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Abstract

We establish two exact correspondences between reverse-mode automatic differenti-
ation (backpropagation evaluated at a fixed forward pass) and compositions of pro-
jection maps in Kullback-Leibler (KL) geometry. In both settings, belief-propagation-
style message passing enforces agreement and factorization constraints via KL projec-
tions. In the first setting, backpropagation arises as the differential of a KL projection
map on a delta-lifted factorization. In the second setting, on complete and decom-
posable sum—product networks, backpropagation coincides with exact probabilistic
inference, and the backward values admit an interpretation as Lagrange multipliers
of a KL I-projection problem.
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1 Introduction

Modern deep learning is most often analyzed through optimization and dynamical-
systems perspectives: stochastic gradient dynamics, curvature and Hessian spectra, im-
plicit bias, and overparameterization. These viewpoints describe how parameters evolve
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during training, but they largely treat the backpropagation algorithm itself as a black box—
an instance of reverse-mode automatic differentiation whose internal structure is rarely
examined, despite the fact that this structure determines how gradients are produced and
propagated through the model.

This paper takes a complementary viewpoint. We study backpropagation as an opera-
tor on messages and beliefs associated with a computation graph, and we ask whether this
operator admits a geometric description with explicit projection, fixed-point, and stabil-
ity structure. Our starting point is the observation that belief propagation (BP) admits
a precise formulation in Kullback-Leibler (KL) geometry as an alternation of informa-
tion projections. We show that, in two distinct regimes, backpropagation is not merely
compatible with this geometric structure but is determined by it exactly.

1.1 Geometric setting (informal)

Throughout the paper, we work in finite probability simplices equipped with KL Breg-
man geometry. The message-passing objects we manipulate—messages, beliefs, and re-
gion tables—are strictly positive probability vectors (elements of interior simplices), rep-
resented in log-coordinates when convenient. All projections are the associated Breg-
man I-projections and reverse-KL (M-)projections induced by the negative-entropy genera-
tor. Precise definitions of the spaces, projection operators, and normalization conventions
are given in Section 2.

In the settings considered in this paper, the underlying computation is a scalar-valued
map: either a C! deterministic computation F : R? — R evaluated at an input x, or a net-
work polynomial S : (0,00)N — (0, 0) evaluated at evidence e. In both cases, we adopt a
region view, standard in variational and projection-based formulations of message passing
[ , ]. Rather than working with a single global object, inference is expressed in
terms of collections of local objects, each associated with a subset of variables. Formally,
each node n carries a scope sc(n) consisting of the variables below it, and the region family
R is the multiset of all such scopes. Consistency between overlapping regions is enforced
by consensus constraints (equal-scope marginals must agree), while independence struc-
ture is enforced by factorization constraints across decomposed regions. Depending on the
setting, the underlying state is either a single joint object coordinated by these constraints
or a collection of region-level objects linked by them.

1.2 Two regimes

We study two regimes.



(A) A delta-lifted factorization of a smooth computation directed acyclic graph (DAG)
with scalar output z := F(x). Each assignment y = f(-) is replaced by a Dirac
constraint 5(y — f(-)), and a positive C! output factor ¢ : R — (0, o) is attached.

(B) A complete and decomposable sum—product network (SPN), i.e., an arithmetic circuit with
strictly positive leaf indicators. We denote by A = (A;;);; € (0,00)N the collec-
tion of indicator values associated with variables X; taking state t, and by e the cor-

responding evidence; throughout, we identify e with A and write e := A, where
N = YM | &;|. For fixed positive circuit weights, the SPN defines a scalar multilin-
ear map

S: (0,00)N — (0, 00),

called the network polynomial, whose value at the root node r is denoted S(e) = S(r).
Each node # in the circuit has an associated upward value S(n) € (0, c0) and a down-
ward (reverse-mode) value

aS(r)

D(n) := 35(n)’

In Regime (A), the region family R encodes the replicated copies introduced by the
delta-lift. In Regime (B), it is the collection of SPN scopes (sum, product, and singleton
regions).

1.3 Main results (informal)

Regime (A): backpropagation as the differential of a KL projection map. Normalized
belief propagation on the delta-lifted factorization coincides with the KL projection oper-
ator

’E’roj = ?53 © %é/

which enforces agreement across replicated variables (i.e., equal-scope copies) and prod-
uct structure in dual coordinates (Theorem 3.1). Here 7Tp.o; acts on a strictly positive joint
table over the replicated variables, encoding the current BP messages. For a single for-
ward evaluation, let b (x) denote the product of all downward BP messages entering a
variable x. Then, at the forward point,

V. logh,(x) = Z’:((ZZ)) V.z,

so backpropagation is the Jacobian of the KL projection operator (after message extraction)
evaluated at the forward point (Theorem 3.3).



Regime (B): backpropagation equals exact marginals on SPNs. In complete and de-
composable SPNs, a single forward-backward sweep yields reverse-mode derivatives
that, after normalization by S(e), equal exact marginal probabilities. In particular, for each
variable X; and state t € A},

aS(e)

OA;
with analogous identities for sum-gate children. Thus, one upward and one downward
pass compute all marginals exactly (Theorem 4.2). Equivalently, the forward-backward
sweep realizes the two-step KL projection operator

R 3 R
TspN = 77% ° Mg,

= Pr(X;=t]e)S(e),

which enforces scope-consensus followed by scope-factorization induced by decompos-
ability (Theorem 4.4).

1.4 Additional consequences

Regime (A). Identifying backpropagation with the differential of the KL projection map
Trroj yields quantitative guarantees beyond the exact identity of Theorem 3.3. In partic-
ular, we: (i) bound the error of backprop adjoints obtained after finitely many Walsh-
Regalia projection steps in terms of the distance to an effectively acyclic factorization
(Theorem 3.6); (ii) construct convergent surrogate backprop gradients by replacing the KL
generator with a symmetric (Mahalanobis) Bregman divergence (Theorem 3.7); and (iii)
make explicit the gauge-invariance of adjoints under state-independent message rescal-
ing (Theorem 3.8). These results are stated and proved in Section 3.4.

