
1

Neural Operator Variational Inference based on
Regularized Stein Discrepancy for Deep Gaussian

Processes
Jian Xu*,Shian Du*, Junmei Yang, Qianli Ma, Delu Zeng

Abstract—Deep Gaussian Process (DGP) models offer a pow-
erful nonparametric approach for Bayesian inference, but ex-
act inference is typically intractable, motivating the use of
various approximations. However, existing approaches, such as
mean-field Gaussian assumptions, limit the expressiveness and
efficacy of DGP models, while stochastic approximation can
be computationally expensive. To tackle these challenges, we
introduce Neural Operator Variational Inference (NOVI) for
Deep Gaussian Processes. NOVI uses a neural generator to obtain
a sampler and minimizes the Regularized Stein Discrepancy in
L2 space between the generated distribution and true posterior.
We solve the minimax problem using Monte Carlo estimation and
subsampling stochastic optimization techniques. We demonstrate
that the bias introduced by our method can be controlled by
multiplying the Fisher divergence with a constant, which leads
to robust error control and ensures the stability and precision
of the algorithm. Our experiments on datasets ranging from
hundreds to tens of thousands demonstrate the effectiveness
and the faster convergence rate of the proposed method. We
achieve a classification accuracy of 93.56 on the CIFAR10 dataset,
outperforming SOTA Gaussian process methods. Furthermore,
our method guarantees theoretically controlled prediction error
for DGP models and demonstrates remarkable performance on
various datasets. We are optimistic that NOVI has the potential to
enhance the performance of deep Bayesian nonparametric models
and could have significant implications for various practical
applications.

Index Terms—Deep Gaussian Processes, Operator Variational
Inference, Neural Network Generator

I. INTRODUCTION

GAUSSIAN processes (GPs) [1] are widely used in sta-
tistical inference and machine learning due to their

effectiveness in modeling the relationship between inputs and
outputs. For example, they have been successfully applied to
modeling the dynamics of complex systems, such as robots or
autonomous vehicles, for tasks such as trajectory planning [2],
adaptive control [3], and anomaly detection [4]. The assump-
tion that the latent function values follow a joint Gaussian
distribution may not always hold, and in some scenarios,
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it can be overly restrictive. [5]. For example, when dealing
with non-Gaussian and non-stationary processes [6], [7], such
as those found in financial time series or climate modeling,
the Gaussian assumption may not be appropriate. Therefore,
Deep Gaussian processes (DGPs) have been proposed as an
alternative approach to address these limitations in GP models.

A Deep Gaussian Process (DGP) model is a hierarchical
composition of GP models that offers a probabilistic nonpara-
metric approach with robust uncertainty quantification [8]. The
non-Gaussian distribution over composition functions provides
expressive capacity but also presents challenges for inference
[9]. Previous research on DGP models has used variational in-
ference with a combination of sparse Gaussian processes[10],
[11], [12], [13] and mean-field Gaussian assumptions[14],
[15], [16], [17], [18], [19], [20], [21] to approximate the
posterior distribution.Stochastic optimization techniques have
been used to scale up DGPs to handle large datasets, such
as Doubly Stochastic Variational Inference (DSVI)[22].These
strategies often incorporate a collection of inducing points
(M ≪ N ) whose position is learned alongside the other model
hyperparameters, reduicng the training cost to O

(
NM2

)
.

The mean-field Gaussian assumptions in approximate poste-
rior distributions simplify computations, but can impose overly
stringent constraints on DGP models, potentially limiting their
expressiveness and effectiveness. Stochastic approximation
approaches, such as SGHMC [23], draw unbiased samples
from the posterior distribution, but their sequential sampling
method can be computationally expensive for both training
and prediction. Additionally, evaluating their convergence in
finite time can be challenging [24].

While previous literature has explored various methods to
approximate the non-mean-field Gaussian posterior, to the best
of our knowledge, none has fully addressed the important
problem of inducing point distribution in DGP inference. For
instance, previous approaches, such as those proposed in [25],
[26], [27], attempted to design grids, orthogonal structures, or
other special structures among inducing points. However, such
structures may be handcrafted and may introduce bias by not
fully capturing the information of the inducing points from the
data. Other approaches, such as those based on normalizing
flows [28], [29], face invertibility constraints that limit the flex-
ibility of the transformation form of neural networks [30]. In
addition, implicit distributions variational inference [31], [32],
[33], [34], [35] attempts to estimate the difficult-to-handle non-
Gaussian posterior variational lower bound through adversarial
networks. However, controlling the bias and variance of the
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density ratio in high-dimensional space becomes exceedingly
difficult, hindering the scalability and effectiveness of this
approach [36], [37].

Therefore, in the context of high-dimensional non-mean-
field scenarios, we propose a new variational inference frame-
work for DGP based on Stein discrepancy (SD)[38], [39]. This
is because SD provides accurate and efficient measures of
distance between probability distributions, alleviating various
computational issues in computing KL divergence. Unlike KL
divergence, SD does not require computing the normalization
constant of the distribution, and its gradient form often con-
tains high-order information and geometric properties such as
the curvature of the distribution, making it more effective for
optimizing DGP high-dimensional non-mean-field posterior
distributions and providing advantages in terms of error control
and convergence rate[40], [41].

In this work, we introduce a novel inference framework
for DGP models called Neural Operator Variational Inference
(NOVI), which utilizes operators to optimize a regularized
Stein Discrepancy with data subsampling.Specifically, we use
Gaussian noise to transform a simple low-dimensional distri-
bution into a high-dimensional complex distribution through a
neural network generator, and then minimize the regularized
Stein discrepancy between the generated distribution and the
true posterior distribution using a SGD-based approach to
obtain the gradients of the generator. The NOVI approach
solves a minimax problem by Monte Carlo estimation, and
offers a black-box algorithmic solution that can handle com-
plex posterior distributions for DGP models.

The main contributions are as follows:
• We propose NOVI for DGPs, a novel variational frame-

work based on Stein discrepancy and operator varia-
tional inference with a neural generator. It minimizes
Regularized Stein Discrepancy in L2 space between the
generated distribution and true posterior to construct a
more flexible and wider class of posterior approximations
overcoming previous limitations caused by mean-field
Gaussian posterior assumptions and the issues of non-
mean-field minimization of KL divergence in the context
of high-dimensional inducing points scenarios.
• We provide theoretical evidence that our training schedule

is essentially optimizing the Fisher divergence between
the generated distribution and the true posterior distri-
bution. Additionally, the bias introduced by our method
can be effectively controlled by multiplying the Fisher
divergence with a constant. This feature of our approach
enables us to achieve robust error control, ensuring the
stability and precision of the algorithm.
• We have conducted experimental demonstrations on eight

UCI regression datasets and image classification datasets,
which include MNIST, Fashion-MNIST, and CIFAR-
10. The results demonstrate remarkable performance and
faster convergence speeds than state-of-the-art methods,
validating the effectiveness of the proposed model. By
employing a convolutional architecture, we have achieved
a classification accuracy of 93.56% on the CIFAR-10
dataset, surpassing the performance of state-of-the-art
Gaussian process methods.

Our code is publicly available at
https://github.com/studying910/NOVI-DGP.

II. PRELIMINARY

In this section, we present necessary notations and settings
on single-layer Gaussian Processes (GPs) and Deep Gaussian
Processes (DGPs), then we point out the flaws of current model
and introduce our motivation.

A. Gaussian Processes

Let a random function f : RD → R map N training inputs
X ≜ {xn}Nn=1 to a collection of noisy observed outputs y ≜
{yn}Nn=1. In general, a zero mean GP prior is imposed on the
function f , i.e., f ∼ GP(0, k) where k represents a covariance
function k : RD × RD → R. Let f ≜ {f(xn)}Nn=1 represent
the latent function values at the inputs X. This assumption
yields a multivariate Gaussian prior over the function values
p(f) = N (f |0,KXX) where [KXX]ij = k (xi, xj). In this
work, we suppose y is contaminated by an i.i.d noise, thus
p(y|f) = N (y|f , σ2I) where σ2 is the noise variance. The
GP posterior of the latent output p (f |y) has a closed-form
solution [1] but suffers from O(N3) computational cost and
O(N2) storage requirement, thus limiting its scalability to big
data.

