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ABSTRACT

We show that a large class of Estimation of Distribution Algorithms,
including, but not limited to, Covariance Matrix Adaption, can be
written as a Monte Carlo Expectation-Maximization algorithm, and
as exact EM in the limit of infinite samples. Because EM sits on a
rigorous statistical foundation and has been thoroughly analyzed,
this connection provides a new coherent framework with which
to reason about EDAs.

1 INTRODUCTION

Estimation of Distribution Algorithms (EDAs) are a widely used
class of algorithms designed to solve optimization problems of the
form z* = argmax, . > f(2), where f : Z — R is a function over
a space of discrete or continuous inputs, Z. Instead of solving this
objective directly, EDAs solve the related objective

0" = arg;nax Epz10)Lf (@], (1)

where p(z|0) is a probability density over Z, parameterized by
D parameters 8 € RP. When p(z|6) has the capacity to represent
point masses on the maxima of f(z), then these two formulations
have the same optimal values. Reasons for using the latter formu-
lation of Equation 1 include convenience for derivative-free opti-
mization [13], enabling of rigorous analysis of associated optimiza-
tion algorithms[41], and the leveraging of a probabilistic formula-
tion to incorporate auxiliary information [6]. In many cases this ob-
jective is further modified by applying a monotonic shaping func-
tion, W(-) to f(z) [37, 38, 40], which alters convergence properties
of algorithms to solve it, but does not change the optima.

The general algorithmic template for EDAs is as follows. Begin-
ning with an initial parameter setting, 6O of the parametrized
density, p(z|0), each iteration ¢t € {0,1,...T} of an EDA generally
consists of three steps:

(1) Draw N samples, {z;} ¥ fromp(z|9(t)).

i=1

(2) Evaluate W(f(z;)) for each z;.
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(3) Find a 0*1) that uses the weighted samples and correspond-
ing function evaluations to move p(z|0) towards regions of
Z that have large function values.

The last step is generally accomplished by attempting to solve

0+V) = argmaxg N | W(f(21)) log p(zil6), 2)

which can be seen as a weighted maximum likelihood problem
with weights W(f(z;)). We refer to this set of steps as a “core” EDA
because it ties together most EDAs.

In the case of Covariance Matrix Adaptation (CMA-ES), this
core algorithm is often modified in a variety of ways to improve
performance. For example, samples from previous iterations may
be used, directly or indirectly, in the last step, resulting in smooth-
ing of the parameter estimates across iterations. Adaptive setting
of parameter-specific step sizes, and “path evolution” heuristics
[6, 13, 26] are also common. These layers on top of the core EDA
have generally been derived in a manner specific only to CMA-ES,
and are not readily generalizable to other EDAs. For this reason, we
restrict ourselves to the core EDA algorithm just described. How-
ever, as we shall see, our formalism also allows for a large class of
EDA parameter smoothing variations which encompass many, but
not all, variations of CMA-ES.

EDAs are also distinguished by the choice of parametrized den-
sity, p(z|@), which we refer to here as the “search model”.! Many
EDAs use exponential family models for the search model, most
commonly the multivariate Gaussian as in CMA-ES. However,
Bayesian networks [25], Boltzmann machines [17,35], Markov Ran-
dom Fields [34], Variational Autoencoder [6], and others [18] have
also been used. Unless otherwise specified, our analysis in the fol-
lowing is quite general and makes no assumptions on the choice
of search model.

Our contributions We show that a large class of EDAs—including,
but not limited to, variants of CMA-ES—can be written as Monte
Carlo (MC) Expectation-Maximization (EM) [4], and in the limit
of infinite samples, as exact EM [10]. Because EM sits on a rigor-
ous statistical foundation and has been thoroughly analyzed, this
connection provides a new framework with which to reason about

This object is often simply referred to as the "probability distribution" [18], how-
ever; we use "search model" to distinguish it from other probability distributions used
herein.
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EDAs. Within this framework, we also show how many parameter-
smoothed variants of CMA-ES can be written as Monte Carlo max-
imum a posteriori-EM (MAP-EM), which suggests a possible av-
enue to develop similar smoothing algorithms for EDAs with other
search models. Finally, leveraging our EDA-EM connection, we
provide a new perspective on how EDAs can be seen as performing
approximate natural gradient descent.

