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Abstract

Relatively high computational cost for Bayesian methodesrofimits their application for
big data analysis. In recent years, there have been manym#éo improve computational
efficiency of Bayesian inference. Here we propose an effieied scalable computational
technique for a state-of-the-art Markov Chain Monte CaMteCMC) methods, namely,
Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC). The key idea is to explore &xgloit the regularity in
parameter space for the underlying probabilistic modeloiastruct an effective approx-
imation of the collective geometric and statistical prdiesrof the whole observed data.
To this end, we use shallow neural networks along with efiidiearning algorithms. The
choice of basis functions (or hidden units in neural netwpend the optimized learning
process provides a flexible, scalable and efficient sampligarithm. Experiments based
on simulated and real data show that our approach leads ttesutally more efficient
sampling algorithms compared to existing state-of-therathods.
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1 Introduction

Bayesian statistics has provided a principled and robasbhéxwork to create many important and power-
ful data analysis methods over the past several decadegn @iyprobabilistic model for the underlying
mechanism of observed data, Bayesian methods properlytifyjuancertainty and reveal the landscape or
global structure of the parameter space. However, thedeatietend to be computationally intensive since
Bayesian inference usually requires the use of MCMC algoritto simulate samples from intractable dis-
tributions. Although the simple Metropolis algorithin [H often effective at exploring low-dimensional
distributions, it can be very inefficient for complex, highmensional distributions: successive states may
exhibit high autocorrelation, due to the random walk natifitie movement. As a result, the effective sam-
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ple size tends to be quite low and the convergence to the istrébdtion is very slow. Hamiltonian Monte
Carlo (HMC) [3,[4] reduces the random walk behavior of Metdipby Hamiltonian dynamics, which uses
gradient information to propose states that are distamh fitee current state, but nevertheless have a high
probability of acceptance.

Although HMC explores the parameter space more efficiehtiy random walk Metropolis does, it does
not fully exploit the structure (i.e., geometric propes)ief parameter spacel[5] since dynamics are defined
over Euclidean space. To address this issue, Girolami afde@ead|[[5] proposed a new method, called
Riemannian Manifold HMC (RMHMC), that uses the Riemanniaometry of the parameter spacé [6] to
improve standard HMC's efficiency by automatically adagtio local structures.

To make such geometrically motivated methods practicabigidata analysis, one needs to combine them
with efficient and scalable computational techniques. A mm bottleneck for using such sampling algo-
rithms for big data analysis is repetitive evaluations afdiions, their derivatives, geometric and statistical
quantities that involves the whole observed data and magbeplicated model. A natural question is how
to construct effective approximation of these quantitieg provides a good balance between accuracy and
computation cost. One common approach is subsampling ftseexample, [[7|_8, 9, 10]), which restricts
the computation to a subset of the observed data. This isllmsthe idea that big datasets contain a large
amount of redundancy so the overall information can beeetd from a small subset. However, in general
applications, we cannot simply use random subsets for thizgse: the amount of information we lose as a
result of random sampling leads to non-ignorable loss ofile@y, which in turn has a substantial negative
impact on computational efficiency [11]. Therefore, in i@ it is a challenge to find good criteria and
strategies for an appropriate and effective subsampling.

Another approach is to exploit smoothness or regularitygirameter space, which is true for most statistical

models. This way, one could find computationally cheapemgate functions to substitute the expensive

target (or potential energy) functions [14) 15| 16]. Howetlee usefulness of these methods is often limited

to moderate dimensional problems because of the cost akimée or precomputing scale needed to achieve
desired approximation accuracy.

In this work we propose to use shallow neural networks andiefft learning algorithms to construct an
effective approximation of the collective geometric aratistical properties of the whole observed data. The
randomly oriented and positioned basis functions (or hidaigits in neural networks) combined with the
optimized learning process can incorporate correct @iifer an efficient implicit subsampling resulting in
both flexible and scalable approximation. Our proposed otefiiovides a natural framework to incorporate
surrogate functions in the sampling algorithms such as HM@,it can be easily extended to geometrically
motivated methods such as Riemannian Manifold HMC.