Regime (B). In the SPN setting, downward values admit a convex-analytic interpreta-
tion: backpropagation computes the Lagrange multipliers (shadow prices) enforcing the
consensus and factorization constraints of the underlying KL I-projection (Theorem 4.12).
Moreover, the map from log-evidence to log-derivatives is locally Lipschitz, with con-
stants controlled by the circuit structure and local parameter ranges (Theorem 4.13).

1.5 A boundary case: when belief propagation truly generalizes back-
propagation

Although this paper focuses on backpropagation as a deterministic operator, it is useful to
isolate the precise setting in which belief propagation (sum—product) provides a genuine
probabilistic extension of backpropagation.



If the delta-lift is augmented with a proper prior p(x) on the inputs and a proper likeli-
hood /: R — (0,00) at the scalar output z = z(x, 6), then on tree-structured graphs belief
propagation computes posterior-expected sensitivities:

Volog p(Yobs) = Epxlyma)[5(2) 90z(x,0)],  s(z) == V:log(2).

Here the expectation is with respect to the exact posterior distribution p(x | yops; 6). In the
Dirac-prior limit p(x) = d,+, this reduces to the algebraic delta-lift identity of Regime (A)
(Theorem 3.9), cleanly separating the algebraic correspondence from the probabilistic
statement valid for normalized tree models.

1.6 Relation to prior work and organization

Our analysis builds on the KL projection view of belief propagation due to Walsh and Re-

galia [ ], Darwiche’s differential semantics for arithmetic circuits [ ], and clas-
sical Bregman projection theory in convex analysis [ , . The delta-lift identity
with ¢(z) = €* on a non-normalized factorization appeared in prior work [ ]. We

place that algebraic observation in a precise projection framework, separate it from prob-
abilistic inference, and characterize when a probabilistic generalization is valid (trees with
proper priors and likelihoods; Theorem 3.9).

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces notation and
geometric preliminaries. Section 3 develops Regime (A). Section 4 develops Regime (B).
Section 5 provides worked examples, and Section 6 summarizes conclusions and outlook.

2 Preliminaries and notation

For a scalar function i, Vh denotes the gradient; for vector-valued F, JF denotes the Jaco-
bian. The vector 1 denotes an all-ones vector of appropriate dimension. We write a « b to
indicate equality up to a positive, state-independent constant, followed by normalization
to land in a simplex.

Probability simplices and interiors. Let X be a finite set with |X| = n. We identify
distributions on X with vectors in the n-simplex

AX) = {peRy|1Tp=1}, A°(X) = {peAX)|p; >0Vi}.

Whenever we take logarithms (for messages or beliefs) we work on A°(X) so that all
coordinates are strictly positive.



Bregman divergences and KL geometry. Let f : D — R be strictly convex and differ-
entiable on a convex domain D. The Bregman divergence is

D¢(r,q) = f(r) = f(q) — (Vf(q), r—q).

When f is of Legendre type, the Fenchel conjugate f* is well-defined, Vf is a bijection
between primal and dual coordinates, and Df(r,q) = D¢(Vf(q), Vf(r)). Throughout,
we work in KL geometry with the negative-entropy generator

flp) = Y_pilogpi,  peA™(X),

and conjugate f*(6) = log ¥ e%. Then Vf(p) = (1+4logp;),, Vf*(8) = softmax(6) €

A°(X),and Dg(r,q) = KL(r||q) is the Kullback-Leibler divergence.

Left (I-) and right (reverse-KL) projections. Let C C A(X) be nonempty, convex, and
closed in the relative topology of the simplex, and write C = Vf(C) C R" for its image
in dual coordinates. We use:

¢ the left (I-) projection

TL(q) € argminDy(r,q) = argminKL(r|q);

¢ the right projection

7’%((}) = Vf*(arg IJE? Dy« (u, Vf(q))>

When C = Vf(C), 7é(q) is the usual reverse-KL M-projection of 4 onto C expressed in
dual coordinates [ ]. For KL, both projections are unique on A°(X’) by strict convex-

ity of f.

Product families. For variables Xj, ..., X with finite alphabets &, write () := Hf\i 1 X
and A(Q) for the joint simplex. The (nonconvex) product family is

i=1

M
C = {H%‘(xi) ’ QiEAO(Xi)} C A°(Q),

and we write C = V f(C) c R for its image in dual coordinates. Right (reverse—
KL) projections onto such sets enforce product structure by mapping a joint object to the
closest element of the product family. Variants of this construction encode factorization
constraints and are denoted as P and Pg, in Regime (A) and Regime (B), respectively.
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Factor graphs and normalized BP. A factor graph is a bipartite graph G = (V, F,€)
with variable nodes X; € V, factor nodes ¢ € F, and edges (g, X;) € £ when g depends
on X;. Each factor g : [Ticap(q) Xi — (0,00) is strictly positive, and nb(u) denotes the
neighbors of u.

A message on edge (g, X;) is a vector mgy_,; € A°(A;) (similarly m; ;). The normalized
sum—product/BP updates are

mg—>1 xz Z 8 nb(g)) H m]—>g x]

nb(g)\i jenb(g)\i
misg(xi) o« [T musixi),
henb(i)\g

followed by normalization in A°(X;). The belief at X; is

bi(x;) <[] mgmi(xi) € A°(X).
g€nb(i)

Messages are defined only up to positive, state-independent per-edge scalings; all of our
identities use log-derivatives, which are invariant to such gauge transformations.

