = ∇µ∗Eqλ∗
[−ℓ̄(θ)], (7)

where we denote µ∗ = ∇λA(λ∗). This provides yet another way to understand the
information geometry of VB solutions: the natural parameter is simply equal to the
gradients computed in the dual µ-space.

The Bayesian Learning Rule uses the following iterations with a learning rate
ρt > 0 at each iteration t to find the solution,

λt+1 ← (1− ρt)λt + ρt∇µt
Eqλt

[−ℓ̄(θ)], (8)

where µt = ∇A(λt). It is easy to check that, when these steps converge, the optimal
λ∗ satisfies Eq. 7 (assuming that λt are ‘valid’ natural parameters for all t). The
algorithm performs natural-gradient descent in the λ-space due to the property shown
in Eq. 6 and it is also a mirror-descent algorithm in the µ-space as originally proposed
by Khan and Lin (2017) in the context of variational inference.

5 Bayes’ Rule as Addition of Natural Gradients

The BLR uses a convenient ‘additive’ update where natural-gradients are added to the
previous natural parameters, but the same update can be written in a multiplicative
form that resembles Bayes’ rule. This reformulation enables us to then connect additive
updates used in machine learning to multiplicative updates used in Bayes’ rule.

To rewrite the BLR in a multiplicative form, we simply need to substitute λt+1

from Eq. 8 into Eq. 3 and simplify to get

qt+1(θ) ∝ qt(θ)
(1−ρt)

[
exp

(
⟨λ̃t , T(θ)⟩

)]ρt

where λ̃t = ∇µt
Eqt [−ℓ̄(θ)]. (9)

Here, to simplify the notation, we denote qλt
by qt. This form is similar to a Bayes’

filter where the previous qt is used as the prior and multiplied with a likelihood that
has an exponential-family form using a natural parameter λ̃t. Essentially, every step
of the BLR converts the loss ℓ̄ into a likelihood with an exponential-family form. The
step can therefore be seen as Bayesian inference on a ‘conjugate’ exponential-family
model. This interpretation was originally proposed by Khan and Lin (2017) and we
will use it to argue that natural gradients are also inherently present in Bayes’ rule.
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We first illustrate the main idea on a simple ridge-regression example where the
computation of the posterior can be written as addition of natural parameters. After-
ward, we will show that this is equivalent to addition of natural gradients and provide
a formal statement of the result.

Ex 1. Consider ridge regression for D = (y,X) with output vector y ∈ RN and
feature matrix X ∈ RN×P . The likelihood and prior are given as follows:

p(y|θ) = N (y|Xθ, IN ) p0(θ) = N (θ|0, IP ).

where IN and IP are identity matrices of size N and P respectively. We can write
both densities in a quadratic form with respect to θ as shown below,

p(y|θ) ∝ exp
[
y⊤Xθ + Tr

(
(− 1

2X
⊤X)θθ⊤

)]
p0(θ) ∝ exp

[
0⊤θ + Tr

(
(− 1

2IP )θθ
⊤
)]

.
(10)

Multiplying the two densities, we can write their product in the same form too,

p(θ|y) ∝ p(y|θ)p0(θ) ∝ exp

[(
X⊤y + 0

)⊤
θ + Tr

(
− 1

2 (X
⊤X+ IP )θθ

⊤
)]

. (11)

Because the product is quadratic in θ, we can conclude that the posterior also takes
a Gaussian form. This property is often referred to as ‘conjugacy’ in the Bayesian
literature, and we can equivalently write any such conjugate operation as addition
of natural parameters.

To show this, let us denote the Gaussian posterior by N (θ|m∗,S
−1
∗ ) with mean

m∗ and precision S∗, which can also be written in an exponential-family form,

N (θ|m∗,S
−1
∗ ) ∝ exp

[
m⊤

∗ S∗θ + Tr
(
− 1

2S∗θθ
⊤
)]

. (12)

Now, by simply equating the terms in front of θ and θθ⊤ in Eq. 11 and Eq. 12
respectively, we can write the multiplication as an addition in the λ-space,(

S∗m∗
− 1

2S∗

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

λ∗

=

(
X⊤y

− 1
2X

⊤X

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

λ̃lik

+

(
0
− 1

2IP

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

λ̃prior

=⇒ λ∗ = λ̃lik + λ̃prior (13)

The natural parameter λ∗ is thus written as a sum of λ̃lik and λ̃prior.