Advanced sparse methods have been developed to set so-
called inducing points z = {zm}Mm=1) from the input space
and the associated inducing outputs known as inducing vari-
ables: u = {um = f(zm)}Mm=1 [42], [10], [11], with a
time complexity of O(NM2). In this Sparse GPs (SGPs)
paradigm, inducing variables u share a joint multivariate
Gaussian distribution with f : p(f ,u) = p(f |u)p(u) where the
condition is specified as:

p(f |u) = N (KXZK
−1
ZZu,KXX −KXZK

−1
ZZKZX) (1)

and p (u) = N (u|0,KZZ) is the prior over the inducing
outputs.

To solve the intractable posterior distribution of inducing
variables p(u|y), Sparse variational GPs (SVGPs) [42], [14]
reformulate the posterior inference problem as variational
inference (VI) and confine the variational distribution to be
q(f ,u) = p(f |u)q(u) [17], [42], [16], [22]. This method ap-
proximates q(u) = N (m,S) [14], [15], [16], [17], [18], [19],
[20], then a Gaussian marginal1 is obtained by maximizing
the evidence lower bound (ELBO) [43].

B. Deep Gaussian Processes

A multi-layer DGP model is a hierarchical composition
of GP models constructed by stacking the muti-
output SGPs together [44]. Consider a model with
L layers and Dl independent random functions in
layer ℓ = 1, . . . , L such that output of the ℓ-1-th
layer Fℓ−1 is used as an input to the ℓ-th layer, i.e.,
Fℓ ≜ {Fℓ,1 = fℓ,1 (Fℓ−1) , · · · ,Fℓ,Dℓ

= fℓ,Dℓ
(Fℓ−1)},

where fℓ,d ∼ GP(0, kℓ) for d = 1, . . . , Dℓ and
F0 ≜ X. The inducing points and corresponding

1The solution is given in App. A

https://github.com/studying910/NOVI-DGP
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inducing variables for each layer are denoted by
Z ≜ {Zℓ}Lℓ=1 and U ≜ {Uℓ}Lℓ=1 respectively where
Uℓ ≜ {Uℓ,1 = fℓ,1 (Zℓ) , · · · ,Uℓ,Dℓ

= fℓ,Dℓ
(Zℓ)}. Let

F ≜ {Fℓ}Lℓ=1, the DGP model design yields the following
joint model density:

p(y,F ,U) = p (y|FL)
L∏
ℓ=1

p(Fℓ|Fℓ−1,Uℓ)p (U) . (2)

Here we place independent GP priors within and across layers
on U : p(U) =

∏L
l=1 p(Ul) =

∏L
l=1

∏Dℓ

d=1N (Uℓ,d|0,KZℓZℓ
)

and the condition similar to Equation (1) is defined as follows::

p (Fℓ | Fℓ−1,Uℓ) =
∏Dℓ

d=1N
(
Fℓ,d | KFℓ−1Zℓ

K−1
ZℓZℓ

Uℓ,d

KFℓ−1Fℓ−1
−KFℓ−1zℓ

K−1
ZℓZℓ

KZℓFℓ−1

)
(3)

As an extension of Variational Inference with DGPs, DSVI
[22] approximates the posterior by requiring the distribution
across the inducing outputs to be a-posteriori Gaussian and in-
dependent amongst distinct GPs to obtain an analytical ELBO
(known as the mean-field assumption [45], [43], q (Uℓ,1:Dℓ

) =
N (mℓ,1:Dℓ

,Sℓ,1:Dℓ
), where mℓ,1:Dℓ

and Sℓ,1:Dℓ
are varia-

tional parameters. By iteratively sampling the layer outputs
and utilizing the reparameterisation trick [46], DSVI enables
scalability to big datasets.

The variational posterior distribution q(U) in traditional
approximation approaches for Deep Gaussian Process (DGP)
models assumes that the distribution follows a mean-field
Gaussian, which simplifies the analytical marginalization of
the inducing outputs. However, this assumption is overly strict
and may limit the effectiveness and expressiveness of the
model. By Bayes’ Rule, the true posterior distribution can
be expressed in a more complex form that is not necessarily
Gaussian,

p (U|y) = p (U) p (y|U)
p (y)

=

∫
p (y,F ,U) dF

p (y)
(4)

In Deep Gaussian Process (DGP) models, the likelihood
term p(y|U) in the posterior equation (Equation (4)) is difficult
to compute because the latent functions F1, · · · ,FL−1 are
inputs to a non-linear kernel function. Additionally, empirical
evidence suggests that the true posterior distribution p(U|y)
is often non-Gaussian, which makes it even more challenging
to compute. Furthermore, in high-dimensional contexts, opti-
mizing the model via variational lower bounds often leads to
suboptimal results, as we discussed in Section I.

To address this issue, we introduce a novel variational
family that balances computational efficiency and improved
expressiveness, while also ensuring accurate error control,
based on the concept of Operator Variational Inference (OVI)
[47]. Furthermore, our approach includes the learning of
preservable transformations and the generation of approximate
posterior samples through neural networks, as detailed in
Section III and Section IV.

III. OVI AND STEIN DISCREPANCY
Before using OVI and Stein Discrepancy to develop a

unique inference strategy for DGP model, we provide a quick

introduction to these concepts that form the foundation of our
method.

Definition 1 Let p(x) be a probability density supported on
X ⊆ Rd and ϕ : X → Rd be a differentiable function, we
define Langevin-Stein Operator as:

Apϕ(x) ≜ ∇x log p(x)Tϕ(x) + Tr(∇xϕ(x)). (5)

Lemma 1 Let p(x) be a probability density function sup-
ported on X ⊆ Rd, and ϕ : X → Rd be a differentiable
function. Suppose that

∫
∂X p(x)ϕ(x)dx = 0, where ∂X

represents the boundary of X . Under these conditions, Stein’s
identity can be expressed as

Ex∼p [Apϕ(x)] = 0. (6)

When considering the expectation of Apϕ(x) under x ∼ q,
where q(x) is another probability density supported on X ⊆
Rd, the implication of Lemma 1 is that for arbitrary ϕ, the
expectation will not be necessarily equal to zero.Instead, the
magnitude of Apϕ(x) under x ∼ q reflects the difference
between probability distributions p and q. Thus, we can define
a discrepancy measure, referred to as Stein discrepancy, to
capture the difference between the target distribution and its
approximation.

Definition 2 (Stein’s Discrepancy) [38] Let p(x), q(x) be
probability densities supported on X ⊆ Rd. Stein discrep-
ancy is defined as the maximum violation of Stein’s identity
in a proper function set F for any differentiable function
ϕ : X → Rd.

S (q, p) ≜ sup
ϕ∈F

Ex∼q[Apϕ(x)]. (7)

Similar to prior approaches [48], we adopt the L2 space as the
function space F in the Stein discrepancy (7) and represent ϕ
with a neural network ϕη as a discriminator

LSD (q, p;η) ≜ max
η
{Ex∼q[∇x log p (x)T ϕη (x)

+ Tr (∇xϕη (x))]}.
(8)

The approach, known as the Learned Stein Discrepancy (LSD)
[48], uses neural networks as discriminators to parameterize
ϕ in the Stein discrepancy equation (7). However, neural
networks are not inherently square integrable and do not
vanish at infinity. In order to satisfy the conditions of Stein’s
identity [38], an L2 regularizer is applied to the LSD with
a regularization strength λ ∈ R+, resulting in a Regularized
Stein Discrepancy (RSD)

RSD (q, p;η) ≜ max
η
{Ex∼q[∇x log p (x)T ϕη (x)

+ Tr (∇xϕη (x))]− λEx∼q[ϕη(x)Tϕη (x)]}.
(9)

In Bayesian posterior inference, we aim to approximate the
true posterior p using an approximate posterior qθ, parame-
terized by variational parameters θ ∈ Θ, where Θ is a set
of possible parameterizations. Stein divergence, as defined in
Equation (7), is often used as the objective function for the
Operator Variational Inference (OVI) algorithm [47]. OVI is a
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black-box algorithm that leverages operators to optimize any
operator-based objective, with the benefits of data subsampling
and the capability to operate with a wider class of posterior
approximations that do not require tractable densities. By
combining the parameterizations of the variational family Θ
and the discriminator ϕη , OVI can solve a minimax problem
to find the optimal variational parameters θ and discriminator
parameters η.

θ⋆ = arg inf
θ∈Θ

sup
η

Ex∼qθ [Apϕη (x)] . (10)

IV. DEEP GAUSSIAN PROCESSES WITH NEURAL
OPERATOR VARIATIONAL INFERENCE

In this section, we present the algorithmic design for
performing Bayesian inference on the posterior p (U|D) of
DGPs. We adopt the notation introduced in Section II-B, where
D = {xn, yn}Nn=1 denotes the training dataset, U ≜ {Uℓ}Lℓ=1

represents the inducing variables, and ν denotes the hyper-
parameters of the DGP model, including the inducing point
locations, kernel hyperparameters, and noise variance.

