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Abstract

The evidence lower bound (ELBO) is one of the most central objectives for probabilistic
unsupervised learning. For the ELBOs of several generative models and model classes,
we here prove convergence to entropy sums. As one result, we provide a list of generative
models for which entropy convergence has been shown, so far, along with the corresponding
expressions for entropy sums. Our considerations include very prominent generative mod-
els such as probabilistic PCA, sigmoid belief nets or Gaussian mixture models. However,
we treat more models and entire model classes such as general mixtures of exponential
family distributions. Our main contributions are the proofs for the individual models.
For each given model we show that the conditions stated in Theorem 1 or Theorem 2
of Lücke and Warnken (2024) are fulfilled such that by virtue of the theorems the given
model’s ELBO is equal to an entropy sum at all stationary points. The equality of the
ELBO at stationary points applies under realistic conditions: for finite numbers of data
points, for model/data mismatches, at any stationary point including saddle points etc,
and it applies for any well behaved family of variational distributions.

1 Introduction

We consider probabilistic generative models that are defined based on an elementary directed
graphical model with two sets of variables. We use the same notation as in the paper of
Lücke and Warnken (2024), which provides the main theoretical tools that we here apply
to concrete models: we use ~x for the set of observables, and we use ~z for the set of latent
variables. A generative model is then given by

~z ∼ pΘ(~z) and ~x ∼ pΘ(~x | ~z) , (1)

where Θ denotes the set of model parameters. We refer to the distributions pΘ(~z) and pΘ(~x | ~z)
as prior distribution and observable distribution, respectively. Only for mixture models we
slightly divert from the notation above and use c for the latent class variables instead of ~z
(but this will be clear from context).

∗joint major contributions
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For N data points ~x(n) the ELBO (or free energy) learning objective (Jordan et al., 1999;
Neal and Hinton, 1998) is given by:

F(Φ,Θ) =
1

N

∑

n

∫

q
(n)
Φ (~z) log

(

pΘ(~x
(n) | ~z)

)

d~z −
1

N

∑

n

DKL

[

q
(n)
Φ (~z), pΘ(~z)

]

, (2)

where q
(n)
Φ (~z) are the variational distributions used for optimization.

For each here considered generative model (or for each considered model class), we will show
that the ELBO (Eqn. 2) is at all stationary points of learning equal to (see Lücke and Warnken
(2024) for details):

F(Φ,Θ) =
1

N

∑

n

H[q
(n)
Φ (~z)] − H[ pΘ(~z)] − EqΦ

{

H[ pΘ(~x | ~z)]
}

, (3)

where qΦ(~z) :=
1

N

∑

n

q
(n)
Φ (~z) (4)

is the average variational distribution. The distribution qΦ(~z) is also sometimes referred to
as aggregate posterior (e.g.Makhzani et al. (2016); Tomczak and Welling (2018); Aneja et al.
(2021)) but we note that it can (as an average of variational approximations) significantly
divert from the average posterior. Notably, expression (3) will, for each here treated generative
model, apply under realistic conditions, i.e., the result will apply for finite numbers of data
points, model/data mismatches, at any stationary point (global and local maxima as well as
saddle points), and for any (well-behaved) family of variational distributions.

In the literature on deep generative models, the variational distributions are typically

amortized, i.e., the variational distributions q
(n)
Φ (~z) are obtained via a function from the set

of observables to latents: q
(n)
Φ (~z) = qΦ(~z; ~x

(n)). Furthermore, the avarage over data points is
often causually abbreviated as an expectation value w.r.t. the true data distribution p(~x). If
the entropy sum of Eqn. 3 is denoted analogously, one therefore obtains the expression:

F(Φ,Θ) = Ep

{

H[qΦ(~z; ~x)]
}

− H[ pΘ(~z)] − EqΦ

{

H[ pΘ(~x | ~z)]
}

. (5)

We will consider the case where N can take on any value, i.e., expression (3) applies, or
expression (5) applies, with the first term interpreted as abbreviation for the average over N
data points. But our results will also apply in the limit of N → ∞ such that expression (5)
is also valid with the first term being an actual expectation value. In the limit, the aggregate
posterior qΦ(~z) is the distribution obtained from (4) when N → ∞ (assuming that all limits
exist).

To show that the ELBO takes on the form (3), we will apply Theorem 1 or Theorem 2 of
Lücke and Warnken (2024). In virtue of the theorems, equality of ELBO and entropy sums
can be shown for a given model by verifying that the assumptions of one of the theorems are
satisfied. The corresponding theorem then implies that (3) holds. One main assumption that
has to be fulfilled can usually directly be verified by considering the definition of a generative
model: prior distribution and observable distribution have to be exponential family distri-
butions. We refer to such a model as exponential family generative model or EF generative
model. The only non-trivial conditions for Theorem 1 or Theorem 2 of Lücke and Warnken
(2024) to be applicable is a parameterization condition. The reader only interested in using
the entropy sum expression for the ELBO is not required to study the condition, however. In-
stead, it is sufficient to observe that entropy sum convergence can be shown for the generative
model one may be interested in. Different generative models are listed in Secs. 2 to 4. For
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completeness and for the proofs for the treated models, we here reiterate the parameterization
condition.