In general, for conjugate models, the likelihood, prior, and posterior all take the same
exponential-family form with respect to some sufficient statistic T(θ). That is, for
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some λ̃lik, λ̃prior, and λ∗, we can write them as follows:

p(y|θ) ∝ exp
[
⟨λ̃lik,T(θ)⟩

]
,

p(θ) ∝ exp
[
⟨λ̃prior,T(θ)⟩

]
,

p(θ|y) ∝ exp [⟨λ∗,T(θ)⟩] ,

(14)

and Bayes’ rule can be expressed as a simple addition

p(θ|y) ∝ p(y|θ)p0(θ) ⇐⇒ λ∗ = λ̃lik + λ̃prior. (15)

The quantities being added above can also be seen as natural gradients. Below, we
show that the natural gradients of the expected log-likelihood and expected log-prior
are λ̃lik and λ̃prior respectively:

∇µEqλ [log p(θ|y)] = ∇µEqλ [⟨λ̃lik,T(θ)⟩] = ∇µ[⟨λ̃lik,µ⟩] = λ̃lik

∇µEqλ [log p0(θ)] = ∇µEqλ [⟨λ̃prior,T(θ)⟩] = ∇µ[⟨λ̃prior,µ⟩] = λ̃prior

(16)

In general, whenever ℓ̄(θ) is linear in T(θ), then the natural gradient of Eqλ [ℓ(θ)] is
equal to the factor that is in front of T(θ). The following theorem formalizes this.

Theorem 1. For any loss of the form ℓ̄(θ) ∝ ⟨−λ̃,T(θ)⟩, we have ∇µEqλ [ℓ(θ)] = −λ̃.

Due to this property, Bayes’ rule can be seen as a special case of the BLR with
learning rate ρt = 1. The following theorem further shows that the BLR converges in
one step, regardless of where it is initialized.

Theorem 2. Bayes’ rule in conjugate models is realized by one step of the BLR update
in Eq. 8 with learning rate ρt = 1.

The one-step convergence is a direct consequence of the fact that the posterior is
available in closed form. In general, the BLR in Eq. 9 extends the closed-form multi-
plicative property of Bayes’ rule to general cases. This is made possible by exploiting
the information geometry of VB through natural gradients. At each iteration, nat-
ural gradients are used to write an update that resembles Bayes’ rule which is also
equivalent to a simple addition:

qt+1(θ) ∝ qt(θ)
(1−ρt)

[
exp

(
⟨λ̃t , T(θ)⟩

)]ρt

⇐⇒ λt+1 = (1−ρt)λt+ρtλ̃t. (17)

This is an extension of Eq. 15 to problems involving non-conjguate terms ℓ̄ and where
no closed-form expression for the posterior exists. The optimization will not terminate
in one step, but the form still resembles Bayes’ rule.
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6 Beyond Quadratic Surrogates with BLR

The additive property of the BLR enables us to derive machine learning algorithms as
special cases of natural gradient descent on VB, as shown by Khan and Rue (2023).
We show now that this is made possible because the BLR yields a surrogate which is
similar to the quadratic surrogates used in standard continuous optimization methods.
Information geometry plays an important role here because the BLR surrogates are
obtained by replacing vanilla gradients of the loss by natural gradients.

We start by discussing the standard quadratic-surrogate model used in popular
optimization algorithms. For instance, the Newton step can be written as minimization
of a local quadratic surrogate defined at θt,

θt+1 = θt −H(θt)
−1∇ℓ̄(θt) = argmin

θ
θ⊤∇ℓ̄(θt) +

1

2
(θ − θt)

⊤H(θt)(θ − θt). (18)

Here, we denote by H(θt) the Hessian of ℓ̄ at θt.
The BLR has a similar interpretation where, at each step, a surrogate linear inT(θ)

is minimized at qt but the optimization takes place in the µ-space. This is obtained
by using the ‘mirror descent’ form of the BLR originally proposed by Khan and Lin
(2017). The following theorem states the result.