A. Neural network as Generators

Consider a reference distribution q0(ϵ) that generates noise
ϵ ∈ Rd0 . We represent the neural network that generates the
posterior distribution, along with its parameters, as gθ. If a
noise vector is passed through this network, the resulting dis-
tribution of generated samples can be expressed as U = gθ(ϵ).
In summary, our setup is as follows,

ϵ ∼ q0 (ϵ) , gθ (ϵ) = U ∼ qθ (U)

Compared to traditional machine learning methods, such as
grid-based or orthogonal designs, neural networks are rec-
ognized for their superior capability to model distributions,
enabling them to learn implicit posterior distributions from
data. As generators, neural networks can transform simple
distributions such as Gaussian or uniform distributions, mak-
ing them highly versatile and widely used in deep generative
models [49], [31], [37], [50], [51], [52], [53], [54], [55].As
mentioned earlier, the high-dimensional and non-mean-field
nature of the posterior distribution in deep generative models
makes KL divergence unsuitable as a measure for the fit be-
tween the generative distribution qθ (U) and the true posterior
p(U|D).Therefore, using OVI and RSD to construct a better
objective is a reasonable approach.

B. Training Schedule

In Section III, we provided a review of OVI, a method
that uses Langevin-Stein operator to enable a more flexible
representation of the posterior geometry beyond the commonly
used Gaussian distribution in vanilla VI. We extend this
technique to the context of inducing points posterior inference
for DGP models by iteratively training the discriminator and
generator parameters to optimize the fit of the posterior to
the data. Using the definition of RSD, we can construct an
objective whose expectation value2 is zero if and only if the

2The expectation doesn’t include the regularization term.

true posterior p(U|D) and the approximate distribution q(U)
are equivalent. During training, our goal is to minimize this
objective

L(θ,ν) = RSD (qθ(U), p(U|D,ν);ϕη) (11)

Based on equation (9), we observe that equation (11) is a
minmax problem. To solve it, we need to find the supremum
on the right-hand side of the equation while jointly optimizing
the inducing points posterior distribution and other model pa-
rameters ν such as the Gaussian process kernel parameters. To
achieve this, we separate the optimization of the discriminator
ϕη and generator gθ to enable optimal estimation of these
parameters. Since the other model parameters ν are point
estimates, we utilize Monte Carlo sampling and maximum
likelihood estimation to optimize them after optimizing the
discriminator and generator. We present the main idea of our
algorithm and its pseudocode in Algorithm 1 and refer to as
Neural Operator Variational Inference (NOVI) for DGP.

Algorithm 1 NOVI for DGP

Input: training data D = {xn, yn}Nn=1, penalty parameter
λ, nc number of iterations for training the discriminator,
learning rate α, β, γ, M batch size, sample number K
Initialize discriminator η, generator θ, DGP hyperparame-
ters ν
repeat

for j = 1 to nc do
Sample a minibatch {xi, yi}Mi=1 ∼ D
Generate i.i.d. standard normal distribution noise
ϵ1 . . . ϵK from q0
Generate sample gθ (ϵ1) . . . gθ (ϵK) from the generator

Compute empirical loss R̂SD(qθ, p;ϕη)

η ← η − α∇ηR̂SD(qθ, p;ϕη)
end for
Compute empirical loss L̂ (θ,ν)
θ ← θ − β ∇θL̂ (θ,ν)
ν ← ν − γ 1

K

∑K
k=1∇ν log p(y,Uk|ν)

until θ,ν converge

In our implementation, we utilize Monte Carlo method to
estimate the objective (11) and RSD(9):

R̂SD (p, qθ;ϕη) =
1
K

∑K
k=1

(
∇U log p(U | D, ν)T

∣∣
U=Uk ϕη

(
Uk

)
+Eω∼N (0,I)

(
ωT∇Uϕη(U)

∣∣
U=Uk ω

))
−λ 1

K

∑K
k=1

(
ϕη

(
Uk

)T
ϕη

(
Uk

))
L̂(θ, ν) = R̂SD (p, qθ;ϕη∗) ,

(12)
where ϕη⋆ is the supremum of RSD estimate and the

gradient with θ and ν is computed via automatic differentia-
tion. To compute the expensive divergence of ϕη in Equation
(12), we use the Hutchinson estimator [56], which provides
a stochastic estimate of the trace of a matrix and reduces
the time complexity from O(D2) to O(D), where D is the
dimensionality of the matrix. In Theorem 1, we prove that the
score function ∇U log p(U|D,ν) can be evaluated by Monte
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Carlo method, which demonstrates that RSD is a suitable
objective for updating the parameters of the generator network.

Theorem 1 Assuming that U ∈ Ω, ν ∈ Υ where Ω and Υ
are both compact spaces. We can obtain an asymptotically
unbiased estimator for the score function ∇U log p(U|D, ν) in
Equation 12, which converges in probability to the true value.
(detailed proof can be seen in App. B):

∇U log p(U|D, ν) ≈ − (∆1, . . . ,∆ℓ, . . . ,∆L)

+∇U log
∑S

s=1
p(y|F̂(s)

L )
(13)

where ∆ℓ = (KZℓZℓ
−1Uℓ,1, ...,KZℓZℓ

−1Uℓ,d, ...,KZℓZℓ
−1Uℓ,Dℓ)

and F̂
(s)
ℓ,d ∼ N (KF̂ℓ−1Zℓ

K−1
ZℓZℓ

Uℓ,d,KF̂ℓ−1F̂ℓ−1
−

KF̂ℓ−1Zℓ
K−1

ZℓZℓ
KZℓF̂ℓ−1

) for ℓ = 1, . . . , L, S is the
number of samples involved in estimation.

In Monte Carlo estimation of the log likelihood function,
bias can arise due to the logarithmic transformation on the
likelihood function, which is not explicitly defined in the DGP
model. This bias can affect other DGP inference objectives,
such as DSVI[22] .

However, in our method based on the score function,
the gradient operator cancels out the bias introduced by
the logarithmic transformation. The fact that our model is
asymptotically unbiased, as proven by theorem 1, is beneficial
for mini-batch methods that rely on random sub-sampling of
data. This property enhances both the scalability and accuracy
of our method.

To ensure the convergence of this estimate, we propose to
introduce a constraint function c(·) to restrict the parameter
space of the objective function, which, to our knowledge, has
not been considered in previous work. This constraint function
c(·) is designed to confine U and ν within a compact space.
For instance, if we adopt a squared exponential kernel function
kSE(x, x

′) = σ2
f exp

(
− (x−x′)2

2l2

)
with length scale l, we can

apply a clip function as a constraint for an appropriate closed
interval [M,N ], namely:

clip (l) =


M if l < M

l if M ⩽ l ⩽ N

N if l > N

(14)

As for the generated U by the neural network generator, we
can also apply such a constraint in the last layer to ensure the
convergence of the score function estimate.

C. Prediction

To obtain the final layer density for predicting the value
of the test data D⋆ = {x⋆n, y⋆n}

T
n=1, we first sample from

the optimized generator and transform the input locations
x to the test locations x⋆ using a specified formula. We
subsequently compute the function values at the test locations,
which are represented as F⋆ℓ . Finally, we use a suitable method

to estimate the density of the final layer, which enables us to
make predictions for the test data

q(F⋆L) =∫ ∏L

ℓ=1

∏Dℓ

d=1
p(F⋆ℓ,d|F⋆ℓ−1,Uℓ,d)qθ⋆ (Uℓ,d) dF

⋆
ℓ−1dUℓ,d

(15)

where θ⋆ is the optimal of the generator and the first term of
the integral p(F⋆ℓ,d|F⋆ℓ−1,Uℓ,d) is conditional Gaussian. We
leverage this consequence to draw samples from q (F⋆L), and
further perform the sampling using re-parameterization trick
[22], [57], [58]. Specifically, we first sample ϵℓ ∼ N (0, IDℓ)
and U ∼ qθ⋆(U), then recursively draw the sampled variables
F̂⋆ℓ,d ∼ p(F⋆ℓ,d|F̂⋆ℓ−1,Uℓ,d) for ℓ = 1, . . . , L as:

F̂⋆ℓ,d = KF̂⋆
ℓ−1Zℓ

K−1
ZℓZℓ

Uℓ,d

+ ϵℓ ⊙
√
diag (KF̂⋆

ℓ−1F̂
⋆
ℓ−1
−KF̂⋆

ℓ−1Zℓ
K−1

ZℓZℓ
KZℓF̂⋆

ℓ−1
),

(16)

where the square root is element-wise. We define F⋆0 ≜ X⋆

for the first layer and use diag (·) to denote the vector of
diagonal elements of a matrix. The diagonal approximation in
Equation (16) holds since in DGP model, the i-th marginal
of approximate posterior q(F(ℓ,d)[i]) depends only on the
corresponding inputs xi [11].