1.1 Related work

The Information Geometry Optimization (IGO) framework [26] uni-
fies a large class of approaches—including EDAs such as CEM [30]
and CMA-ES [13]—for solving the objective in Equation 1 by dis-
cretizing a natural gradient flow. Instantiations of IGO are most
readily seen as tantamount to using the score function estimator
(sometimes referred to as the “log derivative trick”) on Equation
1, combined with natural gradient, as in Natural Evolution Strate-
gies [37, 38]. The IGO framework does not connect to EM; there-
fore, IGO provides a complementary viewpoint to that presented
herein.

Akimoto et al. [2] show how CMA-ES with rank-y updates, but
without global step size and evolution paths, can be viewed as a
natural evolution strategy. In this context, they briefly remark on
how a simplified CMA-ES can be viewed as performing generalized
EM with a partial-M step using a natural gradient. The technical
underpinnings of this result are restricted specifically to CMA-ES
because of the dependence on a Gaussian search model, and do not
readily generalize to the broader EDA setting considered herein.

Staines et al. introduce the notion of variational optimization,
by explicitly considering the fact that the optimum of the objective
function in Equation 1 is a lower bound on the optimum of f. They
also clearly delineate conditions under which the bound can be
satiated, and the objective function is convex and has derivatives
that exist [36]; no connections to EDAs are made.

2 BACKGROUND: FREE ENERGY VIEW OF
EM

efore deriving the connection between EM and EDAs, we first re-
view some needed background on EM. EM is a well-known method
for performing maximum likelihood parameter estimation in la-
tent variable models that exploits the structure of the joint likeli-
hood between latent and observed variables [10]. Intuitively, each
E-step imputes the latent variables, and the subsequent M-step
then uses these “filled in” data to do standard maximum likelihood
estimation, typically in closed form. EM iterates between these E-
and M- steps until convergence. We use the Free Energy interpre-
tation of EM and its accompanying generalizations [24] in order to
reveal the connection between EDAs and EM.
Let x and z be observed and latent variables, respectively. The
task of maximum likelihood estimation in a latent variable model

is to find gi; = argmax, L(¢) where

L£(9) = logplxlg) = log / p(x.2l¢)dz, )
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for some model density p parameterized by ¢. In Neal and Hinton
[24], the authors define a function known as the free energy, given
by

F(q, ¢) = Eq(z)[logp(x, z|¢)] + Hq], 4

where g(z) is any probability density over the latent variables, H|[q]
is the entropy of ¢, and the term preceding the entropy is known as
the expected complete log-likelihood. The free energy lower bounds
the log-likelihood, £(¢) > F(q, ¢), and this bound is satiated only
when ¢(z) is equal to the true posterior, q(z) = p(z|x, ¢). If the true
posterior cannot be calculated exactly, one may approximate it in
one of several ways, two of which are described next.

In the first, the posterior is approximated by restricting it to a
parameterized family of distributions, g(z|y), where both the pa-
rameters of the likelihood and the variational family must now be
estimated. This is known as variational EM. Unless the true poste-
rior lies in the parameterized class, which is not typically the case,
the bound £L(¢) > F(q,¢) cannot be satiated, leading to a varia-
tional gap given by Dgr(q(2)||p(z|x, ¢)), where Dk denotes the
KL divergence.

In another approximation, one draws samples from the true pos-
terior, z; ~ p(z|x, p(*)), to estimate the expected complete log like-
lihood. This is known as Monte Carlo EM (MC-EM). This also in-
duces a “gap” between the true and approximate posterior (because
of the use of finitely many samples), which can be similarly com-
puted as Dk (q(2)||p(z|x, ¢)), and hence we will refer to it also as
a variational gap. One major distinction between variational and
MC-EM is that variational EM explicitly attempts to minimize the
variational gap at each iteration through optimization, while MC-
EM only implicitly closes the gap as the number of samples goes
to infinity.