Theorem 3. The BLR performs mirror descent over the VB objective L(q) =
Eq[ℓ̄(θ)]−H(q), that is, the steps can be written as follows:

λt+1 = (1− ρt)λt + ρtλ̃t = argmin
µ

⟨µ,∇µt
L⟩+ 1

ρt
DKL[q ∥ qt]. (19)

Proof. The result can be proved straightforwardly by taking the gradient with respect
to µ and setting it to 0. To do so, we first write ∇µL by using Eq. 4,

∇µt
L = ∇µt

Eqt [ℓ̄(θ)]−∇µt
H(qt) = −λ̃t + λt. (20)

We substitute this in the second expression in Eq. 19, and then take its derivative,

∇µ

[
⟨µ,λt − λ̃t⟩+

1

ρt
DKL[q ∥ qt]

]
= (λt − λ̃t) +

1

ρt
(λ− λt).

The above expression is obtained by noting that the derivative of the KL divergence is
equal to the difference in the respective natural parameters. Setting this to 0, we get the
first equality in Eq. 19, which proves the equality between the two formulations.

The mirror-descent formulation uses surrogates similar to the quadratic surrogates
used in the Newton step (and also in gradient descent) but the linearization is done
with respect to µ, and the quadratic term is replaced by the KL divergence. To connect
the BLR surrogate to the quadratic surrogate, we rewrite the optimization problem
of Eq. 19 in a form where the terms depending on ℓ̄ are isolated from the rest, and
then specialize the surrogate to the case of a full-covariance Gaussian. We use Eq. 20
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to rewrite the BLR surrogate and then simplify in the second line by noting that
⟨µ,λt⟩ = Eq[log qt(θ)],

λt+1 = argmin
µ

⟨µ,−λ̃t + λt⟩+
1

ρt
DKL[q ∥ qt]

= argmin
µ

⟨µ,−λ̃t⟩+ Eq[log qt(θ)] +
1

ρt
DKL[q ∥ qt]

= argmin
µ

Eq

[
⟨T(θ),−λ̃t⟩

]
+

1

ρt
DKL[q ∥ q

1−ρt

t ].

(21)

The last line is obtained by merging the last two terms in the second line into one.
Finally, we specialize the surrogate for Gaussians of the form qt = N (mt,S

−1
t )

by noting that the natural gradients can be expressed in terms of the gradient and
Hessian. Specifically, we use the following result from Khan and Rue (2023, Eq. 11),

λ̃t = −Eqt

[(
∇ℓ̄(θ)−H(θ)mt

1
2H(θ)

)]
. (22)

Noting that T(θ) = (θ,θθ⊤) for a full-covariance Gaussian, we get the following BLR
surrogate which closely resembles the quadratic surrogate in Eq. 18,

⟨T(θ),−λ̃t⟩ = θ⊤Eqt [∇ℓ̄(θ)−H(θ)mt] +
1
2Tr

[
θθ⊤Eqt [H(θ)]

]
= θ⊤Eqt [∇ℓ̄(θ)] + 1

2 (θ −mt)
⊤Eqt [H(θ)](θ −mt) + const.

(23)

Compared to Eq. 18, the difference here is that the gradient and Hessian are now
evaluated at and averaged over the samples from qt, and the quadratic term is centered
at mt instead of θt. The surrogate pays attention not only to the mean mt but also
to its neighborhood. In this sense, this surrogate is more global than the one used in
the Newton step.

In fact, the quadratic surrogate in Eq. 18 can be obtained as a special case of the
BLR surrogate by using the same approximations that are used by Khan and Rue
(2023) to derive the Newton step. Essentially, we set ρt = 1 and then apply the delta
method to approximate the expectations at the mean mt as shown below:

Eqt [∇ℓ̄(θ)] ≈ ∇ℓ̄(mt) and Eqt [H(θ)] ≈ H(mt). (24)

With ρt = 1, the KL term reduces to the entropy as shown in the second line below,
then we substitute Eq. 23, apply the delta method, and simplify,

Eq

[
⟨T(θ),−λ̃t⟩

]
+

1

ρt
DKL[q ∥ q

1−ρt

t ] (25)

= ⟨Eq[T(θ)],−λ̃t⟩ − H(q)

= Eq

[
θ⊤Eqt [∇ℓ̄(θ)] + 1

2 (θ −mt)
⊤Eqt [H(θ)](θ −mt)

]
+ 1

2 log |2πS|
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≈ Eq

[
θ⊤∇ℓ̄(mt) +

1
2 (θ −mt)

⊤H(mt)(θ −mt)
]
+ 1

2 log |2πS|

= m⊤∇ℓ̄(mt) +
1
2 (m−mt)

⊤H(mt)(m−mt) +
1
2Tr

[
H(mt)S

−1
]
+ 1

2 log |2πS|.