Consider a generative model as specified in Eqn. 1. We take the prior distribution to be
parameterized by parameters ~Ψ, and we assume the observable distribution to be parameter-
ized by another set of parameters ~Θ. However, we also account for generative models, such as
probabilistic PCA (p-PCA; Roweis (1998); Tipping and Bishop (1999)), that do not involve a
parameterized prior. For both sets of parameters we arranged the scalar parameters into one
column vector. The set of all parameters of the generative model we will denote by Θ = (~Ψ, ~Θ)
(i.e., the symbol Θ is slightly overloaded but disambiguated via vector or non-vector nota-
tion). Prior and noise distribution we assume to be exponential family distributions. Then
there exist mappings ~ζ(~Ψ) and ~η(~z; ~Θ) from the standard parameterization to the natural
parameters of the corresponding distributions. Notice that the mapping for the observable
distribution, ~η(~z; ~Θ), may additionally depend on the latent variable ~z. We then assume the
following parameterization criterion (compare Definition 2.3 of Lücke and Warnken (2024)):

Definition 1 (Parameterization Criterion). Consider an EF generative model where the
natural parameters of the prior and observable distributions are given by the mappings ~ζ(~Ψ)
and ~η(~z; ~Θ), respectively. The EF generative model fulfills the parameterization criterion if
the following two properties hold:

(A) There exists a function ~α(~Ψ) depending on the parameters of the prior distribution such
that

~ζ(~Ψ) =
∂~ζ(~Ψ)

∂~ΨT
~α(~Ψ). (6)

(B) There exists a non-empty subset ~θ of ~Θ and a function ~β(~Θ) depending on the parameters
of the observable distribution but not depending on the latent variable such that

~η(~z; ~Θ) =
∂~η(~z; ~Θ)

∂~θT
~β(~Θ). (7)

Here, ∂~ζ(~Ψ)

∂~ΨT
and ∂~η(~z;~Θ)

∂~θ T
denote the Jacobians of the mappings to the natural parameters.

Importantly, for the second condition, we only need to compute the Jacobian with respect to
a suitable subset ~θ of the obeservable’s parameters ~Θ. This simplifies the computations when
the observable distribution is more intricate and depends on many parameters.

Verifying the parameterization criterion for a given model is the main task. If the criterion is
verified, then (3) holds for the ELBO at all stationary points. By using the readily available
expressions for entropies of the constituting distributions of a given model, we will see that
often concise expressions for the ELBO at stationary points can be obtained.

2 Sigmoid Belief Networks

As the first concrete generative model let us consider the Sigmoid Belief Network (SBN; Neal
(1992); Hinton et al. (2006)). SBNs are amongst the first and most well-known generative
models with an extensive body of literature. SBNs are also often considered as prototypical
examples for Bayes Nets. Here we study SBNs with one set of latents and one set of observables
in their standard form (but we will also briefly discuss an extension to two latent layers). We

3



state the generative model in the standard notation used in the literature, i.e., we will refer
with Θ to all model parameters (prior and noise model distributions). Only for the proof, we
will split the model parameters into one set of parameters for the prior distribution, and one
set of parameters for the observable distribution.

Definition 2 (Sigmoid Belief Nets). The generative model of an SBN is defined as follows:

~z ∼ pΘ(~z) =
H
∏

h=1

Bern(zh; πh), with 0 < πh < 1, (8)

~x ∼ pΘ(~x | ~z) =
D
∏

d=1

Bern
(

xd; S
(

H
∑

h=1

Wdhzh + µd
)

)

, where S(a) =
1

1 + e−a
, (9)

and where Bern(z; π) = πz(1 − π)1−z is the standard parameterization of the Bernoulli dis-
tribution, and the same applies for Bern(x; ·) for the observables. The set of all parameters
is Θ = (~π,W, ~µ).

Proposition 1 (Sigmoid Belief Nets). A Sigmoid Belief Net (Definition 2) is an EF generative
model which satisfies the parameterization criterion (Definition 1). It therefore applies at all
stationary points:

F(Φ,Θ) =
1

N

N
∑

n=1

H[q
(n)
Φ (~z)] − H[ pΘ(~z)] − E qΦ

{

H[ pΘ(~x | ~z)]
}

. (10)

Proof. The generative model (8) and (9) has by definition two different sets of parameters for
prior and noise model Θ = (~Ψ, ~Θ), which we arrange into column vectors as follows:

~Ψ = ~π =







π1
...
πH






, ~Θ =











~w1
...
~wH

~µ











, with ~wh =







W1h
...

WDh






, (11)

where ~Ψ has H entries and ~Θ has HD+D entries (for all weights and offsets). The generative
model (8) and (9) is an EF generative model because it can be reparameterized as follows:

~z ∼ p~ζ(~π)(~z) , where ζh(~π) = log
( πh

1− πh

)

, (12)

~x ∼ p
~η(~z; ~Θ)(~x) , where ~η(~z; ~Θ) =

∑

h ~wh zh + ~µ , (13)

and where the distributions p~ζ(~z) and p~η(~x) are now Bernoulli distributions in the exponential
family form. For the parameterization criterion, the Jacobian matrices are given by:

∂~ζ(~Ψ)

∂~ΨT
=







π−1
1 (1− π1)

−1

. . .