Our paper is organized as follows. An overview of HMC and RMEIN given in Sectiofi]2. Our neural
network surrogate HMC is explained in detail in Secfidn 3pé&mment results on simulated and real data
are presented in Sectibh 4. Finally, Secfibn 5 is devotedstrudsion and future work.

2 Prediminaries

2.1 Hamiltonian Monte Carlo

In Bayesian Statistics, we are interested in sampling floaposterior distribution of the model parameters
q given the observed dat¥, = (y1,%2,...,y~n)",

P(q|Y) o< exp(—=U(q)), 1)



where the potential energy functidhis defined as

N
Ulg) = —Zlogp(inQ) —log P(q). )

The posterior distribution is almost always analyticatiyractable. Therefore, MCMC algorithms are typ-
ically used for sampling from the posterior distributiongerform statistical inference. As the number of
parameters increases, however, simple methods such azmamalk Metropolis([1] and Gibbs sampling
[2] may require a long time to converge to the target distidsu Moreover, their explorations of parameter
space become slow due to inefficient random walk proposa¢igding mechanisms, especially when there
exist strong dependencies between parameters in the tisg@bution. By inclusion of geometric infor-
mation from the target distribution, HMCI[B] 4] introduces&iamiltonian dynamics system with auxiliary
momentum variablesto propose samples gfin a Metropolis framework that explores the parameter space
more efficiently compared to standard random walk proposédse specifically, HMC generates proposals
jointly for ¢ andp using the following system of differential equations:

hat LA 3

dt 8pi ( )
= - 4

dt 8(]1' ( )

where the Hamiltonian function is defined B3q, p) = U(q) + %pTMflp. The quadratic kinetic energy
function K (p) = %pT]Vf_lp corresponds to the negative log-density of a zero-mearnvarilite Gaussian
distribution with the covarianc&/. Here,M is known as the mass matrix, which is often set to the identity
matrix, I, but can be used to precondition the sampler using Fishemvdtion [5]. Starting from the current
state(q, p), the Hamiltonian dynamics systel (B),(4) is simulatedfsteps using the leapfrog method, with
a stepsize of. The proposed staté;*, p*), which is at the end of the trajectory, is accepted with pbiliig
min(1, exp[—H(q*,p*) + H(q,p)]). By simulating the Hamiltonian dynamics system togetheh e
correction step, HMC generates samples from a joint digiob

1 _
P(q,p) o exp (—U(q) — 5P M 1p>
Notice thatg andp are separated, the marginal distributionydhen follows the target distribution. These
steps are presented in Algoritiiin 1. Following the dynamith®assumed Hamiltonian system, HMC can
generate distant proposals (i.e., low autocorrelatiott) Wigh acceptance probability (i.e., conservation of
Hamiltonian) which allows an efficient exploration of pareter space.

2.2 Riemannian Manifold HMC

Although HMC explores the target distribution more effidlgrthan random walk Metropolis, it does not
fully exploit the geometric structures of the underlyinglpabilistic model since a flat metric (.84 = I)

is used. Using more geometrically motivated methods coultgstantially improves sampling algorithms’
efficiency. Recently, Girolami and Calderhead [5] propoaetew method, called Riemannian Manifold
HMC (RMHMC), that exploits the Riemannian geometry of thegt distribution to improve standard
HMC's efficiency by automatically adapting to local struets. To this end, instead of the identity mass
matrix commonly used in standard HMC, they use a positi@eiic mass matrix\/ = G(q). More
specifically, they se(¢) to the Fisher information matrix, and define Hamiltonian@kfvs:

H(q,p) =U(q) + %bg det G(q) + %pTG(q)’lp = ¢(q) + %pTG(Q)’lp (5)
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Algorithm 1: Hamiltonian Monte Carlo

Input: Starting positiory™") and step size
fort=1,2,--- do

Resample momentum p

P ~N(0,M), (g0,p0) = (¢, p®)
Smulate discretization of Hamiltonian dynamics:
forl=1to Ldo