Optimizing the above approximate surrogate yields the quadratic surrogate in Eq. 18.
For example, collecting the terms that depend on m, we get the following:

mt+1 = argmin
m

m⊤∇ℓ̄(mt) +
1
2 (m−mt)

⊤H(mt)(m−mt), (26)

which is equivalent to Eq. 18. Similarly, optimizing with respect to S is also straightfor-
ward and yields St+1 = H(mt). We see that, for a full-covariance Gaussian, the BLR
surrogate recovers the quadratic surrogate obtained by Taylor’s method. By using an
arbitrary exponential-family form, the BLR surrogates give rise to novel surrogates,
for example, those obtained by using Bernoulli or log-Normal forms.

For conjugate Bayesian models, the BLR surrogate reduces to the well known
Fenchel conjugate. For instance, consider Bayes’ rule given in Eq. 15. By using the
second line of Eq. 25, we can equivalently rewrite Eq. 15 as follows

λt+1 = argmin
µ

Eq

[
⟨T(θ),−(λ̃lik + λ̃prior)⟩

]
−H(q)

= argmin
µ

⟨µ,−(λ̃lik + λ̃prior)⟩+A∗(µ),
(27)

where the second line follows by noting that the Shannon entropy H(q) = −A∗(µ) is
also equal to the negative of the convex conjugate of the log-partition function. The
result of Eq. 15 is recovered by setting the derivative to 0,

−(λ̃lik + λ̃prior) +∇A∗(µ) = 0 =⇒ λ∗ = λ̃lik + λ̃prior.

Fenchel conjugates are commonly used in machine learning (Blondel et al., 2020;
Paulus et al., 2020) and their origins are attributed to convex optimization and infor-
mation geometry, but Bayes is rarely mentioned. The derivation highlights the close
connections between these fields. Bayesian inference can be simply seen as the com-
putation of Fenchel conjugates whenever the joint distribution of the Bayesian model
is log-linear with respect to µ.

We end this section with some historical remarks about the BLR surrogate. The
forms in Eq. 19 and Eq. 15 were first proposed by Khan and Lin (2017). The con-
nections to natural gradients were made explicit in a later work by Khan and Nielsen
(2018), where the surrogates were referred to as the sites, following the common
nomenclature from the graphical model literature. The work of Opper and Archam-
beau (2009) was the first to show the global nature of the VB solutions for Gaussian
posteriors, which was later generalized to the exponential family by Salimans and
Knowles (2013), but neither used natural gradients to derive surrogates.
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7 A Large-Scale Implementation of VB for LLMs

Scaling VB to large problems has always been an issue. Directly optimizing the VB
objective using deep-learning optimizers does not give satisfactory results, which has
led to the belief that the VB objective is inferior to those used in deep-learning training.
Recent work by Shen et al. (2024) addresses this issue by using the BLR. Natural
gradients are powerful here because the natural-gradient update naturally takes a form
similar to the popular Adam optimizer. We will now briefly describe the result.

Khan and Rue (2023) showed that the BLR update takes a strikingly similar form
to RMSprop and Adam. The RMSprop update is shown below

θt+1 ← θt − α
∇̂θ ℓ̄(θt)√
vt+1 + c1

, where vt+1 ← (1− β)vt + β
[
∇̂θ ℓ̄(θt)

]2
. (28)

Similarly to stochastic gradient descent, the update uses the minibatch gradient
(denoted by ∇̂) with learning rate α. The gradients are scaled by the square-root of
a scale vector vt. The constant c is added to avoid dividing by 0. The scale vector
contains a moving average of the squared gradient (element-wise square) with learn-
ing rate β. This is a heuristic used to reduce the stochastic noise due to minibatches
(Tieleman and Hinton, 2012).