Consensus sets. When a variable X is replicated into K copies X1, ..., X(K) with com-
mon alphabet X, the consensus set is the diagonal face

D = {q c A(OK) ‘ g(xM,..., x®)) = 0 unless xM) = ... = x(K)}.

The set D is a closed convex face of A(QX). The I-projection %J; enforces equality

by zeroing off-diagonal mass and renormalizing on the diagonal. Variants of this con-
struction (denoted Q and Qr) encode scope-wise equality constraints in Regime (A) and
Regime (B), respectively.

3 Regime (A): Delta-lifted backpropagation as the differ-
ential of a KL projection algorithm

3.1 Projection algorithm: BP as a hybrid of KL projections

Let G = (V, F, &) be a discrete factor graph with strictly positive factors. Following the
Walsh—-Regalia replication construction [ ], let O be the finite product alphabet of a



single replica of the variables, so that joint tables live on QX for some replication index
K. Let @ C A(QK) be the diagonal face and let A°(Q) denote the relative interior of this
face, i.e., distributions supported on the diagonal with strictly positive diagonal entries.
Let P be the (nonconvex) family of product distributions on the replicated variables in

the sense of [ ], and define its dual-coordinate image P := Vf(P) C RO,

Projections with faces. The I-projection %fg maps A°(QK) into A°(Q) by zeroing off-
diagonal mass and renormalizing on the diagonal. Since elements of A°(Q) have zeros
outside the diagonal, we interpret dual coordinates on Q using the relative gradient of f
restricted to the affine hull of Q. Equivalently, we may identify A(Q) with the simplex on
the diagonal outcomes and use the same entropy generator on that smaller simplex. With

this convention, the right projection 7;; is well-defined on A°( Q).
For g € A°(QK) define the two-step operator
<—
Teri(4) = TH(TH())- (1)

This operator first enforces consensus (onto Q), then enforces product structure (onto P
in dual coordinates).

Walsh-Regalia hybrid scheme. Let g ; € A°(QX) be the normalized product of the
replicated factor tables. Walsh and Regalia [ , Thm. 1] give a Dykstra-like hybrid
scheme:

ky = RV (VF(@u-1) + ) ), @
0n = Vf(Gn-1) +0n1— Vflkn), (3
=TV (Vf k) +T01)), (4)
an = T (ra), (5)
T = Vf(kn) + Tao1 = Vf(qn), ©)

initialized withoc_1 =0and 7.1 = 0.

Proposition 3.1 (Normalized BP as a hybrid of KL projections [ , Thm. 1]). For a
finite factor graph G with strictly positive factors and initialization g_; as above, the iter-
ates of (2)—(6) coincide with normalized sum-product (BP) on G. In particular:

(i) if G is a tree, one upward-downward BP pass computes 7prj(z-1), and the resulting
beliefs are exact marginals;
(ii) any fixed point of normalized BP is a fixed point of Tpy;.
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3.2 Delta factors and a message-level chain rule

We now pass to the smooth delta-lift. Let y = ¢(x1,...,x,) with ¢ € C! on an open set
U C RN x - x R¥, and consider the deterministic factor

g, x1,...,x) = 8y —p(x1,...,x)).

Assume the incoming message 1, (y) is strictly positive and C near the forward value

y*, and that all other arguments x_; are clamped to x™ ;.

Lemma 3.2 (Delta-factor chain rule). Under these assumptions,

0
a_x]- log mg%x],(xj)

X

Proof. By the continuous factor-to-variable update,

Mg, (X)) o /5(3/ = P, x7)) my—sg (y) dy = myg( (3, x7))).

Differentiating log ¢, and evaluating at the forward point gives the claim. u

3.3 Backpropagation as the differential of a KL projection map

Let z denote the scalar output node of the computation DAG, and let ¢ : R — (0, 00) be
a C! output factor. Run one upward pass (collapsing messages at delta factors to Dirac
masses at forward values) and one downward pass seeded by

m¢_>z(z) = ¢(2).

For each variable v define the downward belief

b (v) = I Mg o(0), s(v) == dylogh(v)

g€nb(v)Ndownstream

v*’

Theorem 3.3 (Backpropagation as log-derivatives of downward BP messages). With the
setup above, s(z) = ¢'(z*)/¢(z*), and for any variable x,

/ Z*
V. logh,(x)|,. = ‘;((Z*)) T

Equivalently, for ¢(z) = e** one has Vylogb (x) = a V,z at the forward point x*.

9



Proof. At each deterministic factor g corresponding to y = ¢(-), Theorem 3.2 yields
dxlogmg x = dylogm, ¢ -dxy atthe forward point.

Since b (x) is the product of all factor-to-variable messages into x,

s(x) = odxlogh (x) = Z s(y) oxy,
y€Ch(x)

where Ch(x) denotes the children of x in the computation DAG, with base case s(z) =
¢'(z*)/ ¢(z*) from my_,, = ¢. This is exactly the reverse-mode recursion for V,z, multi-
plied by ¢'(z*)/ ¢(z*). Reverse induction along a topological order of the DAG gives the
result. |

Remark 3.4 (Proper likelihoods). If ¢(z) = e 1(3)/T with L € C! and T > 0, then s(z) =
—L'(z*)/T and
1
Vilogh (x) = —TL/(Z*) Viz atx¥,
the usual backpropagation gradient for the scalar loss L(z), scaled by 1/T.

Remark 3.5 (Differential of the KL projection map). By Theorem 3.1, normalized BP on
the delta-lifted factor graph applies Tpy; = 7{3 o %fg Theorem 3.3 states that, at the
forward point and in log-coordinates, the Jacobian of the map that sends the output seed
¢ through Tpr; and reads off downward messages agrees (up to the scalar ¢’(z*)/ ¢(z*))
with the reverse-mode adjoint map. In this sense backpropagation is the differential of the
KL projection map that implements BP on the delta-lift.