π−1
H (1− πH)−1






, (14)

∂~η(~z; ~Θ)

∂~θT
=
(

z11D×D
, . . . , zH1

D×D
, 1

D×D

)

, (15)

where we have chosen all parameters for ~θ (i.e., ~θ = ~Θ) for ∂~η(~z;~Θ)

∂~θ T
. As all πh ∈ (0, 1),

the diagonal entries of the (H ×H)-matrix ∂~ζ(~Ψ)

∂~ΨT
are non-zero such that ∂~ζ(~Ψ)

∂~ΨT
is invertible.
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Part A of the criterion is therefore fulfilled by choosing ~α(~Ψ) =
(

∂~ζ(~Ψ)

∂~ΨT

)

−1
~ζ(~Ψ). For part B,

it is straightforward to see that

~β(~Θ) =











~w1
...
~wH

~µ











(16)

fulfills Eqn. 7. Hence, part B of the parameterization criterion is also satisfied. Consequently,
Eqn. 3 applies due to Theorem 1 of Lücke and Warnken (2024), and we obtain:

F(Φ, ~Ψ, ~Θ) = 1
N

∑N
n=1H[q

(n)
Φ (~z)] − H[ p~Ψ(~z)]− EqΦ

{

H[ p~Θ(~x | ~z)]
}

. (17)

For Sigmoid Belief Nets it is also common to consider more than one set of latent variables.
For instance, we could add another hidden layer. Such a Sigmoid Belief Net is then defined
by:

pΘ(~z) =
H
∏

h=1

Bern(zh;πh), with 0 < πh < 1, (18)

pΘ(~y | ~z) =
I
∏

i=1

Bern
(

yi;S
(

H
∑

h=1

Mihzh + νi
)

)

, (19)

pΘ(~x | ~y ) =
D
∏

d=1

Bern
(

xd;S
(

I
∑

i=1

Wdiyi + µd
)

)

, (20)

where S is again the function S(a) = 1
1+e−a and Bern(z, π) = πz(1 − π)1−z the stan-

dard parameterization of the Bernoulli distribution. Considering the proof of Theorem 1
in Lücke and Warnken (2024), adding another layer would simply add another term to the
ELBO (2). Equality to the corresponding entropy of that term can then be shown precisely
as in the proof of Theorem 1 in Lücke and Warnken (2024) after verifying the property of
Definition 1 in analogy to Prop. 1. Therefore, also for a three layer SBN the ELBO becomes
equal to an entropy sum. The equality is (without giving an explicit proof) given by:

F(Φ,Θ) =
1

N

N
∑

n=1

H[q
(n)
Φ (~z, ~y )]−H[pΘ(~z)]− E qΦ{H[ pΘ(~y | ~z)]} (21)

− E qΦ
{H[ pΘ(~x | ~y )]} .

So the additional layer simply adds the (expected) entropy of the added layer.

3 Generative Models with Gaussian Observables and Proba-

bilistic PCA

While Eqn. 3 applies for a broad range of generative models, those models with Gaussian
observable distributions are very common and, therefore, represent an important subclass of
generative models. At the same time, the properties of Gaussian distributions further simplify
the result in Eqn. 3. For these reasons, we will treat Gaussian observables explicitly in the
following.
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Definition 3 (Gaussian observables with scalar variance). We consider generative models as
in Eqn. 1 where the observable distribution p~Θ(~x | ~z) is a Gaussian. Concretely, we consider
the following class of generative models:

~z ∼ p~Ψ(~z) , (22)

~x ∼ p~Θ(~x | ~z) = N (~x; ~µ(~z; ~w), σ21), where σ2 > 0, (23)

and where ~µ(~z; ~w) is a well-behaved function (with parameters ~w) from the latents ~z to the
mean of the Gaussian.

For linear functions ~µ, the vector ~w can be thought of as containing all entries of a weight ma-
trix W and potentially all offsets. ~µ(~z; ~w) can, however, also represent a non-linear function
defined using a potentially intricate deep neural network (DNN). In such a non-linear case, the
class of functions defined by Definition 3 contains standard variational autoencoders (VAEs;
Kingma and Welling (2014), and many more), VAEs with sparse prior (e.g. Connor et al.
(2021); Drefs et al. (2023)), and other VAEs with non-standard (but exponential family) pri-
ors.

As outlined in the introduction, equality of the ELBO to entropy sums, as stated in Eqn. 3, can
be shown by applying Theorem 1 from Lücke and Warnken (2024). To utilize this theorem, the
parameterization criterion presented in Definition 1 has to be fulfilled. However, the theorem
requires an additional assumption that we have not addressed so far, as it was always satisfied
for SBNs. To apply Theorem 1, both the prior and the observable distributions must have
constant base measures. This condition is trivially fulfilled here for the observable distribution,
since it is Gaussian distribution, which always has a constant base measure. For the prior
distribution, we must explicitly impose this condition. However, by applying Theorem 2
from Lücke and Warnken (2024) instead of Theorem 1, one could generalize the following
proposition without assuming a constant base measure. This would lead to a similar, but
slightly more intricate, result.

Proposition 2 (Gaussian observables with scalar variance). Consider the generative model of
Definition 3. If the prior p~Ψ(~z) = p~ζ(~Ψ)

(~z) is an exponential family distribution with constant

base measure that satisfies part A of the parameterization criterion (Definition 1), then at all
stationary points apply:

F(Φ, ~Ψ, ~Θ) =
1

N

N
∑

n=1

H[q
(n)
Φ (~z)] − H[ p~Ψ(~z)] − H[ p~Θ(~x | ~z)]

=
1

N

N
∑

n=1

H[q
(n)
Φ (~z)] − H[ p~Ψ(~z)] −

D

2
log
(

2πeσ2
)

. (24)

Proof. We need to show that part B of the parameterization criterion is fulfilled. We abbre-
viate the variance σ2 by σ̃, and we choose ~θ = σ̃ as subset of ~Θ (i.e., we chose a single-valued

vector ~θ). The Jacobian ∂~η(~z;~Θ)

∂~θT
in Eqn. 7 is then a column vector. Now consider the natu-

ral parameters of a Gaussian with scalar variance, ~η =

(

~µ
σ̃

− 1
2σ̃

)

. The form of the natural

parameters means that we can rewrite ~η(~z; ~Θ) = 1
σ̃
~̃η(~z; ~w), where the second factor does not

depend on σ̃. The Jacobian ∂~η(~z;~Θ)

∂~θ T
now becomes:

∂~η(~z; ~Θ)

∂~θT
=

∂

∂σ̃
~η(~z; ~Θ) =

( ∂

∂σ̃

1

σ̃

)

~̃η(~z; ~w) = −
1

σ̃

1

σ̃
~̃η(~z; ~w) = −

1

σ̃
~η(~z; ~Θ) . (25)
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Therefore, the scalar function β(σ̃) = −σ̃ satisfies Eqn. 7, which shows that part B of the pa-
rameterization criterion is fulfilled. Consequently, Theorem 1 in Lücke and Warnken (2024),
and thus Eqn. 3, applies for the generative model.