A surprising result shown by Khan et al. (2018) is that the BLR for the diagonal-
covariance Gaussian family takes a form similar to RMSprop and, unlike RMSprop, no
heuristics are required to derive it. The resemblance is primarily due to the information
geometry of VB. Essentially, if we use qt = N (mt, diag(st)

−1) with a vector st, then
the BLR reduces to a Newton-like form where the gradient and Hessian are evaluated
at samples from qt. Due to the diagonal covariance, only the diagonal of the Hessian
is needed. The BLR update for this case takes the following form,

mt+1 ←mt − ρt
Eqt [∇̂θ ℓ̄(θ)]

st+1
, where st+1 ← (1− ρt)st + ρt Eqt [diag(Ĥ(θ))]. (29)

The update closely resembles RMSprop, but has some differences. Most notably, it
evaluates gradients at samples from qt and replaces the squared gradient by the Hes-
sian. Moreover, the update of the mean is a Newton-like step where square-root is not
used for the scale vector. This update is referred to as the Variational Online Newton
(VON) algorithm.

Recently, Shen et al. (2024) used a Riemannian extension of VON, originally pro-
posed by Lin et al. (2020) and showed that it often performs comparably to Adam and
sometimes can even beat it. They call the new algorithm the Improved VON algorithm
(IVON as an abbreviation). Pseudo-code is shown in Fig. 1 where IVON is contrasted
with the RMSprop/Adam pseudo-code. There is a line-by-line correspondence between
the two methods, with some differences highlighted in red.

Because the IVON updates are almost identical to Adam, we can now efficiently
compute natural gradients at large scale, for instance, for modern large language
models (LLMs). The method overcomes a common criticism of natural gradients and
Bayes, that they are too computationally intensive. The IVON algorithm defies such

11
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Fig. 1 The figure shows a rough pseudo-code of RMSprop/Adam and compares it to the IVON
algorithm which is the natural-gradient update of the BLR. We get a line by line correspondence
between the two algorithms and the parts that are different are highlighted in red. The differences
are essentially due to expectation in the VB objective which is approximated by one Monte-Carlo
sample (in line 1). IVON computes the Hessian at this sample by using the reparameterization trick
(line 2). The additional term in line 3 is due to a retraction obtained by using Riemannian gradient
descent. The Hessian estimate is then used in a Newton-like update (line 4).
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(a) GPT-2 on OpenWebText
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(b) ResNet-50 on ImageNet

Fig. 2 Figures adopted from Shen et al. (2024). The first panel shows training of GPT-2 on Open-
WebText and the second panel shows the same for ResNet-50 on ImageNet. Runtime in hours (h) is
indicated by the arrows where we see that they are almost the same for IVON and AdamW. A small
difference is due to the sampling in IVON. IVON obtains slightly better accuracy in the end.

criticism. The posterior expectations are conveniently approximated with one Monte-
Carlo sample (line 1). The expectation of the Hessian is approximated by using the
reparameterization trick (Lin et al., 2019a),

Eq[H(θ)] = 2∇S−1Eq[ℓ̄(θ)] = Eq[∇ℓ̄(θ)S(θ −m)⊤],

This example shows that not only can the natural gradients be computed efficiently
at large scale, but also that natural gradient descent for VB can be implemented
efficiently and in a form similar to deep-learning algorithms. Fig. 2 shows the results
for GPT-2 training (on OpenWebText) and ResNet-50 (on ImageNet), demonstrating
that the natural-gradient update used in the BLR can in fact work well at large scale.
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8 Conclusion

In this paper, we highlight a fundamental connection between information geometry
and VB and discuss its consequences for machine learning. For exponential-family pos-
teriors, a VB solution always requires estimation or computation of natural gradients.
We believe this result extends beyond exponential families, for example, Lin et al.
(2019b, 2021); Kıral et al. (2023) show such results. We discuss several consequences
of this fact, connecting them to their common origin in the optimality condition of the
VB objective. For instance, Bayes’ rule, when seen as addition of natural gradients,
achieves the optimality condition in one step. This is shown to be analogous to New-
ton’s method. We further show that the natural-gradient update for VB generalizes
the quadratic surrogates used in gradient-based optimization. Finally, we show how
the natural-gradient updates resemble deep learning optimizers and how this fact can
be exploited to scale VB to large problems.

The information geometry of VB helps us to connect VB to other machine learning
algorithms and makes it useful for improving aspects of deep learning. It helps us
to overcome a common criticism that Bayesian and information geometric methods
are computationally intensive and may not scale well to modern models. Thanks to
the fundamental connection between information geometry and VB, elegant theory of
Bayesian principles can now be applied to solve important practical problems.
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