All of EM, MC-EM, and variational EM can be viewed as alter-
nating coordinate descent on the free energy function [24]. In par-
ticular, the alternating updates at iteration ¢ are given by:

e E-step: ¢+ argmax, F(q, ¢1)), that is, compute or es-
timate the posterior over the hidden variables. It can be
shown that this is equivalent to minimizing the variational
gap by solving q("*!)(z) = argmin,, Dx1(g(2)l|p(zlx, $'")).

o M-step: gD argmax,, F(q\**V, ¢), which is equivalent
to maximizing the expected complete log likelihood with
respect to ¢, ¢(t+1) « argmaxg Eq(,+1)(z)[logp(x, z|p)].

When the variational gap can be driven to zero, as in exact EM, this
procedure is guaranteed to never decrease the likelihood in Equa-
tion 3. Moreover, the convergence properties of exact EM to both
local and global minima have been carefully studied (e. g., Balakr-
ishnan et al. [3], Dempster et al. [10], Neal and Hinton [24]). Rig-
orous generalizations of EM to partial E- and M-steps also emerge
naturally from this viewpoint [24].

One can also use the free energy viewpoint of EM to optimize a
maximum a posteriori (MAP) objective given by
Lyap(@) = logp(x|p) + log po(¢), where py is some prior distri-
bution over parameters. This yields a corresponding free energy,

Fpmap(q, ¢) = Egz)llogp(x, z|¢) +logpo(9)] + Hlgql,  (5)

upon which one can perform the same coordinate descent algo-
rithm just described. This formulation is referred to as MAP-EM.



We will draw connections between MAP-EM and EDAs with smoothed ~ where F is the same free energy function appearing in the previ-

parameter updates such as those commonly used in CMA-ES.

3 FORMAL CONNECTION BETWEEN EM
AND EDAS

We are now ready to use the EM framework presented in Section
2, to show that EDAs using the update rule in Equation 2 can be
written as MC-EM, and as exact EM in the infinite sample limit. We
then show that generalizations of Equation 2 that allow for param-
eter smoothing—such as CMA-ES’s smoothing with the previous
estimate and use of an evolutionary path—can be readily incorpo-
rated into the EM-EDA connection by using the MAP-EM frame-
work. Finally, we highlight a connection between EM and standard
gradient-based optimization.

3.1 Derivation of EDAs as MC-EM

As described in the introduction, EDAs seek to solve the objec-
tive defined in Equation 1,

0= argglax Epz10)[f (2)] (6)
= argglax log B,z 10)[f(2)] ()
= argmax Lgpa(0), ®)

)

where f(z) is the black-box function to be optimized, p(z|€) is what
we refer to as the search model, parameterized by 0, and we define
LEpa(0) =log ]Ep(zw)[f(z)]. This expression can be thought of
as an EDA equivalent to the ‘log marginal likelihood” in EM, only
without any observed data, x.

Some EDAs monotonically transform f(z) with a shaping func-
tion, W(-), which may be, for example, an exponential [27], a
quantile-based transformation [26, 30], or a cumulative density
function (CDF) [6]. Although this transformation does not change
the optima, it may alter the optimization dynamics. Often this shap-
ing function is changed at each iteration in a sample-dependent,
adaptive manner (which links these methods to annealed versions
of EM and VI [16, 21]). In such a setting, the connection that we will
show between EDAs and EM holds within each full iteration. For
notational simplicity, we drop the W(-) and assume that f(z) has
already been transformed. We additionally assume that the trans-
formation is such that f(z) > 0 forallz € Z.

To link Equation 8 to EM, we introduce a probability density,
q(z), which allows us to derive a lower bound on Lgp4 using
Jensen’s inequality:

LEpa(0) = 1ogE,(z19)[f(2)] )
p(2]0)f(z)

= logEq(Z) [W] (10)

> Eg(z) [log(p(z10)f(2))] + Hlq] (11)