V. CONVERGENCE GUARANTEES AND BIAS CONTROL

In this section, we provide convergence guarantees and error
control for NOVI DGP, detailed proof can be seen in App. C.

Definition 3 The Fisher divergence [59] between two suitably
smooth density functions is defined as

F (q, p) =

∫
Rd

∥∇ log q (x)−∇ log p (x)∥22 q (x) dx.

Theorem 2 Training the generator with the optimal discrim-
inator corresponds to minimizing the Fisher divergence be-
tween pθ and q. The corresponding optimal loss is

L (θ, ν) = 1

4λ
F (qθ (U) , p (U|D, ν))

Theorem 3 Assuming that U ∈ Ω, ν ∈ Υ where Ω and Υ are
both compact spaces. The bias of the estimation for prediction
F̂⋆L in Equation (16) from the DGPs exact evaluation can be
bounded by the square root of the Fisher divergence between
qθ(U) and p (U|D, ν) up to multiplying a constant.

Theorem 2 demonstrates that our algorithm is equivalent to
minimizing Fisher divergence, while Theorem 3 guarantees a
bounded bias for prediction estimation. Fisher divergence has
proven to be a valuable tool in various statistics and machine
learning applications, as demonstrated by its use in practical
contexts such as generative models [60], Bayesian inference
[59], and others [41].

Moreover, Fisher divergence has strong connections to
other distance metrics such as total variation [61], Hellinger
distance [62], and Wasserstein distance [63]. In fact, it is
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Fig. 1. Regression mean test RMSE results by our NOVI method (blue), SGHMC (orange), IPVI(pink) and DSVI (cyan) for DGPs on UCI benchmark
datasets. Lower is better. The mean is shown with error bars of one standard error.

often a stronger distance metric than these alternatives [64].
Researchers have shown that Fisher divergence can be used to
upper-bound Wasserstein distance, which is especially useful
in high-dimensional distribution estimation, as it leads to
improved moment estimates [41].

Additionally, the connection between Fisher divergence
and KL divergence can be demonstrated through de Bruijn’s
identity [65], [66] and Stein’s identity [38], [67]. Therefore, by
minimizing Fisher divergence, we can achieve more accurate
and efficient estimation of the underlying distribution, which
has important implications for various statistical and machine
learning tasks.

VI. RELATED WORKS

Our method for inference is inspired by two previous works,
namely OVI [47] and Stein Discrepancy[38]. However, our
approach is distinct in that it specifically focuses on the DGP
posterior and develops tailored algorithms to address it. One
key challenge in calculating the score function for DGPs is that
the likelihood function is not explicit, and thus we propose
a stochastic gradient and Monte Carlo sampling method to
address this issue (see Theorem 1). While OVI [47] introduces
a similar objective for inference to RSD, it utilizes a different
class of discriminator, and does not employ many of the

state-of-the-art techniques we use for scalability, such as the
Hutchinson estimator [56].

The computation of the term Tr (∇xϕη (x)) in Equation
(8) is computationally expensive as it requires O (d) vector-
Jacobian products. To address this issue, we can use the
Hutchinson estimator, which only requires one vector-Jacobian
product to compute. This estimator can be obtained by multi-
plying the matrix ∇xϕη (x) by a noise vector twice, as shown
in the following identity [56]:

Tr (∇xϕη (x)) = Eϵ∼N (0,I)

[
ϵT∇xϕη (x) ϵ

]
. (17)

This single-sample Monte-Carlo estimator has been widely
used in recent years in the machine learning community due
to its efficiency and unbiasedness [68], [69], [70].

VII. EXPERIMENTS

In order to evaluate the performance of our proposed
method, we conducted empirical evaluations on real-world
datasets for both regression and classification tasks, with both
small and large datasets. Our method was compared against
several other models, including Doubly Stochastic VI (DSVI)
[22], which was used as our baseline model, Implicit Posterior
VI (IPVI) [33], which constructs a variational lower bound
using density ratio estimates, and the state-of-the-art SGHMC
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Data Set Model Time (L=3) Iter(L=3) Acc (L=3) Time (L=4) Iter (L=4) Acc (L=4)

DSVI 0.34s/iter 20K - 0.54s/iter 20K 97.41
MNIST IPVI 0.49s/iter 20K - 0.62s/iter 20K 97.80

SGHMC 1.14s/iter 20K - 1.22s/iter 20K 97.55
NOVI (ours) 0.38s/iter 10K 98.04 0.50s/iter 10K 98.21
DSVI 0.34s/iter 20K - 0.50s/iter 20K 87.99

Fashion-MNIST IPVI 0.48s/iter 20K - 0.61s/iter 20K 88.90
SGHMC 1.21s/iter 20K - 1.25s/iter 20K 87.08
NOVI (ours) 0.40s/iter 10K 89.36 0.55s/iter 10K 89.65
DSVI 0.43s/iter 20K - 0.66s/iter 20K 51.79

CIFAR-10 IPVI 0.62s/iter 20K - 0.78s/iter 20K 53.27
SGHMC 8.04s/iter 20K - 8.61s/iter 20K 52.81
NOVI (ours) 0.43s/iter 10K 53.42 0.52s/iter 10K 53.62

TABLE I
MEAN TEST ACCURACY (%) AND TRAINING DETAILS ACHIEVED BY DSVI, SGHMC AND NOVI (OURS) DGP MODEL FOR THREE IMAGE

CLASSIFICATION DATASETS. BATCH SIZE IS SET TO 256 FOR ALL METHODS. L DENOTES THE NUMBER OF HIDDEN LAYERS. OUR PROPOSED METHOD
CAN ALSO BE COMBINED WITH CONVOLUTION KERNELS [71] TO OBTAIN A BETTER RESULT, FOR A FAIR COMPARISON, WE HAVE NOT IMPLEMENTED

HERE BUT IN NEXT PART.

model [23]. All experiments were conducted with the same
hyper-parameters and initializations, and we provide detailed
training information in Appendix E.

A. UCI Regression Benchmark

In our experiments, we evaluated the performance of the
NOVI model on eight UCI regression datasets, which varied
in size from 308 to 45,730 data points. We used the average
RMSE of the test data as the performance metric, and the
results are presented in Figure 1. The tabular version of the
results can be found in Appendix D.C.

Our findings suggest that on three out of the eight datasets,
namely ’Boston’, ’Energy’, and ’Concrete’, using a simple 2-
layer NOVI model produced the best results with a significant
performance gap compared to other methods. However, for
larger datasets such as ’Power’, ’Kin8nm’, and ’Protein’,
deeper NOVI models outperformed other methods. We at-
tribute this phenomenon to the common issue of overfitting
that occurs when adding more layers to the model, particularly
on small datasets. This phenomenon has been observed in
many other DGP studies, such as DSVI and SGHMC, which
have also reported similar findings.

We have also included additional results for real-world
regression datasets in Appendix D.E, further demonstrating
the effectiveness of the NOVI model. Overall, our experiments
highlight the importance of carefully selecting model archi-
tecture and hyperparameters to achieve optimal performance,
particularly when working with small datasets.

B. Image Classification

We evaluate our method on multiclass classification tasks
using the MNIST [72], Fashion-MNIST [73], and CIFAR-10
[74] datasets. The first two datasets consist of grayscale images
of size 28 × 28 pixels, while CIFAR-10 comprises colored
images of size 32 × 32 pixels. The results are presented in
Table I3. We note that our method outperforms the other three

3For 3-layer DSVI and SGHMC models, since they have not yet released
the corresponding code to reproduce it, we only test the training time and
report its iterations according to the original paper.