Di—1 + Pi—1 — %%(%71)
qQ < Qi1 +§[J]\471p171
P — 55, (@)
(¢",p") = (qr,pr) _
Metropolis-Hasting correction:
u ~ Uniform[0, 1]
p = exp[H(q"",p") — H(q",p")]
if w < min(1, p), then ¢ = ¢*

whereg(q) = U(q)—i—% log det G(g). Note that standard HMC is a special case of RMHMC wtly) = 1.
Based on this dynamic, they propose the following HMC on Riemian manifold:

¢ = VyH(q,p) = G(g)~'p

p = —VeH(g,p) = —V4b(a)+ 5v(q,p)
With the shorthand notatio®y = 9/9q; for partial derivative, théth element of the vectar(q, p) is

(v(a.p))i = —p" 0:(G(q) "p = (G(a) " 'p)T9:G(a)G(q) 'p

(6)

The above dynamic is non-separable (it contains product@afip), and the resulting proposal generating
mechanism based on the standard leapfrog method is neitreeréversible nor symplectic. Therefore, the
standard leapfrog algorithm cannot be used for the abovardimiE]. Instead, we can use the Stomer-Verlet
[12] method, known as generalized leapfrog [13],

€ 1
I [vqeb(q%— §u<q<t>,p<t“/2>>] (7)
€ _ —
gt = q(t)+5 {G Lg®) + G 1(q(t+1))} p+1/2) 8)
€ 1
p(t+1) _ p(t+1/2) -3 [ngb(q(tﬂ)) - Ey(q(t+l)’p(t+1/2)):| (9)

The resulting map is 1) deterministic, 2) reversible, and@)me-preserving. However, it requires solving
two computationally intensive implicit equations (Equoats [T) and[(B)) at each leapfrog step.

3 Neural Network Surrogate HMC (NNS-HM C)

For HMC, the designed Hamiltonian dynamics contains thermftion from the target distribution through
the potential energy/ and its gradient. For RMHMC, more geometric structure,(fhe Fisher information)

is included through the mass matrix for kinetic energy. thisinclusion of these information in the Hamil-
tonian dynamics that allows HMC and RMHMC to improve upond@am walk Metropolis. However, one



common computational bottleneck for HMC and other Bayesiadels for big data is repetitive evaluations
of functions, their derivatives, geometric and statidtipaantities. Typically, each evaluation involves the
whole observed data. For example, one has to compute thet@bfé and its gradient from the equation
@) for HMC and mass matrix/ and its inverse for RMHMGat every time step. WhenN is large, this
can be extremely expensive to compute in real applicatiorsome problems, each evaluation may involve
solving a computationally expensive problem. (See therga/problem and Remark in Sectlonl4.2.)

To alleviate this issue, in recent years several methods haen proposed to constrigcrrogate Hamil-
tonians. For relatively low dimensional spaces, (sparsé)lzpsed piecewise interpolative approximation
using precomputing strategy was developed in [15]. Suahliased methods are difficult to extend to high
dimensional spaces due to the use of structured grids. nltieely, we can use Gaussian process model,
which are commonly used as surrogate models for emulatipgresive-to-evaluate functions, to learn the
target functions from early evaluations (training data,[16,/17]. However, Gaussian process models are
often limited by the sizes of the training set because of tiraputation cost associated with inverting the
covariance matrix. This is especially crucial in high dirsiemal spaces, where we need large training sets
in order to achieve a reasonable level of accuracy.

Here we propose to use neural networks and efficient traialiggrithms to construct surrogate functions.
Neural networks are capable of approximating any measeifabktion to any desired degree of accuracy
[18]. Using neural networks and learning algorithms camiporate desired criteria for an effective implicit
subsampling. The choice of hidden units (basis functiond)the optimized learning process can be easily
adapted to be problem specific and scalable. MoreoveradstEbeing limited by the sizes of training data,
their generalization performance can be boosted as the eofiltraining points increases. The computa-
tion complexity for a neural network is determined by thettegf the hidden layers and the numbers of
hidden units for each layer. With appropriate training détean be expected that shallow neural networks
with a few number of hidden units (at most several thousaads¥sufficient to approximate smooth func-
tions in high dimensional spaces well enough. Thereforepgate function provided by neural network
approximations could be efficient even in high dimensiopakes.