= F(q,9), (12)
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ous section on EM, except that the complete likelihood is replaced
with the term f(z)p(z]|0). When f(z)p(z|0) is normalizable, then
it can be shown that there is an EDA “variational gap” given by
F(q,0) — LEpa = —Di1(q(2)||p(2]0)), where we define the tilted
density,

p(z10)f(2)
[z p(=10)f(z)dz’

which is the EDA counterpart to the exact posterior in EM. We can

p(z|0) = (13)

now construct a coordinate ascent algorithm on the free energy de-
fined in Equation 12 that mirrors the EM algorithm. In particular,
this algorithm iterates between E-steps that solve

q(t“) « argmin, D (q(2)] |ﬁ(z|9([))), and M-steps that solve

o+l argmaxg ]Eq(,+1)(z) [log(p(z|0) f(2))]. To make the precise
connection between practically implemented EDA and EM, we in-
troduce a particular approximate ‘posterior’ for the E-step that is
given by a mixture of weighted particles:

N
N f(zi)dz,(z
1) RS040 »
2z f=)
where {z; }f\i ; are samples drawn from p(z|9(t)), as in EDAs. Using

this posterior approximation, the M-step amounts to solving the
objective:

0+ — argmax E 1)z [log(p(210) f(2))] (15)
0
N )3z, (2) log p(z]0) d

= argmax 2ot fz f(zl)\; (e ept0) & (16)

0 Zi=1 f(zi)

N

= i)l il9). 17
argm aX;f(z )logp(zi6) 7)

which is exactly the generic EDA update step defined in Equation
2.

From this exposition it also becomes clear that EDAs can be
thought of as performing a type of MC-EM that uses Importance
Sampling [19] rather than direct sampling from the posterior. In
particular, the EDA sampling procedure uses proposal distribution,
p(2]0), (sampled in the E-step), and importance weights
p(z]0)f(z)/p(2]0) = f(z) to estimate the expected “complete log
likelihood", Eq(tﬂ)(z) [log(p(z]0) f(2))], in the M-step.

This is our main result, as it shows that many EDAs can be
viewed as an EM algorithm that uses the particle-based posterior
approximation given by Equation 14. For any z, we have

q(Hl)(z) EA ;3(2|9(t)) as n — oo by the law of large numbers and
Slutsky’s theorem [11]. In this limit of infinite particles, the approx-
imate posterior matches the tilted distribution—the EDA equiva-
lent to the “exact posterior”—and our algorithm inherits the same
guarantees as exact EM, such as guaranteed improvement of the
objective function at each iteration, as well as local and global con-
vergence properties [3, 24, 31].

In many cases, EDAs use a member of an exponential family
for the search model. Letting 6 denote the expectation parameters,
then the search model has the density:

p(z10) = h()exp (n(©) T(2) - A6) (18)



where h is the base measure, 7(0) are the natural parameters, T(z)
are sufficient statistics and A(0) is the log-partition function. Then
the update of Equation 17 takes the simple form of a weighted max-
imum likelihood estimate for the exponential family:

O(H_l) _ Zl{\ilf(zi)T(Zi).
R fe)

Next we show how exponential family search models can be used
to connect parameter-smoothed EDAs to MAP-EM.

(19)

3.2 Smoothed EDAs as MAP-EM

In CMA-ES, the parameter updates are smoothed between itera-
tions in a number of ways [12]. For example, the covariance esti-
mate is typically smoothed with the previous estimate. Addition-
ally, it may be further smoothed using a rank one covariance ma-
trix obtained from the “evolution path” that the algorithm has re-
cently taken.? Next, we consider these types of smoothing in de-
tail. However, any smoothing update, or combination thereof, can
be similarly derived by adjusting the form of the prior distribution.
A benefit of viewing CMA-ES updates in this general form is that
it becomes more straightforward to determine how to do similar
types of smoothing for EDAs without Gaussian search models.

When smoothing with the previous parameter estimate, the up-
dates can be written as

6+ = (1-y)o®) +yoUt+D, (20)

here 8(*1) is the solution to Equation 17 and y is a hyperparam-
eter that controls the amount of smoothing. In the case where the
search model is a member of an exponential family, as is defined
in Equation 18, we will show that the smoothed update of Equa-
tion 20 is equivalent to a particular MAP-EM update that uses the
tilted density of Equation 13 as the approximate posterior. To see
this, consider the conjugate prior to the exponential family,

po(612) = exp (AT n(0) = 1240) - BY),  (21)

where A = (A1, A2), B(A) is the log-partition function of the prior,
and we have assumed that the base measure is constant. We now
consider the modified EDA objective:

