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A Short Note on a Flexible Cholesky Parameterization of Correlation Matrices
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Abstract

We propose a Cholesky factor parameterization of correlation matrices that facilitates a priori re-
strictions on the correlation matrix. It is a smooth and differentiable transform that allows additional
boundary constraints on the correlation values. Our particular motivation is random sampling under
positivity constraints on the space of correlation matrices using MCMC methods.

Keywords: Correlation matrix, Cholesky decomposition, Hamiltonian Monte Carlo, Stan

1. Introduction

The n×n positive-definite correlation matrix plays an important role in many statistical models
but is often challenging to estimate, especially in low data environments or complex time varying
models. Solutions to the estimation problem trade flexibility - the unrestricted estimation of the
matrix - for feasibility by regularization or placing additional restrictions on the matrix [3] [4] [5] [9].
The solution proposed in this note allows researchers an additional way to incorporate structure and
known values on some or all of the correlation values.

We propose a parameterization of Cholesky factor of correlation matrices that incorporates user-
supplied constraints on the (Pearson) correlation values. The challenge is that the space of correlation
matrices is already highly restricted due to the positive definite requirement. The transform sequen-
tially maps unconstrained parameters to the constrained space by enforcing the bounds at each step.
This ensures that both the bounds and the positive definiteness of the matrix are satisfied.

The parameterization is defined as a smooth one-to-one transformation from R
n(n−1)/2 to the

set of n × n nonsingular Cholesky factors of correlation matrices. It is inspired by the so-called
Cholesky–Banachiewicz and Cholesky–Crout sequential Cholesky factorization algorithms of a positive-
definite matrix [1] [10]. This method also shows similarities to parameterization methods that use the
constrained space to elicit the natural boundaries of correlations [2] [6] [7] [8]. These methods, however,
are either restricted to lower dimensional correlation matrices or focused on generating correlation
matrices without further restrictions.

Our main contribution is showing how the standard Cholesky algorithm motivates a smooth and
differentiable transform that allows additional boundary constraints. These constraints enable many
forms of structure such as block structure with equal correlations within blocks, known zeros, or
restrictions that all the correlations adhere to a bound such as a positive only requirement.

2. Method

The Cholesky–Banachiewicz algorithm factors a known positive-definite correlation matrix C

into a lower Cholesky factor as:
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The value Ci,j ∈ C is a correlation value that is between −1, 1. Expanding the previous formula
into matrix form,
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The entries in the first column are equal to the correlation values in the first column. All the row
vectors in the lower triangle of L are unit-vectors where the diagonal is all positive elements, and,
as a result, all the elements must be between −1, 1 and must be smaller than the square root of the
remainder of the length of the unit-vector. Consequently, the boundaries of the Cholesky values are
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For the purposes of generating differentiable transforms we exclude ±1 correlations and make
the inequalities strict. We wish to place boundaries on each Ci,j in C such that −1 ≤ ai,j < Ci,j <

bi,j ≤ 1. To accomplish this we will multiply the previous inequality by |Lj,j| and add
∑j−1

k=1 Li,kLj,k.
In fact, this is the same as solving for Ci,j in equation 1:

−Lj,j +

j−1
∑

k=1

Li,kLj,k ≤ ai,j < Ci,j < bi,j ≤ Lj,j +

j−1
∑

k=1

Li,kLj,k (3)

where the absolute value is expanded into −Lj,j for the lower bound and Lj,j for the upper bound.
The correlation value, Ci,j, must then fall between the solved for bounds.