The entropy of the Gaussian p~Θ(~x | ~z) is given by D
2 log

(

2πeσ̃
)

, i.e., it does not depend on
~z. The last term of (3) consequently simplifies to:

EqΦ

{

H[ p~Θ(~x | ~z)]
}

=
D

2
log
(

2πeσ̃
)

= H[ p~Θ(~x | ~z)] . (26)

The maybe most prominent elementary generative model covered by Proposition 2 is prob-
abilistic PCA (p-PCA; Roweis (1998); Tipping and Bishop (1999)). P-PCA has a Gaussian
prior and a Gaussian noise model, i.e., both distributions are in the exponential family. Given
Proposition 2, we only have to show that the parameterization criterion applies for the prior
distribution. This can be shown similarly as was done for the noise distribution above. How-
ever, p-PCA first has to be parameterized similarly to Example 2 in Lücke and Warnken
(2024) as we require a parameterized prior. In the standard parameterization of p-PCA (i.e.,
pΘ(~z) = N (~z; 0, 1) and pΘ(~x | ~z) = N (~x;W~z + ~µ, σ21)) and for the case when full posteriors
are used as variational distributions, we then obtain:

L(Θ) = H[ pΘ(~z | ~x)] − H[ pΘ(~z)] − H[ pΘ(~x | ~z)] (27)

=
1

2
log
(

(2πe)H det(
1

σ2
WTW + 1)

)

−
H

2
log(2πe) −

D

2
log
(

2πeσ2
)

(28)

=
1

2
log
(

det(
1

σ2
WTW + 1)

)

−
D

2
log
(

2πeσ2
)

, (29)

at all stationary points. The result can be shown to be consistent with the maximum likelihood
solution of Tipping and Bishop (1999) by expressing M = W TW + σ21 and σ2 in terms of
eigenvalues of the data covariance matrix. Also note the relation to variational autoencoders
with linear decoder as discussed in Damm et al. (2023).

While Definition 3 already covers many well-known models including probabilistic PCA,
other models such as Factor Analysis require a further generalization. Concretely, we con-
sider generative models with observables distributed according to a Gaussian with diagonal
covariance matrices.

Definition 4 (Gaussian observables with diagonal covariance). We consider generative mod-
els as in Eqn. 1 where the observable distribution p~Θ(~x | ~z) is a Gaussian with diagonal co-
variance matrix:

~z ∼ p~Ψ(~z) , (30)

~x ∼ p~Θ(~x | ~z) = N (~x; ~µ(~z; ~w),Σ), where Σ = diag(σ21 , ..., σ
2
D) , σ2d > 0, (31)

where ~µ(~z; ~w) is again a well-behaved function (with parameters ~w) from the latents ~z to the
mean of the Gaussian.

Proposition 3 (Gaussian observables with diagonal covariance). Consider the generative
model of Definition 4. If the prior p~Ψ(~z) = p~ζ(~Ψ)

(~z) is an exponential family distribution with

constant base measure that satisfies part A of the parameterization criterion (see Definition 1),
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then at all stationary points apply:

F(Φ, ~Ψ, ~Θ) =
1

N

N
∑

n=1

H[q
(n)
Φ (~z)] − H[ p~Ψ(~z)] − H[ p~Θ(~x | ~z)]

=
1

N

N
∑

n=1

H[q
(n)
Φ (~z)] − H[ p~Ψ(~z)] −

D
∑

d=1

1

2
log
(

2πeσ2d
)

. (32)

Proof. To show that part B the parameterization criterion is fulfilled, we consider as subset
~θ of ~Θ the vector of all variances σ2d (with abbreviation σ̃d = σ2d) and the following natural
parameters:

~θ =







σ̃1
...
σ̃D






, ~η(~z; ~Θ) =

(

~a(~z; ~Θ)

~b(~z; ~Θ)

)

, ~a(~z; ~Θ) =











µ1(~z;~w)
σ̃1

...

µD(~z;~w)
σ̃D











, ~b(~z; ~Θ) =









− 1
2 σ̃1

...

− 1
2 σ̃D









. (33)

Given ~θ as above, the Jacobian in (7) is a (2D ×D)-matrix given as follows:

∂~η(~z; ~Θ)

∂~θT
=











∂~a(~z; ~Θ)

∂~θT

∂~b(~z; ~Θ)

∂~θT











=

(

A

B

)

, (34)

where A and B are (D ×D)-diagonal matrices with entries:

A =









−µ1(~z;~w)
σ̃2
1

. . .