LEpa(6) =10gE;9)[f(2)po(011)],

which is analogous to the MAP objective defined in Section 2. It
can be shown that by replacing Equation 9 with this modified ob-
jective, performing analogous steps as those in Equations (10-12)
and (15-17), and using the same definition of the tilted density and
approximate posterior as in Equations 13 and 14, respectively, we
arrive at the update equation:

N
0U+1) = argmax )" f(zi)log p(zi|0)po(6]4). (22)
0 =1

2See the two terms in Equation 11 in Hansen et al. [12]).
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If we now let A; = 1/y — 1 and allow A; to change every iteration
as A1 = (1/y — 1)019), it can then be shown that the solution to this
objective is given by:

A 1~
(t+1) _ _ M pt) , _ © p(t+1)
0 1+/120 +1+/120 (23)
= (1)) +yo"*Y, (24)
~ N . .
where 6(t+1) = Zi=f@ETE) o Equation 19, the solution of orig-

N fz
inal EDA objective.zé_ih];(e tile update in Equation 24 is identical to
the smoothed update of Equation 20, we can see that smoothing
can be viewed as a consequence of performing MAP-EM in the
context of EDAs, with a particular choice of prior parameters. See
the Appendix A.2 for a full derivation.

3.3 A continuum between EM-like algorithms
and gradient descent

Instead of using EDAs, one could alternatively solve the objective
in Equation 1 directly with gradient descent (or natural gradient de-
scent) where updates are given by ot+D) = g0 4 aV.CEDA(GU)),
and « is a step size parameter. This is known as REINFORCE [39]
in the RL community and is related to IGO-ML [26]. Typically, one
cannot compute the gradient term exactly, in which case the “log
derivative trick”,

VoEpz10)[f(@)]lg=g (25)
= p(z\e(t))[f(z)ve logp(z|9)|9:9(,)], (26)

is often combined with Monte Carlo estimation to arrive at an up-
date:

N
0D =) +a Y fzi)Vglogp(zil®lg_gs  (27)
i=1
where {zi}l{i , are samples drawn from p(z|9(t)). Notably, this up-
date does not require the gradient of f(z) [29].

We can connect the gradient-based optimization in Equation 27
to the EDA “EM” optimization presented in Section 3.1. In partic-
ular, consider the partial M-step version of EM, where instead of
fully solving for the new parameter, one instead performs one gra-
dient step —so called “first-order” EM [3, 24]. Instantiating first-
order EM into EDA “EM” by partially solving the objective in Equa-
tion 17 with a single gradient step (with step size @) will result in
the same update as Equation 27. In other words, performing “first-
order" EM in the EDA context is identical to performing gradient
descent on Equation 1. As we can see, as one performs more gradi-
ent steps within an M-step, one traces out a continuum of methods
between gradient descent on the original objective and EM.

4 A UNIFYING VIEW OF EDAS AS NATURAL
GRADIENT DESCENT

In the next sections, we provide an illustrative example of how the
connection between EDAs and EM can be leveraged. In particular,
we use the framework to provide a new perspective on how EDAs
can be seen as approximating natural gradient descent.

Akimoto et al. [1] showed that CMA-ES, a particular EDA, can
be viewed as approximate natural gradient descent (NGD) . This
result also emerges from the IGO framework of Ollivier et al. [26],



who additionally showed that CEM and several other EDAs can
be viewed as NGD. Malago et al. [20] also show how EDAs us-
ing MRF for the search model can be interpreted as NGD. The re-
lationship we derived between EDA and EM provides a unifying
perspective on these connections, which also allows for them to
be readily generalized to any EDA that can be written as EM. Next
we develop this unifying view. t does not appear widely known
that EM can be viewed as approximate NGD. Thus we next syn-
thesize a series of known, but independent, results to show this.
As a method for maximizing the log-likelihood function, Chrétien
and Hero showed that EM can be formulated as the proximal point
method (PPM) with the reverse KL divergence [8, 9]. Specifically,
this formulation shows that in our context, each update

6**V) = argmax / (210 log(p(20) f(z))dz  (28)
o Jz
is equivalent to
6+1) = argmax | Lzpa(©) - D (G0N, (29)
0

which is a PPM (see also Appendix B). This equivalence requires
the exact posterior (tilted distribution), p, and therefore does not
technically hold for EDA in practice, which is more akin to MC-EM.
Nevertheless, the connection exposes an interesting new perspec-
tive on EDAs in the asymptotic regime, as we shall see.