3.1 Shallow neural network architecture

A typical shallow neural network architecture (i.e., a $&nbidden layer feedforward scalar-output neural
network) withs hidden units, a nonlinear activation functienand a scalar (for simplicity) outputfor a
givend-dimensional inpuy is defined as below

= wvio(wi-q+d;)+b (10)
=1
wherew; = [w;1,wse, ..., wiq]T is the input weight vector for thigh hidden unitw; is the output weight

for theith hidden unitd; is the bias for théth hidden unit, and is the output bias. Given a training data set
T = {(¢V,t))|¢D e R, tD) € R, j=1,..., N}
the neural network can be trained by finding the optlmal wsigind biase®V , v, d, b to minimize the cost,

C(W,v,d,b) Z” (J) j)H2

3.2 Neural Network Approximation

Now, suppose that we have found an appropriate trainingstatéthe early evaluations of HMC, for exam-
ple). We need to find suitable learning algorithms to trainginple neural network efficiently. For a single-



Algorithm 2: Extreme Learning Machine

Given a training se¥ = {(I;,t;)|I; € R", t; € R™, j =1,..., N}, activation functiors(z) and hidden node
numbers

Step 1: Randomly assign input weight and biasd;,i = 1,...,s
Step 2: Calculate the hidden layer output mafifix

Hj; =o0(wilj +di), i=1,...,s,7=1,...,N
Step 3: Calculate the output weight
U:.ILITT7 T:[t17t27...,tN]T

whereH is theMoore-Penrose generalized inverse of matrix H

hidden layer neural network, the most straightforward apph is to use the standard back-propagation al-
gorithm [19]. However, as a gradient descent-based iteratigorithm, back-propagation is usually quite
slow and can be trapped at some local minimum since the costifun is nonlinear, and for most cases,
non-convex. An alternative approach could be the algetraicing methods [20, 21]. The key feature of
algebraic training is that it decomposes the full optimaaproblem into multiple subproblems. By fixing
some of the parameters, each subproblem can be solved ¥Yiergrafy using simple linear algebra (e.g.,
solving a least square problem). Depending on the desigrcteg, algebraic training can achieve exact or
approximate matching of the data at the training points. Ganed to the gradient descent-based techniques,
algebraic training methods have reduced computationaptexity and better generalization properties. A
typical algebraic approach for single-hidden layer feed&rd neural networks is extreme learning machine
(ELM) [21], which is summarized in Algorithia 2. By fixing thaput weights and biases (also known as
1.5-layer neural network), ELM solves the output weight Inglfing the smallest norm least square solution
to the resulting linear equations systéf = 7.

3.3 Using Neural Network Surrogate Function

As mentioned in the previous sections, repetitive compmraif Hamiltonian, its gradient and other quan-
tities that involve all data set undermine the overall exqion efficiency for HMC. To alleviate this issue,
we exploit the smoothness or regularity in parameter spalcieh is true for most statistical models. In par-
ticular, one can approximate target functions (e.g., themt@l energy) using previous evaluations, which
are usually discarded during the burn-in period of MCMC alpms. Then, the resulting approximation
can be used as a surrogate function to improve computatésfieiency of sampling algorithms. To this
end, the early evaluations during the MCMC run will be caldetcas a training set based on which we train
a shallow neural network using fast algebraic approaches, as ELM (Algorithm R2). The gradient of the
scalar output (sed1D) for the neural network then can be computed as

i=1

The choice of activation function is important to the appneation quality of our shallow neural network.
Since the potential energy function [d (2) is defined as thgatiee loglikelihood function/(¢) — oo as

g moves away from the high density domain. To capture thisifeatf the target function, we choose the
softplus function as our activation function (see Figlie 1 for an epken

o(x) = log (1 + exp(z))



target function neural network approximation

Flgure 1: The neural network approximation usna;gftplus activation function; target functiorf(z,y) = (= +

Y2/2 + 2(x — y)?/3 shown on the left panel is the negative loglikelihood fumctifor a Gaussian distribution
modeIY ~ N(B,[5/3,—1;—1,5/3]") with a single data poin®. A single-hidden layer feedforward neural net-
work with s = 20 hidden units are trained based @ training data points sampled from the posterior distritmuti
N(O7 [5/37 —1; —17 5/3]71)

From a function approximation point of view, a set of randgassigned input weights and biases composed
linearly inside the nonlinear activation function(w; - ¢ 4+ d;), can be viewed as a set of basis functions
shaped by, whose level sets are hyperplanes orientatedbgnd shifted byl; respectively. We use linear
combination of this set of basis functions to approximatenaath function in the parameter space using
training set. An important property of this formulationts scalability for any dimensions.