−µD(~z;~w)
σ̃2
D









and B =









1
2σ̃2

1

. . .
1

2σ̃2
D









. (35)

By choosing ~β(~θ) = − (σ̃1, . . . , σ̃D)
T, Eqn. 7 und hence the second part of the parameterization

criterion is fullfilled and Theorem 1 in Lücke and Warnken (2024), and thus Eqn. 3, applies.
The entropy of the Gaussian p~Θ(~x | ~z) is finally given by 1

2

∑

d log
(

2πeσ̃d
)

, i.e., it again
does not depend on ~z. The last term of (3) consequently simplifies to:

EqΦ

{

H[ p~Θ(~x | ~z)]
}

=
1

2

∑

d

log
(

2πeσ̃d
)

= H[ p~Θ(~x | ~z)] . (36)

Notably, one has to consider the cases with scalar variance and diagonal covariance sepa-
rately because scalar variance can in our setting not be treated as a special case of diagonal
covariance. Using Proposition 3, we could now treat factor analysis (e.g. Everitt (1984);
Bartholomew et al. (2011)) as a model with Gaussian prior and a linear mapping to observ-
ables.
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4 Mixture Models

As the last example we consider mixture models with exponential family distributions
as noise distributions. Such models are very closely related to Bregman clustering
(e.g.McLachlan and Peel (2004); Banerjee et al. (2005)), and mixtures are a tool that is for
machine learning and data science of similar importance as PCA or Factor Analysis. In this
section we follow the standard notational convention for mixture models and replace the
latent variable ~z by c, where c takes on integer values.

As previously mentioned, Eqn. 3 follows directly from Theorem 1 in Lücke and Warnken
(2024). However, the application of this theorem requires not only the parameterization cri-
terion (Definition 1) but also the assumption of constant base measures for both the prior and
observable distributions. In contrast, when constant base measures are not assumed, Theo-
rem 2 from Lücke and Warnken (2024) can be used instead of Theorem 1. This results in a
slightly more intricate entropy expression than that given in Eqn. 3, as it involves replacing the
entropies with a term referred to as pseudo entropy in Lücke and Warnken (2024). For clar-
ity, we here distinguish between the two cases of constant and potentially non-constant base
measures. Since many machine learning models commonly assume constant base measures,
the results corresponding to this assumption are typically sufficient. When the assumption
of constant base measures is not fulfilled, the reader can refer to the more general results for
potentially non-constant base measures.

Definition 5 (EF Mixture with Constant Base Measure). We consider generative models
with a latent variable c and observables ~x. The latent can take on one of C different values,
i.e. c ∈ {1, . . . , C}, each with probability πc > 0 where

∑C
c=1 πc = 1. The observable ~x is

distributed according to a distribution p(~x | ~Θc) with parameters depending on the value of
the latent c. More formally, the generative model is given by:

c ∼ Cat(c ;~π), (37)

~x ∼ p(~x | ~Θc), (38)

where Cat(c ;~π) is the categorical distribution with standard parameterization. The set of all
model parameters Θ is given by Θ =

(

~π, ~Θ1, ~Θ2, . . . , ~ΘC

)

.
We refer to the model (37) and (38) as an exponential family mixture (EF mixture) with

constant base measure if the observable distribution p(~x | ~Θc) can be written as an exponential
family distribution p

~η(~Θc)
(~x) with a constant base measure, where ~η(·) maps an L-dim vector

~Θc of standard parameters to an L-dim vector of natural parameters.

For a mixture of scalar Gaussian distributions, ~Θc would be an L = 2 dimensional vector equal

to

(

µc
σ2c

)

, where µc and σ2c are, respectively, mean and variance of cluster c. The mapping

to natural parameters ~η(·) would be given by ~η(~Θc) =

(

µc

σ2
c

− 1
2σ2

c

)

. For a mixture of gamma

distributions, ~Θc would be an L = 2 dimensional vector equal to

(

αc

βc

)

, where αc and βc are

the standard parameters (shape and rate, respectively). The mapping to natural parameters

~η(·) would be given by ~η(~Θc) =

(

αc − 1
−βc

)

. Similarly for other standard distributions.

9



For the proof of the proposition on EF mixtures with constant base measure below, we will
again use vectors for the parameters and will distinguish between prior parameters ~Ψ =
(π1, . . . , πC−1)

T and noise model parameters ~Θ = (~Θ1, . . . , ~ΘC)
T. Note that we will only

consider (C − 1) prior parameters as πC can be taken to be determined by π1 to πC−1.
We remark the technical but important difference between the mapping ~η(·) of Definition 5

and the mapping ~η(c; ~Θ) which takes the role of ~η(~z; ~Θ) as used for Definition 1. ~η(·) is the
usual mapping from standard parameters of an exponential family distribution to its natural
parameters (see the just discussed examples Gaussian and gamma distributions). ~η(c; ~Θ) also
maps standard parameters to natural parameters of the observable distributions (hence the
same symbol) but, in contrast to ~η(·), the mapping ~η(c; ~Θ) has the vector of all noise model
parameters as input. The Jacobians of the mappings are consequently different. The Jacobian
of ~η(c; ~Θ) (computed w.r.t. all parameters ~Θ) is an (L × (CL))-matrix, while the Jacobian
of ~η(·) is a square (L× L)-matrix. This smaller (L × L)-Jacobian is important to state a
sufficient condition for the following proposition. The large Jacobian of ~η(c; ~Θ) is important
for the proposition’s proof.

Proposition 4 (Exponential Family Mixtures with Constant Base Measure). Consider an
EF mixture model of Definition 5 where ~η(·) maps the standard parameters of the noise model
to the distribution’s natural parameters. If the Jacobian of ~η(·) is everywhere invertible, then
the model is an EF generative model (see Section 1) and the parameterization criterion (Def-
inition 1) is fulfilled. It then applies at all stationary points:

F(Φ,Θ) =
1

N

N
∑

n=1

H[q
(n)
Φ (c)] − H[ Cat(c ;~π) ] − E qΦ(c)

{

H[ p(~x | ~Θc)]
}

, (39)

where we explicitly denoted that the aggregate posterior qΦ(c) =
1
N

∑

n q
(n)
Φ (c) depends on c.