3.4 New consequences for backprop from the KL projection connection

We now record quantitative and structural consequences of identifying backpropagation
with the differential of the KL projection map 7pyo;.

Notation. Let g1 € A°(QX) be the normalized product of the replicated factor tables,

and write
1= Vf(g1)

for its log-coordinates. Let F denote the union of linear subspaces in log-coordinates
corresponding to (effectively) acyclic factorizations, as characterized in [ ]. For L €
IN, let C;, and 7y be the constants from [ , Prop. 1, Thm. 3] controlling the deviation
between the length-L Walsh-Regalia iteration and the two-step projection 7py; in log-
coordinates.

10



For a variable x, define

/ Z*
¢H(x) = V,log biL)(x), g (x) = ?( *) Viz,
¢(z7)
where biL) is the product of downward messages formed after L Walsh—Regalia outer
iterations, and g* is the exact backprop adjoint from Theorem 3.3.

Theorem 3.6 (Finite-pass accuracy of backprop via WR iterations). Assume the setup of
Sections 3.1 and 3.2. Fix L € IN and suppose

diSt(g—lr F) S (S/

where dist(-, F) denotes Euclidean distance in log-coordinates. Then for each variable x
there exists a constant K, > 0 (depending only on the local degree of x and C! bounds on
the DAG maps near the forward point) such that

I8 (x) = g* ()|, < Ke(CL+7)0.

In particular, if § = 0 (effectively acyclic factorization), then ¢() (x) = ¢*(x) forall L > 1,
and a single forward /backward pass suffices.

Proof. By [ , Prop. 1, Thm. 3], ||¢(®) — ¢*|| < (CL + )8, where (1) and ¢* are the
log-coordinates of the L-step WR iterate and the two-step projection, respectively. The
map { — Vylogb,(x)is C! in a neighborhood of {*, with operator norm bounded by K.
The claim follows by the mean-value inequality. |

Proposition 3.7 (Convergent surrogate gradients from symmetric Bregman variants). Let
¢ be a symmetric (Mahalanobis) Bregman generator, and let 7sym denote the Walsh-
Regalia hybrid scheme obtained by replacing f with ¢. Then the projection iterates con-
verge to a limit (o in log-coordinates [ , Thm. 2]. If

180 = "Il <&,
then for each variable x,
187 (x) = 8" (%), < Keg,
where g™ (x) = V,log bjym(x) is the surrogate gradient induced by the symmetric
scheme.
Proposition 3.8 (Gauge invariance of backprop under message scalings). Let all factor-
to-variable and variable-to-factor messages be multiplied by positive, state-independent

constants (possibly different on each edge). Then the backprop adjoints g*(x) from The-
orem 3.3 are unchanged.

Proof. Scaling messages multiplies b| (x) by a positive constant independent of x. Taking
log-derivatives removes this factor, leaving Vlog b (x) unchanged. [

11



3.5 Probabilistic generalization on trees

The algebraic identity of Theorem 3.3 does not, by itself, define a normalized probabilis-
tic model: the delta-lift uses singular constraints and the output factor ¢ need not be
integrable. When the delta-lift is augmented with proper priors on inputs and a proper
likelihood at the output, a genuine probabilistic generalization becomes available. In this
setting, backpropagation is replaced by posterior-expected sensitivities.

Theorem 3.9 (Posterior-expected sensitivities on trees). Let x denote all non-output vari-
ables and let # € ® C RY be a parameter. Assume:

(a)
(b) z = z(x,0) is a C! map of (x,6) into R;

(c) the likelihood £ : R — (0, 00) is C!, and we write s(z) := V. log {(z);
(d) the marginal likelihood

p(x) is a proper prior density on x that does not depend on 6;

Paesi0) = [ £(=(x,0)) px) dx

is finite for all 6 € ®;
(e) differentiation under the integral sign is justified, i.e., for each 6 € © there exists an

integrable function hg(x) such that
Vo (€(z(x,0)) p(x))|| < ho(x) forae. x, /hg(X) dx < oco.

Assume further that the factor graph induced by p(x) and ¢(z(x,6)) is a tree. Then

Velogp(]/obs;e) = ]E[S(Z(X,Q)) 8gz(x,9) yobs];

where the expectation is taken with respect to the exact posterior p(x | Yops; 6). Moreover,

on a tree this posterior expectation is computed exactly by a single upward-downward
sum—product (BP) pass, equivalently by one application of the two-step KL operator

Tproj = 7t 5° Tt apphed to the normalized model.

Proof. By definition,
P (Yobs; 0) / ((z(x,0)) p(x)dx.

By assumption (e) and the dominated convergence theorem,

Vop(Yobs; 0 /Vg /£ x,0)) s(z(x,0)) 9pz(x,0) p(x) dx.

12



Dividing by p(Yobs; 0) yields
/K(z(x,f))) p(x)s(z(x,0)) dgz(x,0) dx
/E(z(x,())) p(x)dx

which is exactly the posterior expectation stated.

Volog p(Yobs; 0) =

7

For the second claim, note that on a tree a single sum—product pass computes all exact
posterior marginals of p(x | yops;0). The integrand s(z(x,0)) dpz(x,6) decomposes as a
sum of local terms associated with nodes and factors of the computation graph. Hence
the posterior expectation can be evaluated exactly from these marginals in one upward-
downward pass. In the discrete setting, this pass coincides with one application of the

Walsh—-Regalia two-step KL operator ?;; o %g applied to the normalized model. u

Corollary 3.10 (Dirac-prior specialization and recovery of the algebraic identity). Under
the assumptions of Theorem 3.9, suppose instead that the prior on x is a Dirac measure
O+ at a forward configuration x*. Then the posterior is also a Dirac measure at x* and

Volog p(Yobsi 0) = s(z(x*,0)) dpz(x,0).