Next, consider the mirror descent update, which is a lineariza-
tion of the PPM [5]:

o+ = argmax LEDA(O(t)) (30)
[

+(VoLEDA®)|g_pr- 0 — 61)) (31)

~ Dir(p(216V)]1(216)). (32)

Mirror descent with KL divergence is equivalent to NGD on the
dual Reimannian manifold [28]. Even when the original and dual
manifolds differ, the two algorithms can be related: using a second-
order Taylor series approximation of the KL divergence yields an
approximate mirror descent update that is precisely NGD. Specifi-
cally, replacing the KL divergence in mirror descent with the second-
order approximation as follows,

Di1(p(16D)||(16)) (33)
- %(e —00)TH0O)0-00) +0(0-01), )

where I is the Fisher information metric [23], yields the update

o\ = argmax LEDA(O([)) (35)
[

+(VoLepA®)g_gin- 0 — 61) (36)

- 20 -6 166 - 0), 1)

which can be shown to be equivalent to the NGD update
0 =0 +100) Vo Lapa@)g_ge-  (38)
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See Appendix C for further details.

In summary: EM is a PPM with KL divergence; mirror descent
is a linearization of the PPM; and a second-order approximation
of the KL divergence in mirror descent yields NGD. Thus in the
infinite sample limit, EDAs can be seen as approximate NGD.

Note that Sato [33], and later others, showed the related result
that for exponential family models with hidden variables and a
conjugate prior (to the joint observed and hidden model), classical
(non-amortized) mean-field variational inference performs NGD
[14, 15]. In contrast, our result applies to any exact EM, but only
connects it to approximate NGD.

An interesting side note is that Salimbeni et al. [32] demon-
strated empirically that the best step size for NGD, according to
Brent line searches, increases over iterations to 1.0, for Gaussian
approximations of several models. Their result aligns nicely with
our results here that EM, viewed as approximate NGD, has a step
size of precisely 1.0.

5 DISCUSSION

We have shown a novel connection between a broad class of EDAs
and EM. Additionally, we have presented an illustrative example
of insight from EM that can be applied to EDAs by way of this
connection. Specifically, we presented a new connection between
NGD and EDAs, by way of EM.

In light of EDAs as EM, one can ask whether this viewpoint
sheds any light on choices of the EDA search model that may be
more or less optimal. Suppose for a moment that rather than a
sample-based approximate posterior, one instead used a paramet-
ric posterior, as in standard VI. In such a case, if the search model
were in some sense “‘conjugate” to f(z), then the posterior could
take on an analytical form. When might such an approach make
sense? Suppose one were using EDAs to perform protein design [6],
that f(z) represented protein stability, and that f(z) could be ap-
proximated by using an exponential model of linear additive mar-
ginal and pairwise terms [7]. Then if one used a Potts model [22]
as the search model, the exact posterior could also be written in
this form, and a “parametric" EDA could be pursued.

Given the tight connection between EDAs with adaptive shape
functions, and annealed versions of EM and VI [16, 21], we believe
that these latter approaches could benefit from the simple and ro-
bust implicit annealing schemes found in the EDA literature, which
arise not from an annealing schedule, but from simple and effective
quantile transformations and the like.

A DERIVATIONS IN THE CASE OF
EXPONENTIAL FAMILY SEARCH MODELS

In Equations 19 and 23 we present exact update equations for EDAs
when the search model is a member of an exponential family. We
derive these updates here.