Models Accuracy (%)
CNF [29] 76.8

BDCGP [77] 74.6
DCGP [78] 75.9

DKL[76] 77.0
Resnet-20 91.3
Resnet-56 93.03

NOVI-DGP 93.56
TABLE II

CONVOLUTIONAL RESULTS OF CIFAR10 DATASET COMPARED WITH
BASELINE DEEP LEARNING AND DGP METHODS. OUR RESULTS INDICATE
THAT OUR MODEL OUTPERFORMS RESNET WHEN COMPARED, WITH ONLY

AN ADDITION OF LESS THAN ONE-TENTH OF THE PARAMETER COUNT.

methods on all three datasets, with significantly less training
time and iterations. Additionally, we evaluate our approach
using three UCI classification datasets, and the results are
presented in Appendix D.A.

Furthermore, we conduct supplementary experiments to
achieve superior performance on the CIFAR-10 dataset. We
utilize the convolutional layers of ResNet-20 [75] as our fea-
ture extractor and achieve a remarkable accuracy of 93.56 on
the test set under pre-training[76], surpassing the performance
of all baseline methods, as detailed in Table IV and Appendix
D.F.

C. Computational complexity

We compared the training efficiency of our model with
three other methods on a single Tesla V100 GPU using the
Energy dataset, and the results are presented in Table III.
It can be observed that our model achieves faster iteration
times and requires less time to converge compared to DSVI
and SGHMC. Furthermore, our method achieves convergence
in less than one-tenth of the number of iterations required
by the other three methods. Additionally, Table I shows that
NOVI requires significantly less training time and iterations to
converge on high-dimensional image datasets, demonstrating
the scalability of our proposed method to larger datasets.
Details regarding the number of inducing points used in each
method can be found in Appendix D.D.
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Fig. 2. The mean RMSE comparison of NOVI (test: orange, train: red) with Monte Carlo log-likelihood maximization method (test: blue, train: cyan) using
2-layer DGP model on four UCI regression datasets.

Type DSVI 2 DSVI 3 DSVI 4 DSVI 5

Time (s) 0.835 0.903 0.965 1.339
Iteration 20K 20K 20K 20K

Type IPVI 2 IPVI 3 IPVI 4 IPVI 5

Time (s) 0.117 0.162 0.211 0.260
Iteration 20K 20K 20K 20K

Type SGHMC 2 SGHMC 3 SGHMC 4 SGHMC 5

Time (s) 0.630 1.000 1.490 1.870
Iteration 20K 20K 20K 20K

Type NOVI 2 NOVI 3 NOVI 4 NOVI 5

Time (s) 0.391 0.613 0.863 1.123
Iteration 500 500 500 500

TABLE III
COMPARISON OF TRAINING TIME (S) OF A SINGLE ITERATION AND TOTAL
TRAINING ITERATIONS ON ENERGY DATASET. BATCH SIZE IS SET TO 1000

FOR ALL THREE METHODS. ∗ INDICATES THAT ALTHOUGH IPVI TAKES
LESS TIME PER ITERATION, IT REQUIRES A LARGER TRAINING ITERATION
TO CONVERGE, WHICH IS MORE TIME-CONSUMING THAN OUR METHOD.

D. Ablation study

To demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed NOVI
method, we compare it with a 2-layer DGP model by directly
maximizing the log-likelihood with randomly initialized U
and hyperparameters ν. The results are presented in Figure
2. It can be observed that NOVI achieves lower test RMSE
and higher train RMSE for all datasets, which indicates that
our optimization method reduces overfitting. Although there
is some loss fluctuation during the training of our method, it
is caused by the unique adversarial training and converges to
a stable value after only several hundred iterations. Additional
results for ablation study on classification datasets can be
found in Appendix D.B.

VIII. CONCLUSION

This paper introduces a novel framework called NOVI,
which integrates the Stein Discrepancy with Deep Gaussian
Processes (DGPs) to model non-Gaussian and hierarchical-
related posteriors, thereby enhancing the flexibility of DGP
models. The approach involves generating inducing variables
from a neural generator and optimizing them jointly with
variational parameters through adversarial training. Theoretical

analysis shows that the bias introduced by our method can be
bounded by Fisher divergence, enabling efficient optimization
of the neural generator. Empirical evaluation indicates that
NOVI outperforms state-of-the-art approximation methods for
both regression and classification tasks, while requiring signifi-
cantly less training time and iterations to converge. Adversarial
training introduces fluctuations in loss during training, which
can pose challenges for optimization, but these fluctuations are
greatly reduced at the convergence point.

Future work could focus on incorporating convolutional
structures to better extract features from images and utilizing
Neural Architecture Search (NAS)[79] methods to obtain
more suitable network architectures for practical applications.
Overall, the proposed NOVI framework represents a significant
advancement in the field of deep learning, and holds promise
for a wide range of applications in both academia and industry.

APPENDIX

APPENDIX A
THE SOLUTION TO SVGP AND DSVI

Due to the Gaussian mean-field assumptions, the solution
to SVGP has an analytical solution

q(f) = N (f |µ,Σ)

where µ = KXZK
−1
ZZm

Σ = KXX −KXZK
−1
ZZ(KZZ − S)K−1

ZZKZX

(18)

While performing similarly in DSVI, they have a analytical
form for q(F)

q({Fℓ}Lℓ=1) =∏L

ℓ=1

∏Dℓ

d=1

∫
q (Fℓ,d|Fℓ−1,Uℓ,d) q (Uℓ,d) dUℓ,d

=
∏L

ℓ=1

∏Dℓ

d=1
N (Fℓ,d|µℓ,d,Σℓ,d),

(19)

where µℓ,d,Σℓ,d is defined as Equation (18).

APPENDIX B
PROOF OF THEOREM 1

Theorem 4 Assuming that U ∈ Ω, ν ∈ Υ where Ω and Υ
are both compact spaces. We can obtain an asymptotically
unbiased estimator for the score function ∇U log p(U|D, ν)
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in Equation (18), which converges in probability to the true
value.

∇U log p(U|D, ν) ≈ − (∆1, . . . ,∆ℓ, . . . ,∆L)

+∇U log
∑S

s=1
p(y|F̂(s)

L )
(20)

where ∆ℓ = (KZℓZℓ
−1Uℓ,1, ...,KZℓZℓ

−1Uℓ,d, ...,KZℓZℓ
−1Uℓ,Dℓ)

and F̂
(s)
ℓ,d ∼ N (KF̂ℓ−1Zℓ

K−1
ZℓZℓ

Uℓ,d,KF̂ℓ−1F̂ℓ−1
−

KF̂ℓ−1Zℓ
K−1

ZℓZℓ
KZℓF̂ℓ−1

) for ℓ = 1, . . . , L, S is the
number of samples involved in estimation.

Proof 1 From Bayes Formula:

log p(U|D, ν) = log
p(U)p(D|U , ν)

p(D)

= log p(U) + log p(D|U , ν)− log p(D),

(21)

since the prior term p (Uℓ,d) = N (0,KZℓZℓ
), the gradient

with U is a long vector and is tractable:

∇U log p (U)

= ∇U log
∏L

ℓ=1

∏Dℓ

d=1
p (Uℓ,d)

= −1

2

∑L

ℓ=1

∑Dℓ

d=1
∇UU

T
ℓ,dK

−1
ZℓZℓ

Uℓ,d

= − (∆1, . . . ,∆ℓ, . . . ,∆L)

(22)

where ∆ℓ = (KZℓZℓ
−1Uℓ,1, ...,KZℓZℓ

−1Uℓ,d, ...,KZℓZℓ
−1Uℓ,Dℓ).

The third term of Equation (21) is a constant w.r.t U . We
compute the second data likelihood term log p(D|U , ν) using
re-parameterization trick and Monte Carlo method over each
layer:

∇U log p(D|U , ν) = ∇U log

∫
p(y|FL)

L∏
ℓ=1

p(Fℓ|Fℓ−1,Uℓ)dFℓ−1

= ∇U logEp(FL|U) p(y|FL) ≈ ∇U log
∑S

s=1
p(y|F̂(s)

L ) (23)

The last equation in the above expression can be derived
from the following conditions: We denote Monte Carlo es-
timation 1

S

∑S
s=1 p(y|F̂

(s)
L ) as p̃ (y|U) and the true value

as p(y|U), respectively. By the Central Limit Theorem,
p̃(y|U)−p(y|U)√
1
S V ar

(
p(y|F̂(s)

L )
) ∼ N (0, 1), i.e., p̃(y|U) P−→ p(y|U)

and ∇p̃(y|U) P−→ ∇p(y|U), since ∇p̃(y|U) − ∇p(y|U) =

∇

√
V ar

(
p(y|F̂(s)

L )
)

S ϵ
P−→ 0 as S increases, where ϵ ∼ N (0, 1).