Proof. We change to vectorial notation for the parameters as we did for the previous proofs.
With ~Ψ = (π1, . . . , πC−1)

T we denote the prior parameters, and with ~Θ = (~Θ1, . . . , ~ΘC)
T we

denote the noise model parameters. The categorical distribution of the prior can be rewritten
in exponential family form as follows:

p~ζ(~Ψ)
(c) = h(c) exp

(

~ζ T(~Ψ) ~T (c) − A(~Ψ)
)

, (40)

where the natural parameters ~ζ(~Ψ) have length (C−1) and are defined for i = 1, . . . , (C−1) by
ζi(~Ψ) = log

(

πi

1−
∑

C−1
i′=1

π
i′

)

. The sufficient statistics ~T (c) is also of length (C−1) and are defined

for i = 1, . . . , (C − 1) by Ti(c) = δci (i.e., Ti(c) = 1 if c = i and zero otherwise). The partition
function is A(~Ψ) = − log

(

1−
∑C−1

c=1 πc
)

and the base measure is a constant, h(c) = 1. For the
observable distribution, we assumed in Definition 5 that it can be written as an exponential
family distribution, p

~η(~Θc)
(~x), with constant base measure. With this assumption, the mixture

model of Definition 5 is an EF generative model (see Section 1). ~ζ(~Ψ) as defined above are
the natural parameters of the prior; and ~η(c; ~Θ) = ~η(~Θc) are the natural parameters of the
observable distribution (for mixtures we use c for the latent instead of ~z for previous models).
It remains to be shown that the parameterization criterion holds (Definition 1).

Regarding part A of the parameterization criterion, the Jacobian matrix ∂~ζ(~Ψ)

∂~ΨT
of ~ζ(~Ψ) is

a (C − 1)× (C − 1)-matrix. The elements of the Jacobian can be derived to be:
(

∂~ζ(~Ψ)

∂~ΨT

)

ic

=
∂

∂πc
ζi(~Ψ) =

∂

∂πc
log
( πi

1−
∑C−1

i′=1 πi′

)

= δic
1

πc
+

1

πC
, (41)
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where we abbreviated πC = 1−
∑C−1

c=1 πc. We now consider the i-th component of the right-
hand side of (6) which is given by:

(

∂~ζ(~Ψ)

∂~ΨT
~α(~Ψ)

)

i

=
∑

c

(∂~ζ(~Ψ)

∂~ΨT

)

ic
αc(~Ψ) =

1

πi
αi(~Ψ) +

1

πC

∑

c

αc(~Ψ)
!
= ζi(~Ψ). (42)

By multiplying with πi and summing over all components i = 1, . . . , C − 1, we can conclude
from (42) that:

∑

i

πiζi(~Ψ) =
∑

i

αi(~Ψ) +
1

πC

(

∑

i

πi

)(

∑

c

αc(~Ψ)
)

=
1

πC

∑

i

αi(~Ψ) (43)

⇒
1

πC

∑

i

αi(Ψ) =
∑

i

πiζi(~Ψ) =: ρ(~Ψ), (44)

where we introduced the function ρ(~Ψ) as an abbreviation. By using c as the summation
index and substituting (44) into (42), we get

αi(~Ψ) = πi
(

ζi(~Ψ)− ρ(~Ψ)
)

, i = 1, . . . , C − 1. (45)

The corresponding ~α(~Ψ) satisfies Eqn. 6. Therefore, Part A of the parameterization criterion
is fulfilled.

To construct the Jacobian ∂~η(c;~Θ)

∂~θ T
for part B of the criterion, we use all parameters ~Θ, i.e.

~θ = ~Θ. The Jacobian is then the (L× CL)-matrix given by:

∂~η(c; ~Θ)

∂~θT
=

(

∂~η(c; ~Θ)

∂~ΘT
1

, . . . ,
∂~η(c; ~Θ)

∂~ΘT
C

)

=

(

0
L×L

, . . . , 0
L×L

,
∂~η(~Θc)

∂~ΘT
c

, 0
L×L

, . . . , 0
L×L

)

. (46)

Here 0
L×L

denotes the (L × L)-matrix where all entries are zero. The only non-vanishing

components are those with derivative w.r.t. the parameters ~Θc. According to our assumptions,

the Jacobian ∂~η(~Θc)

∂~ΘT
c

is invertible. Therefore, the vector valued function

~β(~Θ) =

(

(∂~η(~Θ1)

∂~ΘT
1

)

−1
~η(~Θ1), . . . ,

(∂~η(~ΘC)

∂~ΘT
C

)

−1
~η(~ΘC)

)T

(47)

is well-defined and independent of c. Using (47) we obtain:

∂~η(c; ~Θ)

∂~θT
~β(~Θ) =

(

0
L×L

, . . . , 0
L×L

,
∂~η(~Θc)

∂~ΘT
c

, 0
L×L

, . . . , 0
L×L

)

~β(~Θ)

= ~η(~Θc) = ~η(c; ~Θ) . (48)

Hence part B of the parameterization criterion (Eqn. 7) is also fulfilled.
As the model of Definition 5 with the assumption of Prop. 4 is an EF generative model that

fulfills the parameterization criterion, Theorem 1 from Lücke and Warnken (2024) applies and
therefore Eqn. 3 holds. Consequently, Eqn. 39 follows.

The assumptions made in Proposition 4 are sufficient for (39) to apply. The assumptions
are also sufficiently broad to apply for most mixtures but they can presumably be weakened
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further. For a given mixture model, Proposition 4 is relatively easy to apply because the
mapping from standard parameterization to natural parameters is usually known and known
to be invertible.