If we choose an output factor ¢ such that ¢’(z*)/¢@(z*) = s(z*), this recovers exactly the
algebraic identity of Theorem 3.3.

Proof. If p(x) = dy+, then
P(Yobsi0) = £(z(x",0)),
and therefore

Volog p(Yobs;0) = Vglogl(z(x*,0)) = s(z(x*,0)) dpz(x*,0)

by the chain rule. Since the posterior is supported at x*, the posterior expectation in
Theorem 3.9 reduces to point evaluation. Choosing ¢ so that ¢'(z*)/¢(z*) = s(z*) yields
Theorem 3.3. u

4 Regime (B): Sum-product circuits — backpropagation
equals exact marginals and realizes a KL I-projection

Let {Xj,...,Xum} be discrete variables with finite alphabets X; and joint space Q) =
[TM, X;. As in Section 2, distributions on Q live in the simplex A(Q) with interior A°(Q).
Throughout this section, we assume strictly positive objects (all indicators and weights
are > 0), so that every normalization and logarithm is well-defined.

13



4.1 Sum-product networks and upward/downward values

An SPN is a DAG G = (N, £) whose internal nodes partition into sum nodes Sum and
product nodes Prod, with leaf nodes £ being indicator functions of the form 1[X; = | for
t € X;. Each node n € N has a scope sc(n) C {1,..., M} (the set of variables appearing
below 1). We impose the standard structural assumptions:

e Completeness: for every s € Sum and ¢ € ch(s), sc(c) = sc(s).
e Decomposability: for every p € Prod and distinct ¢, ¢’ € ch(p), sc(c) Nsc(c’) = 2.

* Positive weights: each edge (s — ¢) from a sum has a weight ws. € (0,00). When
Y. wsc = 1 we say the sum is normalized.

Soft evidence on X; is encoded by indicator leaves taking strictly positive values A;; €
(0,00) for t € X;. We interpret A;; as a unary evidence potential (or likelihood term) for
the event X; = t. Hard evidence is recovered by setting A;; € {0,1} and working on
the induced support (relative interiors). In this general soft-evidence regime, posterior
marginals are obtained from log-derivatives:

_ dlogS(e) At 9S(e)
a E)log)\i,t - S(e) a)Ll',t '

Pr(X;=t]e)

The network polynomial S(e) is defined by the usual bottom-up evaluation rules [ ,
I
Leaf ¢/ = 1[Xi = t] : S(g) = /\i,tr
Productp: S(p)= [ S(eo),
cech(p)

Sums: S(s)= Y wsS(c).
cech(s)

Let r be the root. We write S(e) := S(r) > 0.

Downward (reverse-mode) values. Define the downward value at each node n by

_ 95(r) _
D(n) = 35(n)’ D(r)=1.
Under our standing positivity assumptions, S(n) > 0 for all nodes and hence all partial
derivatives are well-defined; in particular D(n) > 0 for all n (see Theorem 4.6). At each
sum node s we define a local gating distribution bs € A°(ch(s)), and at each variable X; a
variable belief b; € A°(X;); explicit formulas are given in Theorem 4.2.

14



4.2 Local reverse-mode rules

The reverse-mode rules on an SPN are local and follow directly from the chain rule.

Lemma 4.1 (Local reverse-mode rules). Let s € Sum and p € Prod.

(a) For asum node s and child ¢ € ch(s), Ds_sc(c) = D(s) wsc.
(b) For a product node p and child ¢ € ch(p), Dp—c(c) = D(pIlvecn(p)(cS(C)-

Consequently,
D(c) = Y. D(s)ws + Y. D) ][I Ss().
s€pa(c)NSum pepa(c)NProd c’ech(p)\{c}
Proof. By definition,
aS(r) 9S d
Dsse(€) = asgg 558 = D(s) 85(c)<Z‘wSC'S(C/)) = D(s) e,
which proves (a). Similarly,
dS(r) 9S d , p
Dpocle) = S50} et = D) 5555 (TT8()) = DTS

which proves (b). Summing edge contributions over parents of c gives the stated formula

for D(c).

4.3 Derivatives equal marginals

We now recall Darwiche’s differential semantics [ ] specialized to SPNs and record

the formulas we use.

Theorem 4.2 (Log-derivatives equal marginals). Assume the SPN is complete and de-

composable with positive weights and positive indicators.

(a) Variable marginals (soft evidence). For each i and state t € A,
Air 9S(e)  dlogS(e)
S(e) B)ti,t - alog Ai,t
Equivalently, the variable belief b; € A°(X}) defined by
Air 9S(e)
b; = Ut
=50

Pr(X;=t|e) = € (0,1).

equals this marginal.
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(b) Gate marginals at sums. For each sum node s and child ¢ € ch(s),

Pr(parse visits s and selects ¢ | e) = W.
Moreover, the local gating distribution bs € A°(ch(s)) given by

wse S(c)
S(s)

is the conditional distribution of the gate given that the parse visits s, and

bs(c) =

Pr(visits | e) = ———~—~2, Pr(select c | e, visits) = bs(c).

Consequently, one upward pass computing the values {S(n)} and one reverse pass com-
puting {D(n)} recover all variable marginals and all sum-gate quantities above.

Remark 4.3 (Beliefs as normalized derivatives). The beliefs b; and b, are obtained from

circuit derivatives as follows: b;(t) = % aaST(i) (equivalently, a log-derivative), and

bs(c) = wssc(_i()C) is a local conditional gate distribution at sums. These coincide with the

beliefs obtained by running sum—product on the circuit viewed as a factor graph with
unary evidence potentials.

4.4 Projection interpretation: a two-step KL I-projection

We now express the upward-downward computation as a two-step projection in KL ge-
ometry, parallel to the construction in Regime (A).