Re-arranging equation (3) we can express this in terms of the elements of the lower triangular
Cholesky factor. There are two bounds which need to be satisfied. The first bound of the entry in
the Cholesky factor is the bound implied by the bounds on the values, a, b. This bound is found by
placing a, b into equation (1) for the correlation value C. The second bound is found by incorporating
the unit-vector restriction from (2) for the ith row. This is given in equation (2). With these two
conditions and the given correlation bounds, a, b, the Li,j entry of the Cholesky factor is bounded
by
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(5)

where i > j and i ∈ (3, . . . , n). The first column of the lower triangular Cholesky factor is mapped
from R to the bounds by a bijective transform f(xi,1 | ai,1, bi,1). The next n − 2 columns use the
above inequality to ensure that the Cholesky factor elements adhere to the given bounds. Lastly,
the diagonal elements are calculated by the remaining length of the unit vector.

2.1. Jacobian Determinant

The inverse transform function from the mapping of each R to (a, b) is f(x) ∈ (a, b) and −1 ≤
a < b ≤ 1. We choose the scaled and shifted inverse logit function defined as

f(x | a, b) = a+
b− a

1 + e−x
.

The absolute Jacobian determinant of the inverse transform is the absolute derivative of a one
variable function

g(x) =
d

dx
f(x) = (b− a)f(x)(1− f(x)).

The function is positive since b − a > 0 and f(x) > 0. As each Li,j is mapped directly using this
function, the derivative of this is the Jacobian determinant.

2.2. Algorithm

The algorithm for the mapping is given in Algorithm 1. The input bounds, a and b, may be
scalars or vectors. The Jacobian determinant is calculated in |J |. The input vector, x, is a random
vector of values from the real line. The functions f(·) and g(·) refer to the scaled and shifted inverse
logit function and its derivative.

3



Algorithm 1: Cholesky Parameterization Algorithm

Input: x a real vector of length n(n− 1)/2
Data: a and b for the lower and upper bounds of each value
Result: L a lower triangular Cholesky factor of a correlation matrix

1 L1,1 ← 1
2 L2:n,1 ← f(x[1 : n− 1], a, b)

3 L2,2 ←
√

1− L2
2,1

4 |J | =∏n−1
w=1 g(x[w], a, b)

5 for i← 3 to n do

6 y =
√

1− L2
i,1

7 for j ← 2 to i− 1 do

8 z = LT
j,1:j−1Li,1:j−1

9 lb = max
(

−y, a−z
Lj,j

)

10 ub = min
(

y, b−z
Lj,j

)

11 Li,j ← f(x[·], lb, ub)
12 |J | ∗= g(x[·], lb, ub)
13 y ∗=

√

1− (Li,j/y)2

14 end

15 Li,i ← y

16 end

2.3. Impossible Bounds

The user defined bounds must be chosen carefully as certain valid values for a particular corre-
lations result in downstream correlations violating the boundary region.

For example, with a 3× 3 matrix that we wish to constrain all correlation values to be negative.
As noted above the first column of the Cholesky factor is allowed to span the full region because
the length of the unit-vector is maximal and only the given bounds must be satisfied. Let us choose
C2,1 = C3,1 =

−1√
2

and solve for the bounds of C3,2:

max
{

−1,−
√

1− C2
3,1

}

<
B − C2,1C3,1

L2,2
< min

{

0,
√

1− C2
3,1

}

−
√
0.5 <

B − 0.5√
0.5

< 0

=⇒ 0 < B < 0.5.

The boundary condition must be greater than or equal to zero violating our initial condition that
all correlations are negative.

When using this transform with a derivative based sampler such as Hamiltonian Monte Carlo,
violation of the bounds will result in discontinuities and the sampler will fail. We suggest giving
bounds as data into the program and regularizing large correlations with a prior that restricts large
correlation values such as that with an LKJ.

3. Discussion

This short note shows a new method to sample Cholesky factors of correlation matrices with
additional boundary constraints.
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Appendix A Stan Code

Below is a sample Stan program for this parameterization. The bounds are input as scalar values
for all the correlation entries to be within. This can easily be generalized to incorporate different
bounds for each correlation value.

One obvious change is to set certain correlation values. It is possible to set a given correlation
value to a value though values around zero will sample much easier for the reason of violating
constraints in 2.3.