We now present an entropy result for mixture models in the case when the assumption of a
constant base measure is not fulfilled, i.e., when there is no parameterization of the observable
distribution that has a constant base measure. A prominent example of such a model is
the Poisson mixture model, which we treat in Section 4.2. To derive the corresponding
result, we apply Theorem 2 from Lücke and Warnken (2024) instead of Theorem 1. However,
Lücke and Warnken (2024) introduced for Theorem 2 an alternative ELBO objective, denoted
by F̃(Φ,Θ), which differs from the original ELBO F(Φ,Θ) by an additive constant. More
precisely, F̃(Φ,Θ) is given by (see Appendix B of Lücke and Warnken (2024))

F̃(Φ,Θ) = F(Φ,Θ)−
1

N

N
∑

n=1

log
(

h(~x (n))
)

, (49)

where h(~x) represents the base measure of the observable distribution. Since the base mea-
sure does not depend on any parameters, the optimization of F̃(Φ,Θ) is entirely equiva-
lent to the optimization of the original ELBO F(Φ,Θ). For the new objective F̃(Φ,Θ),
Lücke and Warnken (2024) showed an entropy decomposition at stationary points similar to
the one given in Eqn. 3. Specifically, the decomposition in this case reads (see their Theorem 2)

F̃(Φ,Θ) =
1

N

∑

n

H[q
(n)
Φ (~z)] − H[ pΘ(~z)] −

1

N

∑

n

E

q
(n)
Φ

{

H̃[ pΘ(~x | ~z)]
}

. (50)

Here, the quantity H̃[ pΘ(~x | ~z)] is referred to as the pseudo entropy, as introduced by
Lücke and Warnken (2024). For the definition of this pseudo entropy, consider an exponential
family distribution of the form p~η(~x) = h(~x) exp

(

~ηT ~T (~x) − A(~η)
)

with base measure h(~x).

Moreover, consider the corresponding non-normalized function p̃~η(~x) = exp
(

~ηT ~T (~x)−A(~η)
)

where the base measure is set to one. Then, the pseudo entropy of p~η(~x) is defined to be

H̃[p~η(~x)] = −

∫

p~η(~x) log
(

p̃~η(~x)
)

d~x = −~ηT∇~ηA(~η) +A(~η). (51)

Importantly, due to Eqn. 51, the pseudo entropy of an exponential family distribution can be
computed in closed form.

Proposition 5 (General Exponential Family Mixtures). Consider an EF mixture model of
Definition 5 for which we do not require the observable distribution to have a constant base
measure. As for Prop. 4, let the function ~η(·) map the standard parameters of the noise model
to the distribution’s natural parameters. If the Jacobian of ~η(·) is everywhere invertible, then
the model is an EF model (see Section 1) and the parameterization criterion (Definition 1) is
fulfilled. It then applies at all stationary points:

F̃(Φ,Θ) =
1

N

N
∑

n=1

H[q
(n)
Φ (c)] − H[ Cat(c ;~π) ] − E qΦ(c)

{

H̃[ p(~x | ~Θc)]
}

. (52)

where the dependence of the aggregate posterior qΦ(c) =
1
N

∑

n q
(n)
Φ (c) on c is again denoted

explicitly.
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Proof. As for the proof in Prop. 4, we use ~Ψ = (π1, . . . , πC−1)
T for the prior parameters, and

~Θ = (~Θ1, . . . , ~ΘC)
T for the noise model parameters . Also as for the previous proof, p~ζ(~Ψ)

(c)

denotes the prior distribution, and p
~η(c;~Θ)(~x) denotes the noise distribution. As prior and

noise distributions, p~ζ(c) and p~η(~x) are exponential family distributions, the here assumed

mixture model is an EF model (see Section 1).
To show that the mappings ~ζ(~Ψ) and ~η(c; ~Θ) fulfill the parameterization criterion (Defini-

tion 1), we proceed precisely as for the proof in Prop. 4. As nowhere in the proof we require
constant base measure for observables, we can conclude that the parameterization criterion is
fulfilled also under the weakened assumptions of Prop. 5.

For a general EF model with a potentially non-constant base measure that fulfills the pa-
rameterization criterion, Theorem 2 from Lücke and Warnken (2024) applies. As a result, the
entropy decomposition presented in Eqn. 51 also applies, leading to the following expression:

F̃(Φ, ~Ψ, ~Θ) =
1

N

N
∑

n=1

H̃[q
(n)
Φ (c)] − H̃[ Cat(c ;~π) ] − E qΦ

{

H̃[ p~Θ(~x | c)]
}

, (53)

where the prior is a categorical distribution for a mixture model as defined in Definition 5.

We can now discuss some concrete examples of EF mixtures with constant and non-constant
base measures.