Region family and ambient space. Let R be the multiset of scopes R =
{sc(n) | n € N'}, and for R € R write Xg := [[;cg Xi. We work on the product space
of region tables

DR = H AO(XR).
ReR

On Dg we use the separable negative-entropy generator

frR(@) = Y. Y. qr(xr)logqr(xr), g = (qr)rer € Dr,
ReR xgreiXyr

so that the associated Bregman divergence is the sum of KL divergences, Dy, (r,q) =
Yrer KL(7r|qR)-
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Product constraints. Define the product family Pr C Dg by

Pr == {q€Dg ‘ se(p) = @ dsc(c) forall p € Prod
cech(p)

In log-coordinates fg = Vf(qr) = 1+ loggr, these constraints are affine (up to additive
normalizations), hence Pr := V fz (Pgr) is an affine set in dual coordinates.

Consensus constraints. Define the consensus set Qr C Dg by requiring that equal-
scope copies agree: whenever two indices R, R’ € R represent the same scope (e.g., along
a sum edge (s — ¢) with sc(s) = sc(c) or due to sharing), we impose gr = gg'.

Two-step KL operator. Letz_; € Dy denote the collection of local region tables. Define
Tspn(z-1) = 7](73 (FfR (z— 1)) (7)

Proposition 4.4 (SPN pass realizes the KL two-step projection). Let the SPN be complete
and decomposable with positive weights and evidence. Then the region marginals en-
coded by the beliefs of Theorem 4.2 coincide with the region marginals of 7spn(z_1).
In particular, for SPN trees (no DAG sharing), 7spn reduces to the Walsh-Regalia map

7]7; o %g on the associated factor graph [ ]

Proof. For an SPN tree (no sharing), the induced factor graph on region variables is
a tree, and the constraint sets Qx and Px coincide with the Walsh—-Regalia consensus
and product sets. By Theorem 3.1, one upward-downward sum—-product pass computes
7f o %é, whose exact marginals agree with the beliefs of Theorem 4.2.

For a general DAG SPN, unrolling shared subgraphs yields an equivalent SPN tree
with preserved completeness and decomposability. Beliefs on the DAG coincide with the
corresponding marginals on the unrolled tree, and the two-step projection on the tree
produces a unique family of region marginals. Identifying equal-scope copies recovers
the DAG marginals, which therefore agree with Tspn(z—1)- |

Remark 4.5 (Messages, projections, and beliefs). Upward values provide the sufficient
statistics for the right projection ?é , encoding products across decomposed scopes.

Downward values act as Lagrange multipliers enforcing consensus, corresponding to the
I-projection onto Q. Normalizing these quantities yields the beliefs of Theorem 4.2.
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4.5 Consequences and caveats

We collect some structural properties that will be used later.

Lemma 4.6 (Positivity and interior beliefs). Assume completeness and decomposability
with strictly positive weights ws. > 0 and strictly positive indicators A;; > 0. Then for
every node 7,

S(n) >0, D(n) > 0.

Consequently, b; € A°(X;) and bs € A°(ch(s)) for all i and all sum nodes s.

Proof. We prove positivity of S by induction bottom-up. At leaves, S(¢) = A;; > 0.
Products of positive numbers are positive, and weighted sums with positive weights are
positive, so S(n) > 0 for all n.

For D, we have D(r) = 1 > 0. Suppose D(u) > 0 for all ancestors u of n. For any
parent s € pa(n) N Sum, Theorem 4.1(a) gives Ds_,,(n) = D(s)ws, > 0. For any par-
ent p € pa(n) N Prod, Theorem 4.1(b) and positivity of the S-values give D, ,,(n) =
D(p) 1z S(c") > 0. Summing over parents yields D(n) > 0. The formulas for b; and bs
in Theorem 4.2 are ratios of positive quantities and hence lie in the interiors. |

Proposition 4.7 (Uniqueness of the KL projections in 7spy). Under the assumptions of
Theorem 4.6:

R

(a) Qg is a closed convex subset of Dg; hence the I-projection %én is unique.

(b) Pg is an affine set in dual coordinates; hence the right projection 7]7;73 is unique.
R

Proof. (a) The constraints defining Qx are linear equalities of region marginals across
duplicated scopes. The intersection of an affine subspace with the simplex is convex and
closed, hence Qx is convex and closed. Strict convexity of KL in its first argument then
implies uniqueness of the minimizer of D¢(-,z_1) over Q.

(b) Let g € Prodi and write & = V f(g). For negative entropy, 0z is (up to an additive
constant) the vector of log gr. The constraint ¢ (,) = Qcech(p) Jsc(c) becomes

Hsc(p) = Z Osc(c) + Cplf
cech(p)

for some scalar c, enforcing normalization. Thus Pr is an affine subspace in 6. The dual
Bregman divergence Dy is strictly convex in its first argument, so projection of any 6

onto this affine subspace is unique. Mapping back by V f* yields uniqueness of ?;; .

R
Existence and uniqueness of such forward Bregman projections are classical; see, e.g.,

[ I |
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Proposition 4.8 (Local versus global normalization at sums). For a sum node s and child
¢ € ch(s) define

glob — D(S) Wsc S(C) o Wse S(C)
PO = T MO T
Then el S
BP0 = n(s)h(c),  m(s) = % c(0,1],

and 7t(s) is the posterior probability that a parse visits s. In particular, }, psgbb (c) = m(s)

and Y. bs(c) = 1.

Proof. By Theorem 4.2(b), p?lOb(c) = Pr(Ys; = ¢ | e) and bs(c) is the conditional probability
of choosing child c given that a parse has reached s. Thus

Pr(Ys =c|e) = Pr(parse visits s | ¢) Pr(Ys = c | ¢, visit s),

so 71(s) := Pr(visit s | e) satisfies psgbb(c) = 71(s)bs(c). By definition,

n(s) = ;Pr(Ys =cle) = Z—D(S)Su()zc)s(c) = —D(gzes)(s)

[

The remaining statements follow immediately. [ |

Corollary 4.9 (Tree case: equality of local and global gates). Suppose the SPN is a tree (no
DAG sharing) and s lies on every root-to-leaf path. Then 77(s) = 1 and hence

PsglOb(C) = bs(c) for all ¢ € ch(s).