Following [14], we propose to run our method, henceforthechheural network surrogate Hamiltonian
Monte Carlo (NNS-HMC, see Algorithd 3), in two phases: exatmn phase and exploitation phase. Dur-
ing the exploration phase, we initialize the training dag/3 with an empty set or some samples from the
prior distribution of parameters. We then run the standaktiCHalgorithm for a while and collect infor-
mation from the new states (i.e., accepted proposals). Wikeehave explored the high density region in
parameter space sufficiently well, a shallow neural netvimtkained based on the collected training Bet
to form a surrogate to the potential energy function. Theaglate function will be used to approximate
the information needed for HMC simulations later in the exaltion phase. Our proposed method pro-
vides a natural framework to incorporate surrogate funstio HMC. Moreover, it can be easily extended
to RMHMC. To this end, the Hessian matrix of the surrogatecfiom can be used to construct a metric in
parameter space. We refer to this extended version of ouradets NNS-RMHMC.

4 Experiments

In this section, we use several experiments based on logéejression models and inverse problem for el-
liptic partial differential equation (PDE) to compare ouioposed NNS-HMC method and its variant NNS-
RMHMC to standard HMC and RMHMC in terms of sampling efficigniefined as time-normalized effec-
tive sample size (ESS). Gives MCMC samples for each parameter, ESBH + 2X/% (k)] ~!, where

YK ~(k) is the sum of K monotone sample autocorrelations|[23]. We use the minim@&8 Bver all
parameters normalized by the CPU timdin seconds), as the overall measure of efficienain(ESS/s.

The corresponding step sizes and leapfrog steps for HMC MtdNRC are chosen to make them stable and
effective (e.g., reasonably high acceptance probahilityle same settings are used for their counterparts,
NNS-HMC and NNS-RMHMC.

For all experiments;000 samples are generated after discarding the 560 iterations. The accepted
proposals during the burn-in period after a short warmipgession (say, the first 1000 iterations) are used
as a training set for a shallow neural network with 2000 hidden units for the simulated logistic regression



Algorithm 3: Neural Network Surrogate HMC

Input: Starting positiory"), step size: and number of hidden units
Initialize the training data sef> = () or several random samples from the prior
fort=1,2,---,Bdo
Resample momentum p
p! ~ N(0, M), (q0,p0) = (¢, p"") _
Smulate discretization of Hamiltonian dynamics and propose (¢*, p*)
Metropolis-Hasting correction:
u ~ Uniform(0, 1], p = exp[H (¢, p'") — H(q",p")]
| if w < min(1, p), then ¢t =¢*, D=DU {(¢*,U(g"))}
Train a neural network witk hidden units via ELM onD to form the surrogate function
foort=B+1,B+2,--- do
Resample momentum p
p(t) ~ N(O7 M)7 (907170) = (q(t)7p<t)) . . i
Smulate discretization of a new Hamiltonian dynamics using z:
forl=1to L do
€ 0z
Di-1 < pi—-1 — §@—q(QL71)
@ Qo1+ eM 'piy

P — 5% (q)

(¢",p") = (qr,pr) _

Metropolis-Hasting correction:

u ~ Uniform(0, 1], p = exp[H (¢, p'") — H(q",p")]
if uw < min(1, p), then ¢*T = ¢*

model with 50 parameters and= 1000 for the other lower dimension examples. The results areigeolv
in Table[1. Our proposed methods substantially improve ffigiency of their counterparts by at least an
order of magnitude.