4.1 Mixture of Gamma Distributions

As an example of a mixture for which Prop. 4 applies, let us use a mixture of Gamma
distributions defined for scalar observables x ∈ R for simplicity. A mixture component c can
then be written as exponential family distribution with L = 2 parameters given by:

p
~η(~Θc)

(x) = h(x) exp
(

~ηT(~Θc) ~T (x) − A(~Θc)
)

(54)

with ~Θc =

(

αc

βc

)

and ~η(~Θc) =

(

αc − 1
−βc

)

. The base measure is constant, h(x) = 1,

and A(~Θc) = log
(

Γ(αc)
)

− αc log
(

βc
)

is the log-partition function. The Jacobian of ~η(·) is

the (2 × 2)-matrix

(

1 0
0 −1

)

which is everywhere invertible. Consequently, Prop. 4 applies

for mixtures of Gamma distributions. Going back to standard notation (with Θ = (~π, ~α, ~β)
denoting all parameters of the gamma mixture), we obtain:

L(Θ) ≥ F(Φ,Θ) (55)

=
1

N

N
∑

n=1

H[q
(n)
Φ (c)] −H[ Cat(c ;~π) ]−

C
∑

c=1

qΦ(c)H[Gam(x;αc, βc)] , (56)

where H[Gam(x;αc, βc)] = αc − log(βc) + log
(

Γ(αc)
)

+ (1− αc)ψ(αc) (57)

is the (well-known) entropy of the Gamma distribution. Notably, if the chosen q
(n)
Φ (c) are

analytically computable, all terms of (56) are easy and analytically computable (while the
last term involves Gamma and di-gamma functions).
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4.2 Mixture of Poisson Distributions

As an example of a mixture for which Prop. 5 applies but not Prop. 4, let us consider a mixture
of Poisson distributions for a D dimensional observed space ~x ∈ RD. We get an exponential
family distribution

p
~η(~Θc)

(~x) = h(~x) exp
(

~ηT(~λ(c)) ~T (~x) − A(~λ(c))
)

, (58)

where ~Θc = ~λ(c) =
(

λ
(c)
1 , . . . , λ

(c)
D

)T
to parameterize the Poisson means of the D scalar

observables given latent c. For all c and d, we assume λ
(c)
d > 0. The mapping ~η(~λ(c)) for the

Poisson distribution is defined by ηd(~λ
(c)) = log(λ

(c)
d ), sufficient statistics is ~T (~x) = ~x, and

the log-partition function is given by A(~λ(c)) =
∑

d λ
(c)
d . Importantly in our context, the base

measure h(~x) is given by h(~x) =
∏D

d=1

(

xd!)
−1.

The Jacobian of ~η(~λ) is the diagonal (D ×D)-matrix given by

∂~η(~λ)

∂~λT
=







(

λ1
)

−1

. . .
(

λD
)

−1






, (59)

which is everywhere invertible for λd > 0. Consequently, Prop. 5 applies and we obtain:

F̃(Φ,Θ) =
1

N

N
∑

n=1

H[q
(n)
Φ (c)] − H[ Cat(c ;~π) ] − E qΦ(c)

{

H̃[ Pois(~x |~λ(c))]
}

. (60)

The pseudo entropy of the Poisson observable distribution can be easily computed with Eqn. 51
and is given by:

H̃[ Pois(~x |~λ)] =
D
∑

d=1

λd
(

1− log(λd)
)

. (61)

Furthermore, according to Eqn. 49 we get a lower bound of the standard log-likelihood L(~Ψ, ~Θ)
if we add 1

N

∑

n log
(

h(~x(n))
)

to the alternative objective F̃(Φ,Θ). Going back to standard

parameterization with Θ = (~π,~λ(1), . . . , ~λ(C)
)

, we thus arrive at:

L(Θ) ≥
1

N

N
∑

n=1

H[q
(n)
Φ (c)]−H[Cat(c;~π) ] (62)

−
C
∑

c=1

qΦ(c)H̃[Pois(~x;~λ(c))]−
1

N

N
∑

n=1

D
∑

d=1

log
(

x
(n)
d !
)

.

Notably, the lower bound of L(Θ) on the right-hand-side is computable in closed-form if the

chosen variational distributions q
(n)
Φ (c) are closed-form (which they essentially always are).

Closed-form computability is enabled by the pseudo entropy which can be computable in
closed-form (see Eqn. 61), while the standard entropy of the Poisson distribution involves an
infinite sum.
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5 Discussion

We have considered a range of prominent generative models and classes of generative models
that can all be optimized using an ELBO objective. Once a stationary point of the ELBO
is reached during optimization, we have shown for these models that the ELBO takes on the
form of an entropy sum.

The obtained expressions for the ELBO at stationary points are more concise than the
expression for the original ELBO objective, and usually much easier to compute. In the case
of GMMs, for instance, it is computationally more efficient to compute the entropy sum than
the computation of the ELBO itself. As a remark, for Poisson mixture models (PMMs),
although Poisson entropies involve infinite sums, the pseudo-entropies in that case required
for the entropy sums are closed-form. For models such as probabilistic PCA, entropy sums
take on still more concise forms: the entropy sum is solely computable based on the model
parameters alone (Eqn. 29), i.e., no summation over data points is required.

Future work can further extend the list of generative models for which the ELBO is
equal to entropy sums at stationary points. For the models treated here, the application of
Theorem 1 or 2 of Lücke and Warnken (2024), is relatively straight-forward. However, some
models (such as probabilistic PCA) have to be parameterized in a non-standard way for the
theorems to be applicable.

Once entropy sum results are obtained, their usually concise form can be leveraged for
different practical and theoretical investigations. For instance, entropy sums can be used
to analyze learning in generative models (see Damm et al. (2023)), for model selection (see
Damm et al. (2023)), or they can be used to derive entropy-based learning objectives (see
Velychko et al. (2024)). We hope that the results for the concrete models here provided can
be useful in these and many further contexts. Especially the very concise forms of ELBOs of
as prominent models as GMMs, SBNs, or probabilistic PCA may inspire future applications
of entropy sums in theory and practice. Although GMMs, prob. PCA and their optimizations
have intensively been studied, the here derived concise forms of their ELBOs at stationary
points have (to the knowledge of the authors) been unknown, so far.
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project 464104047, ‘On the Convergence of Variational Deep Learning to Sums of Entropies’, within
the priority program ‘Theoretical Foundations of Deep Learning’ (SPP 2298).
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