Proof. In a tree SPN, each parse corresponds to a single root—to-leaf path (with one choice
at each encountered sum). If s lies on every root-to-leaf path, then every parse visits s,

hence Pr(visits | ¢) = 1 and therefore 7t(s) = 1. The claim follows from Theorem 4.8.
|

Proposition 4.10 (Reduction to tree BP and Walsh—Regalia two-step). If the SPN is a
tree (no sharing), the operator 7spn in (7) coincides with the Walsh-Regalia two-step
map 7;; o %g
tion equals standard tree BP. Moreover, for each sum node s the local gate distribution

bs is the conditional distribution of the gate given that the parse visits s, and the corre-

sponding global gate marginals satisfy psgbb(c) = 71(s) bs(c) with 7t(s) = D(s)S(s)/S(e).

on the associated factor graph, and the upward-downward computa-

In particular, at the root sum node one has 77() = 1 and hence p?lOb = by.
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Proof. As noted in the proof of Theorem 4.4, when the SPN is a tree the induced factor
graph on region variables is a tree whose consensus/product sets are exactly Q and P in
fosf

[ . By Theorem 3.1, one BP pass computes the two-step projection 773 o 7o and

yields exact marginals. The equality of gate distributions is Theorem 4.9. u

Remark 4.11 (Hard evidence). If some indicators are zero (hard evidence), the computa-
tion restricts to the induced support. All statements above remain valid after replacing
simplices by their relative interiors on that support; strict convexity of KL on each relative
interior guarantees uniqueness of the projections in Theorem 4.7.

4.6 New results on backpropagation

We finally record two structural properties of backpropagation on SPNs in the projection
language.

Theorem 4.12 (KKT interpretation of SPN backpropagation). Consider the composite
projection
foosf
?7/573 o7 QR

associated with a complete and decomposable SPN with positive weights and evidence.
Let § € Dg denote its unique fixed point. Then there exists a choice of Lagrange multi-
pliers for the consensus and factorization constraints such that, for each sum node s and
each product edge (p, c),

ni(s) == —(S) € (0,1], Hpsc i= ﬁ Dyc(c) >0,

where
Dpoc(e)=D(p) [ ().
c’ech(p)\{c}

D(s) 7(s) Dpc(c) —
S(e)  S(s)’ S(e) e

Proof. We work on Dy with the separable generator fz and consider the convex opti-
mization problem

qré%?z D¢ (9,z-1) st g€ Qr, g€ Pr.
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By Theorem 4.7, both projections are unique, and hence the optimizer § is unique. We
write the consensus constraints as linear equalities Ag = 0 and the factorization con-
straints as affine equalities in dual coordinates B# = 0, where 6 = V fz(g). Introducing
Lagrange multipliers A and y, the Lagrangian takes the form

L(q,A, 1) = Dy (q,2-1) + (A, Aq) + (1, BV fr(q)).

Stationarity of £ at § yields

Vir(@) = Vfr(z-1) + ATA+(VfR)(@) "B u=0.

The multipliers associated with Ag = 0 enforce consensus of replicated region tables,
while those associated with BV fr (q) = 0 enforce factorization in dual coordinates. The
upward-downward quantities of the SPN provide an explicit parametrization of these
dual variables. For each sum node s we define

_ D(s)S(s)
m(s) = 5@

and for each product node p and child ¢ € ch(p) we define the edge-level quantity

1
Up—sc = % Dyc(c), Dyc(c) = D(p) H S(c).
c’ech(p)\{c}

A direct substitution using Theorem 4.1 shows that these quantities satisfy the stationarity
condition and therefore constitute valid KKT multipliers. u

Proposition 4.13 (Local Lipschitz continuity of SPN adjoints). Consider a complete and
decomposable SPN with positive weights and evidence. Let A be a compact set of log-
evidence vectors logA = (logA;;);; such that all A;; are bounded away from 0 and oo.

Then the map 2108 5(¢)
ogS(e
log A
08 ( dlogA,;; >i,t

is Lipschitz on A.

Proof. Write u;; := log A; ;. By Theorem 4.2(a),

dlogS(e)

=Pr(X; =t .
i r(X; |e)

Define p(u) = (Pr(X; = t | e)),,. For a complete and decomposable SPN with posi-

i
tive weights and indicators, the map u — p(u) is C! on the open set {A;; > 0}. Since

21



A is compact and bounded away from the boundary {A;; = 0}, the Jacobian Jp(u) is
uniformly bounded on A. Thus

L = sup [[Jp(u)op < oo.

uei

By the mean value theorem, forallu,u’ € A, ||p(u) — p(u')||2 < L ||u — ||, which proves
the claim.

5 Examples

5.1 Example A: two operations under a delta-lift

Example 5.1 (Logistic unit with exponential output; explicit messages and derivatives).
This example instantiates the projection operator

7E’roj — 7{3 e} %g
on a minimal delta-lifted computation graph.

Variables and domains. Let x, w € R (input and parameter), u € R, and z € (0,1) with

1
1+e ¥

and let the output factor be ¢(z) = e** with a > 0 (hence ¢ € C1((0,1);R~g)).
Delta-lift factorization. Introduce deterministic factors
gi(uw,x) = d(u—wx),  g(zu) = §(z—oc(u)).

Assume x is clamped at a given forward value x* € R. Let w* € R be the evaluation
point and set u* = w*x* and z* = o(u*).