The likelihood function p(y|U, ν) is a continuous bounded
function defined on a compact domain Ω and Υ , then uniform
continuity guarantees the boundedness of its derivative, then
we have:

∥∇ log p(y | U)−∇ log p̃(y | U)∥
=

∥∥∥∇p(y|U)
p(y|U) −

∇p̄(y|U)
p̃(y|U)

∥∥∥
=

∥∥∥ p̃(y|U)∇p(y|U)−p(y|U)∇p̃(y|U)
p(y|U)p̃(y|U)

∥∥∥
=

∥∥∥ p̃(y|U)∇p(y|U)−p(y|U)∇p(y|U)+p(y|U)∇p(y|U)−p(y|U)∇p̃(y|U)
p(y|U)p̃(y|U)

∥∥∥
=

∥∥∥ (p̃(y|U)−p(y|U))∇p(y|U)+p(y|U)(∇p(y|U)−∇p̃(y|U))
p(y|U)p̃(y|U)

∥∥∥
⩽ 1

p(y|U)p̃(y|U) ·
(
∥∇p(y | U)∥ · ∥p̃(y | U)− p(y | U)∥
+p(y | U)∥(∇p(y | U)−∇p̃(y | U))∥

)
P−→ 0

(24)

It is easy to derive from the above equation that ∇ log p̃(y |
U) P−→ ∇ log p(y|U), the approximately equal sign means
that the right-hand side converges to the left-hand side in
probability. From the above expression, we can also conclude
that this estimator is asymptotically unbiased.

we draw S samples F̂
(s)
ℓ,d from F̂ℓ,d ∼ p(Fℓ,d|F̂ℓ−1,Uℓ,d)

for ℓ = 1, . . . , L as

F̂ℓ,d = KF̂ℓ−1Zℓ
K−1

ZℓZℓ
Uℓ,d

+ ϵℓ ⊙
√
diag (KF̂ℓ−1F̂ℓ−1

−KF̂ℓ−1Zℓ
K−1

ZℓZℓ
KZℓF̂ℓ−1

)

(25)

where ϵℓ ∼ N (0, IDℓ). As a result, we obtain the score
function via automatic differentiation:

∇U log p(U|D, ν) ≈ − (∆1, . . . ,∆ℓ, . . . ,∆L)

+∇U log
∑S

s=1
p(y|F̂(s)

L )
(26)

APPENDIX C
PROOF OF THEOREM 2 AND THEOREM 3

Definition 4 Let p(x) be a probability density supported on
X ⊆ Rd and ϕ : X → Rd be a differentiable function, we
define Langevin-Stein Operator(LSO) [47]

Apϕ(x) = ∇x log p(x)Tϕ(x) + Tr(∇xϕ(x)). (27)

Lemma 2 Let p(x) be a probability density function sup-
ported on X ⊆ Rd, and ϕ : X → Rd be a differentiable
function. Suppose that

∫
∂X p(x)ϕ(x)dx = 0, where ∂X

represents the boundary of X . Under these conditions, Stein’s
identity can be expressed as

Ex∼p [Apϕ(x)] = 0. (28)

Proof 2

Ex∼p[Apϕ(x)] = Ex∼p[∇x log p(x)Tϕ(x) + Tr(∇xϕ(x))]
= Tr(Ex∼p[ϕ(x)∇x log p(x)T +∇xϕ(x)])

(29)

Ex∼p[ϕ(x)∇x log p(x)T +∇xϕ(x)]

=

∫
X
p(x)ϕ(x)∇x log p(x)T + p(x)∇xϕ(x)dx

=

∫
X
∇x(p(x)ϕ(x))dx

(30)

From Divergence Theorem:

Tr(

∫
X
∇x(p(x)ϕ(x))dx)

=

∫
X
div(p(x)ϕ(x))dx

=

∫
∂X

p(x)ϕ(x)Tn(x)dx = 0

(31)

where n(x) is the outward-pointing unit vector on the bound-
ary of X .
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Lemma 3 Suppose p(x), q(x) are probability densities sup-
ported on X ⊆ Rd and ϕ : X → Rd is a differentiable func-
tion satisfying

∫
∂X p(x)ϕ(x)dx = 0 and

∫
∂X q(x)ϕ(x)dx =

0, then

Ex∼q [Apϕ(x)] = Ex∼q[(∇x log p(x)−∇x log q(x))Tϕ(x)]
(32)

Proof 3 By Lemma 1,

Ex∼q
[
∇x log q(x)Tϕ(x) + Tr (∇xϕ(x))

]
= 0

⇒ Ex∼q [Tr (∇xϕ(x))] = −Ex∼q
[
∇x log q(x)Tϕ(x)

]
(33)

Ex∼q [Apϕ(x)] = Ex∼q[∇x log p(x)Tϕ(x) + Tr(∇xϕ(x))]
= Ex∼q[(∇x log p(x)−∇x log q(x))Tϕ(x)]

(34)

Lemma 4 For any a,y ∈ Rd and λ > 0, the function y 7→
aTy − λyTy achieves its maximum 1

4λa
Ta if and only if

y = 1
2λa.

Proof 4 From Cauchy-Schwarz inequality:

aTy − λyTy ⩽ ∥a∥2∥y∥2 − λ ∥y∥22
=

1

4λ
∥a∥22 − λ(∥y∥2 −

1

2λ
∥a∥2)2 ⩽

1

4λ
∥a∥22.

(35)

The equality holds iff y = 1
2λa.

Definition 5 The Fisher divergence [59] between two suitably
smooth density functions is defined as

F (q, p) =

∫
Rd

∥∇ log q (θ)−∇ log p (θ)∥22 q (θ) dθ. (36)

Theorem 5 Supposed that the discriminator and the genera-
tor network has enough capacity. Training the generator with
the optimal discriminator corresponds to minimizing the fisher
divergence between pθ and q. The corresponding optimal loss
is

L (θ, ν) = 1

4λ
F (qθ (U) , p (U|D, ν)) (37)

Proof 5 Let our loss function be L(θ, ν), by Lemma 3,

L(θ, ν) = sup
η

Eqϑ(U)

[
Apϕη(U)− λϕη(U)Tϕη(U)

]
= sup

η
Eqϑ(U) [(∇U log p(U | D, ν)

−∇Uqθ(U))T ϕη(U)− λϕη(U)Tϕη(U)
] (38)

According to Lemma 4, the above equation attains its max-
imum value when the function ϕη (U) = ∇U log p(U|D, ν)−
∇Uqθ (U),

L(θ, ν) = 1

4λ
Eqθ(U)[∥∇U log p(U|D, ν)−∇Uqθ (U)∥22]

=
1

4λ
F (qθ (U) , p (U|D, ν))

(39)

The optimal discriminator is:

ϕη⋆(U) =
1

2λ
(∇U log p(U|D, ν)−∇Uqθ (U)) (40)

Lemma 5 Suppose p(x), q(x) are probability densities on
Rd and ϕ : Rd → Rd is a differentiable function that satisfies
lim

∥x∥→∞
q (x)ϕ (x) = 0, we have

|Ex∼q [Apϕ(x)]| ⩽
√
Ex∼q ∥ϕ(x)∥22

√
F (q, p) (41)

Proof 6 By Lemma 3, we have:

|Ex∼q [Apϕ(x)]| = |Ex∼q[(∇x log p (x)−∇x log q (x))T ϕ(x)]|.
(42)

From Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Hölder’s inequality:

|Ex∼q[(∇x log p (x)−∇x log q (x))T ϕ(x)]|
⩽ Ex∼q [∥∇x log p (x)−∇x log q (x)∥2 ∥ϕ(x)∥2]

⩽
√

Ex∼q ∥∇x log p (x)−∇x log q (x)∥22
√

Ex∼q ∥ϕ(x)∥22

=

√
Ex∼q ∥ϕ(x)∥22

√
F (q, p)

(43)

Definition 6 Suppose p(x) is probability densities on Rd and
ψ : Rd → R is a function, we define ϕpψ (x) as a solution of
the Stein equation Apϕ (x) = ψ(x)− Ex∼p[ψ(x)].

Lemma 6 Suppose ψ : Rd → R is a bounded function, there
exists a bounded solution of the Stein equation.