4.1 Logisticregression model

As our first example, we apply the above four methods (i.e., (HMMHMC, NNS-HMC, and NNS-
RMHMC) to a simulation study based on a logistic regressiaaehwith 50 parameters ané/ = 10° ob-
servations. The design matrix§ = (%1, X1) and true parametefsare uniformly sampled frorfo, 115,

whereX; ~ Ny (0, ﬁhg). The binary responsés = (y1, %2, . ..,yn)" are sampled independently from

Bernoulli distributions with probabilities; = 1/(1 + exp(—7 3)). We assume ~ N5((0, 10015), and
sample from the corresponding posterior distribution.

Notice that the potential energy functiéhis now a convex function, the Hessian matrix is positive semi
definite everywhere. Therefore, we use the Hessian matrbhefsurrogate as a local metric in NNS-
RMHMC. For HMC, we set the step size and leapfrog steps0.045, L = 24. For RMHMC, we set the
step size and leapfrog steps= 0.54, L = 2. Table[1 compares the performance of the algorithms. As
we can see, NNS-HMC has substantially improved the sampfiidency (by almosB0 times compared to
HMC) in terms of time-normalized ESS. The one and two dimamaliposterior marginals of some selected
parameters given by HMC and NNS-HMC are also presented iaghendix, see Figulé 2.

Next, we apply our method to two real datasets: Bank Margedimd Adult. The Bank Marketing dataset

(40197 observations and 24 features) is collected basedrect dnarketing campaigns of a Portuguese
banking institution aiming at predicting if a client will bacribe to a term deposit [25]. The Adult dataset
(30560 observations and 27 features) has been used to detestmether a person makes over 50K a year.



Experiment Method AP s/lter min(ESS/s | Speed-up
AMC 0.6656 | 3.5736-01 1.45 1
o RMHMC | 0.8032| 3.794 0.06 0.04
LR (Simulation) NNS-HMC | 0.6726 | 1.364E-02 37.83 26.09
NNS-RMHMC | 0.8162 | 1.027E-01 2.17 1.50
AMC 0.8038 | 7.400E-02 651 T
. RMHMC | 0.9210 | 6.305E-01 0.56 0.08
LR (Bank Marketing) | \\Ns.Hmc | 07944 | 7.508E-03 58.22 8.94
NNS-RMHMC | 0.9064 | 2.741E-02 14.41 221
AMC 0.8300 | 7.808E-02 0.1 1
RMHMC | 0.8526 | 5.842E-01 1.06 481
LR (Adult Data) NNS-HMC | 0.8096 | 9.914E-03 2.66 12.09
NNS-RMHMC | 0.8400 | 3.300E-02 18.68 84.90
AMC 070771 1568 0.061 1
» RMHMC | 0.8014|  4.388 0.228 3.74
Elliptic PDE NNS-HMC | 0.7138| 7.419E-02 1.410 23.11
NNS-RMHMC | 0.6584 | 9.720E-02 4.375 71.72

Table 1: Comparing the algorithms using logistic regression models$ an elliptic PDE inverse problem. For each
method, we provide the acceptance probability (AP), the @6 (s) for each iteration and the time-normalized ESS.

Both datasets are available from the UCI Machine LearningoRigory. All data sets are normalized to have
mean zero and standard deviation one. The priors are theamabefore. The trajectory lengths were set to
0.36 and 0.52 for Bank Marketing and Adult respectively. Témults for the two data sets are summarized
in Table 1. As before, both NNS-HMC and NNS-RMHMC improveittounterparts significantly.

4.2 Elliptic PDE inverse problem

Another computationally intensive model is the ellipticPverse problem discussed in [24]. This classi-
cal inverse problem involves inference of the diffusionféioent in an elliptic PDE which is usually used
to model isothermal steady flow in porous media. &bk the unknown diffusion coefficient andbe the
pressure field, the forward model is governed by the ellipiE

Ve - (c(x,0)Vau(x,0)) =0, (12)
wherex = (z1,z2) € [0, 1]? is the spatial coordinate. The boundary conditions are
ou(x, 0 Oou(x, 6
w(@,0)| om0 = 21, w(®,0)|z,=1 =1—x1, (;Tl) o™ 0, 571) = 0