Upward pass. Because g1 and g, are Dirac constraints, upward messages into u and z
collapse to point masses at ™ and z*, respectively.

Downward seeding at the output. Seed the downward pass with

My—2(z) = ¢(z) =€, s(z) = 0;logmy2(z)|,. = a.
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Message through g, (from z to u).

Yng2%u(1/l) x /5(2 — O'(u)) mq)ﬁz(z) dz = etw(u),

hence
c=a0 (u) =ac(u*)(1—o(u")).

dulogmg, u(u)|,

Message through g; (from u to w and x). With x clamped at x¥,

mglﬁw(w) - mgzau(wx*) _ eaa(wx*)’
SO
dw log mg, sup(w)| . = ac’(u*) x*
Similarly,
Oxlogmg, x(x)| . = ad’ (u") w*

Action of Tpr. Since g7 is the only downstream factor, by (w) = mg 4 and b (x) =
mg, —x. Bvaluating the downward log-beliefs yields

*

Vwlogb) (w) o= (ut) w'

L =ao (u)x*, Vilogb, (x)

w

Because Vyz = o' (u*)x* and V,z = o' (u*)w*, these quantities coincide with the dif-
ferential of Tpy,; at the forward configuration, recovering backpropagation as stated in
Theorem 3.3 with ¢'(z*)/ ¢(z*) = a.

Variant with proper likelihood. If ¢(z) = e L3)/T with L € C' and T > 0, then s(z) =
—L/(z*)/T and the same calculation yields the standard backpropagation gradient scaled
by 1/T.

5.2 Example B: a tiny SPN

Example 5.2 (Two-variable SPN with one root sum and two product children). Variables
and evidence. Let X, Y be binary with alphabets {0,1}. Soft evidence is encoded by indica-
tor leaves )‘X,Ol /\X,lr AY,O/ )Ly/l S (O, 1] .

Circuit (complete & decomposable). Define two product nodes
P =1[X =0]1[Y = 0], P =1X=1]1[Y =1],

and the root sum r = w1 P; + wa P>, wy,wy > 0. The circuit is complete, decomposable,
and a tree.
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Upward values.
S(P1) = Ax oAy, S(Py) = Ax1Ay 1,

S(e) = S(r) = wiAx oAy, + waAx 1Ay 1.

Downward values. Initialize D(r) = 1. Then
D(P) =wi,  D(P2) =wy,

and
D(l[X = 0]) = wl)LY,O, D(l[X = 1]) = wZ)\yll,

D(l[Y — 0]) = wl/\xlo, D(I[Y = 1]) = ZU2)\X,1.

Exact marginals. By Theorem 4.2,

Axp0S(e)  wiAxoAyp WoAx 1Ay 1
P X = 0 - : = 4 4 P P X e ]_ — ;,
r &) = 50 9nxs 5(e) r e) 5(e)
_ _ wiAx0Ayp B _ WrAxiAy,
Pr(Y=0]¢) = O Pr(Y =1]e¢) = 5(2)

Gate beliefs. At the root,

Since the circuit is a tree, these coincide with the global gate marginals.

Projection viewpoint. This SPN realizes, in one upward-downward pass, the two-step
KL operator

_ =R —fr
7§PN - ?P/\

o 7T
I’OdR Q’R

from Theorem 4.4, acting on the product space of region tables D with the separable
negative-entropy generator fr = Y rer f(+). Here the I-projection enforces consensus
of equal-scope regions (the two product children of r), and the reverse-KL projection en-
forces factorization across decomposed scopes, as witnessed by S(P;) = Ax Ay and the
exact marginal identities above.
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6 Conclusion

This note examined backpropagation through the lens of KL projection geometry, with
the goal of making explicit the operator-theoretic structure underlying message passing
and reverse-mode differentiation.

Scope and limitations. Regime (A) is algebraic: the delta-lift includes Dirac constraints
and typically an improper output factor, so the correspondence concerns the local struc-
ture of messages and their differentials rather than normalized marginals. Regime (B) is
probabilistic: completeness, decomposability, and strict positivity ensure interior beliefs
and uniqueness of the KL projections. In both regimes, our analysis concerns a single
evaluation of the relevant projection operators; the dynamics induced by parameter up-
dates depend on the chosen optimization scheme and are not addressed here.

When BP truly generalizes backpropagation. Theorem 3.9 isolates the regime in which
sum—product strictly generalizes backpropagation. With proper priors, a proper likeli-
hood, and a tree-structured graph, belief propagation computes posterior-expected sen-
sitivities exactly. In the Dirac—prior limit, this reduces to the algebraic delta-lift identity
of Regime (A); on loopy graphs, the same expression is evaluated in the usual Bethe/EP
approximation regime.

Outlook. Three directions appear particularly natural.

* Training dynamics from projection—derived gradients. Since each backprop evaluation
arises from a KL projection operator or its differential, tools from Bregman geome-
try and operator splitting may be used to study stability, implicit regularization, and
alternative update schemes.

* Projection—modified message passing and architectures. The projection viewpoint suggests
modifying BP schemes (e.g., via symmetric generators, damping, or explicit consen-
sus enforcement) and designing architectures that encode consensus and factorization
constraints directly.

» Sampling and KL gradient flows. Sampling methods can be viewed as dynamical pro-
cesses whose stationary distributions solve related KL variational problems, often ex-
pressible as gradient flows in KL geometry. Understanding how projection operators
and their differentials interact with such flows, and how they relate to the projection
structures identified here, is a natural direction for future work.

25



Perspective. More broadly, Bregman projections provide a unifying geometric language
for learning, inference, and sampling. Our results place standard backpropagation and
SPN message passing within this projection calculus by identifying specific projection op-
erators whose differentials or KKT multipliers coincide with the adjoints used in practice.
Exploiting this shared geometric interface remains an open and promising direction.
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