Proof 7 Let h(x) = ψ(x) − Ex∼p[ψ(x)], h(x) is obviously
bounded, then

ϕ1 (x) =
1

p (x)

∫ x1

−∞
p (t, x2, ..., xd)h (t, x2, ..., xd)dt,

ϕ2 (x) = · · · = ϕd (x) = 0

(44)

is a bounded solution.

Lemma 7 Suppose p(x), q(x) are probability densities on Rd
and ψ : Rd → Rn is a bounded function. ∀i ∈ (1, . . . , n), let
ϕpψi

(x) be a solution of the Stein equation, then we have

∥Ex∼q[ψ (x)]− Ex∼p[ψ (x)]∥2 ⩽ cp,qψ
√
F (q, p) (45)

where cp,qψ ≜

√∑n
i=1 Ex∼q

∥∥∥ϕpψi
(x)

∥∥∥2
2

is bounded.

Proof 8 By Lemma 5, we have

|Ex∼q [ψi(x)]− Ex∼p [ψi(x)]|
= |Ex∼q [ψi(x)− Ex∼p [ψi(x)]]|

=
∣∣∣Ex∼q [Apϕpψi

(x)
]∣∣∣ ⩽ √

Ex∼q
∥∥∥ϕpψi

(x)
∥∥∥2
2

√
F (q, p).

(46)
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As a result,

∥Ex∼q [ψ(x)]− Ex∼p [ψ(x)]∥2

=

√∑n

i=1
|Ex∼q [ψi(x)]− Ex∼p [ψi(x)]|2

⩽

√∑n

i=1
Ex∼q ∥ϕpxi (x)∥

2
2F (q, p) = cp,qψ

√
F (q, p),

(47)
where

cp,qψ ≜

√∑n

i=1
Ex∼q

∥∥∥ϕpψi
(x)

∥∥∥2
2
⩽

√∑n

i=1

∥∥∥ϕpψi
(x)

∥∥∥2
∞

(48)
is bounded by Lemma 6.

Theorem 6 The bias of the estimate of the prediction F̂⋆L in
Equation (21) from the DGPs exact evaluation can be bounded
by the square root of the Fisher divergence between qθ(U) and
p (U|D, ν) up to multiplying a constant.

Proof 9 From Law of Large Numbers, we have

F̂⋆L =
1

S

∑S

s=1
F̂
⋆(s)
L ≈ Eq(F⋆

L)
[F⋆L] (49)

, where S denotes the number of samples involved in the
estimation and q (F⋆L) is represented as:

q(F⋆
L) =

∫ ∏L

ℓ=1

∏Dℓ

d=1
p(F⋆

ℓ,d|F⋆
ℓ−1,Uℓ,d)qθ⋆ (Uℓ) dF

⋆
ℓ−1dUℓ,d.

(50)
The DGPs exact evaluation can be written as:

F̃⋆L = Ep(F⋆
L|D,ν)[F

∗
L]. (51)

Similarly:

p(F⋆
L|D, ν)

=

∫ ∏L

ℓ=1

∏Dℓ

d=1
p(F⋆

ℓ | F⋆
ℓ−1,Uℓ,d)p (Uℓ|D, ν) dF⋆

ℓ−1dUℓ,d.

(52)
By Lemma 7:∥∥∥F̂⋆
L − F̃⋆

L

∥∥∥
2

=∥ Eq(F⋆
L
)[F

⋆
L]− Ep(F⋆

L
|D,ν)[F

⋆
L] ∥2

=∥ Eq(U)[

∫
F⋆

L

∏L

ℓ=1

∏Dℓ

d=1
p(F⋆

ℓ,d|F⋆
ℓ−1,Uℓ,d)dF

⋆
ℓ−1dF

⋆
L]

− Ep(U|D,ν)[

∫
F⋆

L

∏L

ℓ=1

∏Dℓ

d=1
p(F⋆

ℓ,d|F⋆
ℓ−1,Uℓ,d)dF

⋆
ℓ−1dF

⋆
L] ∥2

=
∥∥Eq(U) [ψ (U)]− Ep(U|D,ν) [ψ (U)]

∥∥
2

⩽ cp,qψ
√

F (q (U) , p (U|D, ν)),
(53)

Since Ω and Υ are both compact, ψ (U) =∫
F⋆L

∏L
ℓ=1

∏Dℓ

d=1 p(F
⋆
ℓ,d|F⋆ℓ−1,Uℓ,d)dF

⋆
ℓ−1dF

⋆
L is obviously

bounded.

APPENDIX D
ADDITIONAL RESULTS

A. UCI Classification Benchmark

We performed classification task on three UCI benchmark
datasets, with size ranging from 1000 to 7400. Results are

Models Accuracy (%)
CNF [29] 76.8

BDCGP [77] 74.6
DCGP [78] 75.9

DKL[76] 77.0
Resnet-20 91.3
Resnet-56 93.03

NOVI-DGP 93.56
TABLE IV

CONVOLUTIONAL RESULTS OF CIFAR10 DATASET COMPARED WITH
BASELINE DEEP LEARNING AND DGP METHODS. OUR RESULTS INDICATE
THAT OUR MODEL OUTPERFORMS RESNET WHEN COMPARED, WITH ONLY

AN ADDITION OF LESS THAN ONE-TENTH OF THE PARAMETER COUNT.

reported in Figure 3 compared through test accuracy as per-
formance metric. It can be observed that NOVI achieves the
best results in different sizes of datasets and shows competitive
performance within different layers.

B. Ablation study on Classification datasets

We also performed ablation study on clasification datasets
and reported its results by test accuracy in Figure 4. From
which it can be seen that NOVI not only achieves better results
on large scale datasets, which demonstrates its scalability,
but also the results on the test set have far exceeded the
performance of the Monte Carlo log-likelihood maximization
method on the training set, suggesting the feasibility of adver-
sarial training.

C. Tabular version of Figure 2 in the main text

Tabular version of Figure 2 in the main text can be seen in
Table V.

D. Comparison about inducing points

In order to investigate the robustness of NOVI at different
numbers of induced points, we have performed ablation study
to compare accuracy and training time on 4 UCI regression
datasets using 2-layer DGP model. For each dataset, number
of iteration is set to be the same for fair comparison. Results
are shown in Table VII. From which it can be seen that the
performance increases gradually with the number of induction
points, while the time fluctuates only slightly, which shows
the robustness of NOVI to the number of inducing points.

E. Additional experiments

We have also performed additional regression experiments
for two real-world datasets: Estate and Elevators. Results are
shown in Table VI. From these two datasets, it can be seen
that NOVI has achieved better RMSE value than other two
methods (which demonstrates its robustness to complex real-
world problems).

F. Convolutional experiments for CIFAR10 dataset

To better clarify the expressiveness of NOVI-DGP on image
classification experiment, we have adopted the convolutional
structure to better extract features for DGP. The results are
shown in Table IV. It can be seen that NOVI-DGP outperforms
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66 72 78 84

NOVI DGP 2

NOVI DGP 3

NOVI DGP 4

NOVI DGP 5

SGHMC DGP 2

SGHMC DGP 3

SGHMC DGP 4

SGHMC DGP 5

DSVI DGP 2

DSVI DGP 3

DSVI DGP 4

DSVI DGP 5

German  (N=1000  D=20)

96 97 98 99

Ringnorm  (N=7400  D=20)

96 97 98 99

Twonorm  (N=7400  D=20)

Fig. 3. Classification mean test accuracy (%) by our NOVI method (blue), SGHMC (pink) and DSVI (orange) for DGPs on three UCI benchmark datasets.
Higher is better.
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96.67

97.78

98.89

100.00
MNIST  (N=60k)

10 20 30 40

80.00

81.67

83.33

85.00

86.67

88.33

90.00

91.67

93.33

95.00
Fashion-MNIST  (N=60k)

10 20 30 40

30.00

33.33

36.67

40.00

43.33

46.67

50.00

53.33

56.67

60.00
CIFAR-10  (N=50k)

Fig. 4. The mean accuracy comparison of NOVI (blue) with Monta Carlo log-likelihood maximization method (pink) using 3-layer DGP model on three
image classification datasets. The results of the training and test sets are shown by dashed and solid lines, respectively.

all the baseline methods by a large gap and obtains satisfactory
93.56% classification accuracy (Since IPVI, SGHMC and
IPVI have not implemented the convolutional results, we
compare with some classic methods in deep learning and
DGP community). We follow prior work [78] to utilize pre-
training method (Resnet-20) to extract semantic meaningful
features from input images and also outperform it (77.0%) by
a large gap, which further demonstrates the effectiveness of
our method.