A log-Gaussian process prior is used &%) with mean zero and an isotropic squared-exponential covari
ance kernel:
Ml - c'C2|§)
212

for which we set the varianeg® = 1 and the length scale= 0.2. Now, the diffusivity field can be easily
parameterized with a Karhunen-Loeve (K-L) expansion:

d
c(x,0) ~ exp (Z 91'\/)\—1%(33))
i=1

where \; andv;(x) are the eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of the integralabpedefined by the kernel
C, and the paramete); are endowed with independent standard normal priggrsy N(0,0.52), which

C(@1,22) = 0% exp (



are the targets of inference. In particular, we truncatekiieexpansion atl = 20 modes and condition
the corresponding mode weights on data. Data are genergtadding independent Gaussian noise to
observations of the solution field on a unifotrh x 11 grid covering the unit square.

yj:u(ccj,H)—i—ej, EjNN(O,O.IQ), j:1,2,...,N

The number of leap frog steps and step sizes are setkoba0, ¢ = 0.24 for both HMC and NNS-HMC.
Note that the potential energy function is no longer contegrefore, we can not construct a local metric
from the Hessian matrix directly. However, the diagonahedats

(92U 1 N 1 an 2 N 5j62u7- .
W:U—gJFZ;(M) _Za_éaT?’ 09 =05, 0, =01, i=1,2,...,d
: =1y : 17y

J=

are highly likely to be positive in that the deterministiaipdirst two terms) is always positive and the noise
part (last term) tends to cancel out. The diagonals of thesidiesnatrix of surrogate therefore induce an
effective local metric which can be used in NNS-RMHMC. A caripon of the results of all algorithms are
presented in Tabld 1 and the one and two dimensional posteai@inals of some selected parameters given
by HMC and NNS-HMC are attached in the appendix (see FiglreA3)before, NNS-HMC provides a
substantial improvement in the sampling efficiency (moestB0 times). For the RMHMC methods, we set
L =3, e =0.8. As seen in the table, RMHMC is more efficient than HMC but stiit as efficient as NNS-
HMC. However, NNS-RMHMC improves RMHMC substantially andtperforms NNS-HMC. Although
the metric induced by the diagonals of the Hessian matrixuafogiate may not be as effective as Fisher
information, it is much cheaper to compute and provide a ggaaoximation.

Remark. In addition to the usual computational bottleneck as in joev examples, e.g., large amount
of data, there is another challenge on top of that for thisrgta due to the complicated forward model.
Instead of a simple explicit probabilistic model that préses the likelihood of data given the parameter
of interest, a PDE(12) is involved in the probabilistic mbdehe evaluation of geometrical and statistical
guantities, therefore, involves solving a PDE similar[i@)(ih each iteration of HMC and RHMHC. This
is a preventive factor in practice. Using our methods basedeural network surrogates provide a huge
advantage. Numerical experiments show a gain of efficiegapdre than 20 times. Higher improvement is
expected as the amount of data increases.

5 Discussion and Future Work

In this paper, we proposed an efficient and scalable conipntdtmodel for Bayesian inference methods
by exploring and exploiting regularity of probability mddén parameter space. Our methods are based on
training a shallow neural network surrogate after explpthe parameter space sufficiently well. However,
waiting for the completion of the exploration phase in piGctould be problematic when the mixing rate
is low or the model is computationally demanding. Thereforee of the future research directions could
involve applying Markov chain regeneration technique toalyically construct surrogate functions using
all or part of the history of the Markov chain [26].

For HMC, gradient of the potential function is an important/thg force in the Hamiltonian dynamics.
Although accurate approximation of a well sampled smootiction automatically leads to accurate ap-
proximation of its gradient, this is not the case when thedeang is not well distributed. For example, when
dense and well sampled training data sets are difficult tange¢ry high dimensions, one can incorporate
the gradient information in the training process.
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Figure 2: HMC vs NNSHMC: One- and two- dimensional posten@rginals of5;, 811, 821, 831, B41 N
the simulated logistic regression model
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Figure 3: HMC vs NNSHMC: One- and two- dimensional postenmarginals ofd,, 05, 09, 613, 617 in the
elliptic PDE inverse problem
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