To add known correlation values, place all the known correlation values that into an m-length
vector p where m < n(n−1)/2. Only the unknown n(n−1)/2−m unconstrained parameters remain
for the parameterization. The Cholesky factor entry for the known values will be

Li,j
set
=

pm −
∑j−1

k=1 Li,kLj,k

Lj,j
.

1 functions {

2 vector lb_ub_lp (vector y, real lb, real ub) {

3 target += log(ub - lb) + log_inv_logit(y) + log1m_inv_logit(y);

4

5 return lb + (ub - lb) * inv_logit(y);

6 }

7

8 real lb_ub_lp (real y, real lb, real ub) {

9 target += log(ub - lb) + log_inv_logit(y) + log1m_inv_logit(y);

10

11 return lb + (ub - lb) * inv_logit(y);

12 }

13

14 matrix cholesky_corr_constrain_lp (vector col_one_raw, vector off_raw,

15 real lb, real ub) {

16 int K = num_elements(col_one_raw) + 1;

17 vector[K - 1] z = lb_ub_lp(col_one_raw, lb, ub);

18 matrix[K, K] L = rep_matrix(0, K, K);

19 L[1, 1] = 1;

20 L[2:K, 1] = z[1:K - 1];

21 L[2, 2] = sqrt(1 - L[2, 1]^2);

22

23 int cnt = 1;

24

25 for (i in 3:K) {

26 real l_ij_old = sqrt(1 - L[i, 1]^2);

27 L[i, 2] = l_ij_old;

28 for (j in 2:i - 1) {

29 real stick_length_x_l_jj = l_ij_old * L[j, j];

30 real b1 = dot_product(L[j, 1:(j - 1)], L[i, 1:(j - 1)]);

31

32 // how to derive the bounds

33 // we know that the correlation value C is bound by

34 // b1 - Ljj * Lij_old <= C <= b1 + Ljj * Lij_old

35 // Now we want our bounds to be enforced too so

36 // max(lb, b1 - Ljj * Lij_old) <= C <= min(ub, b1 + Ljj * Lij_old)

37 // We have the Lij_new = (C - b1) / Ljj

38 // To get the bounds on Lij_new is

39 // (bound - b1) / Ljj

40

41 real low = max({-stick_length_x_l_jj, lb - b1});
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42 real up = min({stick_length_x_l_jj, ub - b1});

43 real x = lb_ub_lp(off_raw[cnt], low, up);

44

45 // dividing by L[j, j] differs from algo in paper

46 // In the paper, the division is handled inside the bounds so

47 // low <- low / L[j, j]

48 // up <- up / L[j, j]

49 // but it seems to be more numerically stable to do it after

50 // and adjust with the -log(L[j,j]) for the division

51

52 L[i, j] = x / L[j, j];

53 target += -log(L[j, j]);

54

55 l_ij_old *= sqrt(1 - (L[i, j] / l_ij_old)^ 2);

56 cnt += 1;

57 }

58 L[i, i] = l_ij_old;

59 }

60 return L;

61 }

62 }

63 data {

64 int<lower=2> K; // dimension of correlation matrix

65 real<lower=0> eta;

66 real<lower=-1> lb;

67 real<upper=1> ub;

68 }

69 transformed data {

70 int k_choose_2 = (K * (K - 1)) %/% 2;

71 int km1_choose_2 = ((K - 1) * (K - 2)) %/% 2;

72 }

73 parameters {

74 vector[K - 1] col_one_raw;

75 vector[km1_choose_2] off_raw;

76 }

77 transformed parameters {

78 matrix[K, K] L_Omega = cholesky_corr_constrain_lp(col_one_raw, off_raw, lb, ub);

79 }

80 model {

81 L_Omega ~ lkj_corr_cholesky(eta);

82 }

83 generated quantities {

84 matrix[K, K] Omega = multiply_lower_tri_self_transpose(L_Omega);

85 }

Code Block 1: Stan Example
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