APPENDIX E
TRAINING DETAILS

A. UCI datasets

a) Training: We conducted a random 0.9/0.1 train/test
split and normalized the features to the range [−1, 1]. The
depth L of DGP models varied from 2 to 5, with 100 inducing
points per layer, which are initialized by sampling from
isotrophic Gaussian distribution. The output dimension for

each hidden layer is set to 1 for final layer and 10 for others.
We have utilized RQ kernel for all tasks. For all datasets,
we have optimized hyper-parameters and network parameters
jointly and utilized different learning rate, 0.02 for hyper-
parameters and 0.001 for network parameters using Adam
optimizer [80]. The dimension of noise ϵ used to generate U
is set to 200 for all datasets. We train for almost 500 iterations
for all datasets. DSVI and SGHMC methods are initialized the
same as NOVI to obtain a fair comparison.

b) Network Settings: The generator and discriminator
network are all constructed by fully-connected layer, activated
by Sigmoid and PReLU function respectively. The schemantic
diagram is shown in Figure 5.

B. Image datasets

a) Training: We have followed the division of the origi-
nal dataset and normalized pixel values to [−1, 1]. The depth L
of DGP models are varied from 3 to 4 with 100 inducing points
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Data DSVI 2 DSVI 3 DSVI 4 DSVI 5 SGHMC 2 SGHMC 3 SGHMC 4 SGHMC 5 IPVI 2 IPVI 3 IPVI 4 IPVI 5 NOVI 2 NOVI 3 NOVI 4 NOVI 5
Boston 0.32 (0.02) 0.32 (0.02) 0.32 (0.02) 0.32 (0.02) 0.37 (0.07) 0.38 (0.08) 0.35 (0.09) 0.39 (0.07) 0.35 (0.06) 0.34 (0.05) 0.33 (0.06) 0.32 (0.04) 0.20 (0.01) 0.34 (0.02) 0.40 (0.03) 0.38 (0.02)
Energy 0.05 (0.00) 0.05 (0.00) 0.05 (0.00) 0.05 (0.00) 0.13 (0.01) 0.13 (0.01) 0.09 (0.04) 0.13 (0.01) 0.13 (0.01) 0.13 (0.01) 0.12 (0.03) 0.11 (0.04) 0.04 (0.00) 0.05 (0.00) 0.06 (0.00) 0.06 (0.00)
Power 0.22 (0.00) 0.22 (0.00) 0.22 (0.00) 0.22 (0.00) 0.23 (0.00) 0.22 (0.00) 0.22 (0.00) 0.22 (0.00) 0.22 (0.01) 0.22 (0.01) 0.22 (0.01) 0.21 (0.01) 0.22 (0.00) 0.21 (0.00) 0.21 (0.00) 0.21 (0.00)

Concrete 0.34 (0.01) 0.34 (0.01) 0.34 (0.01) 0.34 (0.01) 0.35 (0.03) 0.33 (0.03) 0.31 (0.02) 0.31 (0.02) 0.32 (0.02) 0.30 (0.03) 0.31 (0.03) 0.30 (0.04) 0.24 (0.00) 0.25 (0.00) 0.24 (0.00) 0.23 (0.00)
Yacht 0.07 (0.00) 0.07 (0.00) 0.07 (0.00) 0.07 (0.00) 0.03 (0.01) 0.03 (0.01) 0.02 (0.01) 0.03 (0.01) 0.03 (0.02) 0.03 (0.02) 0.04 (0.03) 0.03 (0.01) 0.03 (0.00) 0.09 (0.01) 0.08 (0.00) 0.06 (0.00)
Power 0.22 (0.00) 0.22 (0.00) 0.22 (0.00) 0.22 (0.00) 0.23 (0.00) 0.22 (0.00) 0.22 (0.00) 0.22 (0.00) 0.22 (0.01) 0.22 (0.01) 0.22 (0.01) 0.21 (0.01) 0.22 (0.00) 0.21 (0.00) 0.21 (0.00) 0.21 (0.00)
Qsar 0.57 (0.00) 0.50 (0.00) 0.47 (0.00) 0.42 (0.00) 0.56 (0.00) 0.56 (0.00) 0.56 (0.00) 0.56 (0.00) 0.56 (0.01) 0.54 (0.01) 0.54 (0.01) 0.54 (0.01) 0.51 (0.00) 0.46 (0.01) 0.45 (0.01) 0.44 (0.01)

Protein 0.81 (0.00) 0.77 (0.00) 0.79 (0.00) 0.73 (0.00) 0.72 (0.01) 0.71 (0.01) 0.70 (0.01) 0.69 (0.00) 0.68 (0.01) 0.65 (0.01) 0.65 (0.01) 0.65 (0.01) 0.67 (0.00) 0.65 (0.00) 0.66 (0.00) 0.66 (0.00)
Kin8nm 0.39 (0.00) 0.37 (0.00) 0.34 (0.00) 0.30 (0.00) 0.26 (0.01) 0.25 (0.01) 0.25 (0.01) 0.24 (0.01) 0.25 (0.01) 0.25 (0.01) 0.25 (0.00) 0.26 (0.01) 0.24 (0.00) 0.28 (0.00) 0.26 (0.00) 0.27 (0.00)

TABLE V
TABULAR VERSION OF FIGURE 2 IN THE MAIN TEXT.

Method Estate Elevators
L=2 L=3 L=4 L=5 L=2 L=3 L=4 L=5

DSVI 0.65 (0.02) 0.66 (0.02) 0.50 (0.02) 0.64 (0.02) 0.37 (0.00) 0.36 (0.00) 0.37 (0.00) 0.36 (0.00)
SGHMC 0.54 (0.01) 0.50 (0.01) 0.53 (0.01) 0.61 (0.01) 0.36 (0.00) 0.36 (0.00) 0.35 (0.00) 0.35 (0.00)

NOVI 0.56 (0.02) 0.40 (0.02) 0.40 (0.01) 0.39 (0.02) 0.36 (0.00) 0.35 (0.00) 0.35 (0.00) 0.35 (0.00)
TABLE VI

ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTS FOR REAL-WORLD DATASETS. IT SHOWS REGRESSION MEAN TEST RMSE VALUES WITH ITS STANDARD DEVIATION ON THE
ROUND BRACKET. L DENOTES THE NUMBER OF LAYERS IN DGP MODELS.

Concrete Energy Boston Kin8nm
Iteration 500 600 300 500

RMSE (M=50) 0.28 (0.00) 0.04 (0.00) 0.23 (0.00) 0.26 (0.00)
Time (M=50) 0.397s 0.404s 0.380s 0.600s

RMSE (M=100) 0.24 (0.00) 0.04 (0.00) 0.20 (0.01) 0.24 (0.00)
Time (M=100) 0.403s 0.420s 0.400s 0.613s

RMSE (M=200) 0.20 (0.00) 0.03 (0.00) 0.20 (0.00) 0.24 (0.00)
Time (M=200) 0.408s 0.450s 0.410s 0.646s

RMSE (M=400) 0.19 (0.00) 0.03 (0.00) 0.18 (0.01) 0.23 (0.00)
Time (M=400) 0.408s 0.450s 0.420s 0.658s

TABLE VII
COMPARISON OF NUMBER OF INDUCING POINTS (50, 100, 200 AND 400)

USING 2-LAYER DGP MODEL ON 4 UCI REGRESSION DATASETS. M
DENOTES THE NUMBER OF INDUCING POINTS PER LAYER.

Generator Discriminator

Linear-(200, 400)

Sigmoid

Linear-(400, 1000)

Linear-(1000, 200)

PReLU

Linear-(200, 1000)

Fig. 5. Semantic diagram of generator and discriminator network. The
numbers in parentheses indicate the number of input and output neurons
respectively.

per layer, which are initialized by sampling from isotrophic
Gaussian distribution. The output dimension for each hidden
layer is set to be 10 for final layer (which is the exact
number of class to predict), and 60 for others. We have
utilized RQ kernel for all tasks. For all datasets, we have
optimized hyper-parameters and network parameters jointly
and utilized different learning rate, 0.02 for hyper-parameters
and 0.001 for network parameters using Adam optimizer [80].
The dimension of noise ϵ used to generate U is set to 200 for
all datasets. We train for almost 10k iterations for all datasets.
DSVI and SGHMC methods are initialized the same as NOVI
to obtain a fair comparison.

b) Network Settings: The network is constructed in the
same way when applied to the UCI dataset, which also can be
seen in Figure 5.
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