A.1 EDA Update

For the in update, Equation 19, we use the definition of the ex-
ponential family search model density in Equation 18 in the EDA



update objective in Equation 17:

N
o+ = argmafo(zi)logp(ziW) (39)
0 =

N
= i OTT i
argmax (;f(z n(0) T(z:)

N
+A©) ). flzi) (40)
i=1

To solve this, we now take the gradient of the argument with re-
spect to 0:

N N
Vo (Z f(zl-m(e)TT(zi)) +VA0) ) f(z) (41)
i=1 i=1

N N
=Von(0)" > f(zi)T(z1) + Von(0) EqlT(2)] Y f(z))  (42)
i=1 i=1

where we have used the chain rule and the properties of the log-
partition function (i.e. cumulant generating function) to equate
VgA(B) = Vgn(0)E[T(2)]. Now, recognizing that 6 are expecta-
tion parameters, so @ = E;[T(z)], and setting Equation 42 equal to
zero, we arrive at the update in Equation 19:

N N
Von(0)" > fz)T(z) + Von(0) EylT(2)] Y f(zi) =0 (43)
i=1 i=1

N O(H_l) _ Z{il f(zi)T(Zi)

44
Zl{\il f(zi) ( )

A.2 MAP Update

or the update in Equation 23, we use the definition of the expo-
nential family search model density in Equation 18, and the prior
in Equation 21, in the MAP-EDA update objective, Equation 22:

N
0+Y) = argmax )" f(zi)log p(zi|0)po(61A)
] i=1

N N
= argmax 3 f@n(®)" ) + (A{0(0) + (1 +22)A0) 3 f(z0)
i=1 i=1

Taking the gradient of the argument with respect to 6 and set-
ting it equal to zero:

N
Von(0)" > f(z)T(z:)
i=1
N
+(Von®)T A1 + (1 + A2)Von(0) BglT()1) " flzi) =0
i=1
N N N
= 001+d) ) f@) = ) f@T@) + A Y f(zi)
i=1 i=1 i=1

1IN f@T@) A

N 0(t+1) —
1+ Zfilf(zi) 1+

This is an expanded version of the paper by the same title published in the
proceedings of the The Genetic and Evolutionary Computation Conference
(GECCO), 2020

where again we use 8 = E;[T(z)]. Now, we can recognize o+ =

I ST ()
Tt f (=)

letting A2 = 1/y — land A1 = (1/y — 1)6) we arrive at:

is the solution to the original EDA objective, and

1 ey
1+1y—1

=y 1= o)

Iy -1 o)

0([+1) —
1+ 1y -1

which is the desired smoothed update.

B EQUIVALENCE BETWEEN
EXPECTATION-MAXIMIZATION AND THE
PROXIMAL POINT METHOD

In Section 6, we discuss the equivalence between EM and using
the proximal point method (PPM) with reverse KL divergence to
maximize the log-likelihood function [8, 9]. Here, we provide the
derivation of this equivalence, beginning with a formulation of the
PPM:

P+ = argma log L(¢) - D1 (p(zly, $)lIp(zly, $))

p(ly. o)
p(zly, $)

= argmaxlogp(yl9) + / D(zly. 6O log p(zly. $)dz

— argmax log ply|¢) - / p(zly. D) log
]

— argmax log p(y|¢) / p(ely.¢O)dz
]
N / p(zly. ¢ log p(zly. $)d=
- argmas / p(zly. 60 (log p(yl$) + log plzly. $)) dz

- argmax / D(zly. 60 log p(y. 2| p)dz.
]

Note that the last line is precisely the update rule for EM.

C DETAILS OF NATURAL GRADIENT
DESCENT

Recall from Section 6 that replacing the log-likelihood with its lin-
earization and the KL-divergence with its second-order Taylor se-
ries approximation in the PPM formulation of EM yields the update

¢+ = argmaxlog L(¢V) + (Vg log £(¢)‘¢=¢(:), ¢ o)
[
- %(qb - ¢TI ) - D).

One can further derive a closed-form update by taking the deriva-
tive of the argmax argument on the right-hand side, setting it equal



to zero as per first-order optimality conditions, and solving:
Vg (log L") + (Vg log L) 5y ¢ — )
— 2@ = #O)IEONG — ¢y _gir =0
= Vg log L9)] 4oy ~ 160" - ¢*) =0
= ¢ =9+ 1(¢!) 1V log L(@)] 4 yior

This establishes the equivalence between the standard natural gra-
dient descent update rule and the mirror descent update derived
using the PPM formulation of EM as a starting point.
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