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Abstract Solving high-dimensional Bayesian inverse problems (BIPs) with
the variational inference (VI) method is promising but still challenging. The
main difficulties arise from two aspects. First, VI methods approximate the
posterior distribution using a simple and analytic variational distribution,
which makes it difficult to estimate complex spatially-varying parameters in
practice. Second, VI methods typically rely on gradient-based optimization,
which can be computationally expensive or intractable when applied to BIPs
involving partial differential equations (PDEs). To address these challenges,
we propose a novel approximation method for estimating the high-dimensional
posterior distribution. This approach leverages a deep generative model to
learn a prior model capable of generating spatially-varying parameters. This
enables posterior approximation over the latent variable instead of the complex
parameters, thus improving estimation accuracy. Moreover, to accelerate gra-
dient computation, we employ a differentiable physics-constrained surrogate
model to replace the adjoint method. The proposed method can be fully imple-
mented in an automatic differentiation manner. Numerical examples demon-
strate two types of log-permeability estimation for flow in heterogeneous me-
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dia. The results show the validity, accuracy, and high efficiency of the proposed
method.
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1 Introduction

Inverse problems have extensive applications in science and engineering. Their
goal is to determine unknown parameters using indirect and noisy observa-
tions. Solving such a challenging problem is a fundamental study in medical
imaging, remote sensing, geophysics, and other fields. Identifying parameters
from limited observations often involves solving an ill-posed problem that can-
not guarantee its stability and uniqueness. To alleviate this problem, many
deterministic algorithms solve a penalized least-squares problem with vari-
ous regularization methods [9,56]. Bayesian statistics [40,42,17] provides a
framework for inverse problems by treating unknown parameters as random
variables and solving them using Bayes’ rule. The assigned prior distribution
provides a suitable regularization. The estimated posterior distribution deter-
mines reasonable solutions along with their uncertainty.

Without a closed-form expression, two types of approximate methods are
applied to estimate the posterior distribution in previous studies. The Markov
Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) [29,38] plays a predominant role, as it is asymp-
totically exact and easy to implement. The VI method [3,55] estimates the
posterior distribution by exploring an optimal approximation within a de-
fined variational distribution family [1,34,6]. However, several common prob-
lems still need to be resolved for PDE-constrained BIPs. First, the computa-
tionally intensive forward model causes an enormous computational burden.
To reduce the computational cost, many surrogates [30] or reduced model-
based methods [6,8] are employed in large-scale problems. Second, a favorable
prior distribution should represent all available prior information, but previ-
ous methods such as principal component analysis (PCA) and its variants [24]
have strong assumptions and low accuracy for realistic parameters in prior
modeling. Lastly, the curse of dimensionality results in slow convergence and
poor approximation, particularly for MCMC, even with the use of advanced
methods like sequential Monte Calo [45], Hamiltonian Monte Carlo [5], and
stochastic Newton MCMC [27].

As an alternative to MCMC, VI methods are widely used in probabilistic
machine learning due to their efficiency, flexibility, and scalability, especially
in large data scenarios [3]. For high-dimensional BIPs, VI methods can achieve
fast convergence and efficient inference by utilizing stochastic gradient-based
optimization. Some VI methods, such as mean-field approximation [16,13],
can also overcome the curse of dimensionality by assuming independence be-
tween different dimensions. However, there are still some bottlenecks when
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using VI methods to solve PDE-constrained inverse problems with complex
parameters. The use of simple and analytical variational distributions, such
as multivariate Gaussian [1,54] or Gaussian mixtures [44], limits the capabil-
ity of previous studies to handle complex parameter estimation. Furthermore,
the required gradient computation for most VI methods makes them less ap-
pealing for solving PDE-constrained inverse problems. Once these challenges
can be addressed or alleviated, the promising VI methods will have broader
applications in inverse problems.

In recent years, deep generative models (DGM) have attracted much atten-
tion for inverse modeling in various disciplines, such as image processing [15],
geophysics [31], compressed sensing [4], and material design [47]. As a data-
driven model for prior information representation, DGMs are much more flex-
ible and aim to capture the underlying structure of the given data, enabling
the generation of new samples from a learned low-dimensional latent space.
The obtained low-dimensional latent variable can serve as the target variable
in posterior inference, resulting in dimension reduction. Unlike conventional
parameterization methods, non-Gaussian parameters can be well-estimated by
various DGMs, such as normalizing flows (NF) [32], variational autoencoders
(VAE) [50,22], and generative adversarial networks (GANs) [21,33]. However,
even with advanced strategies, such as domain decomposition [52] and multi-
scale representation and inference [50], sampling methods with DGMs remain
computationally intensive.

The VI approximation is typically solved using gradient-based or Hessian-
based optimization [1]. In PDE-constrained optimization, the adjoint method
is commonly adopted for gradient computation [49,46], but it can be expensive
or hard to derive for large and complex physical systems. In contrast, the neural
network model is differentiable and can be a potential alternative to the adjoint
method [26,53,48]. Unlike conventional surrogates, such as Gaussian process
regression [2] and polynomial chaos expansion [51,28], the neural network sur-
rogate model can provide a good approximation for high-dimensional paramet-
ric PDEs [57,43]. Recently, physics-informed neural networks (PINN) [35] have
been widely investigated for solving PDEs. The developed physics-constrained
surrogates [58,25] can learn the mapping from parameter space to the so-
lution space without using simulation data. Successful applications include
Darcy flow [58], fluid flows [41], and the Kuramoto-Sivashinsky equation [11].
A well-trained neural network surrogate can be used for efficient gradient ap-
proximation in PDE-constrained optimization problems, rather than relying
solely on forward computation as in other problems.

In this work, we focus on solving high-dimensional inverse problems us-
ing VI methods. The main contributions are summarized as follows. First,
we propose using deep generative prior (DGP) as the prior model for the VI
method, which offers several advantages. As a data-driven model, DGP can
encode all prior information from the training data without many assumptions
or restrictions. This enables a more informative prior that embodies the under-
lying complex prior distribution. The VI-DGP method implements posterior
estimation for the low-dimensional latent variable, which is more efficient to
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optimize. By bypassing direct posterior estimation for target parameters, our
method leverages the capacity of DGP to mitigate limitations of the variational
distribution. Second, we introduce physics-constrained neural networks to ad-
dress expensive or intractable gradient computation for optimization involving
PDEs. We also show that the gradients obtained from neural networks can be
effectively applied to stochastic optimization, which can substantially improve
the efficiency of the VI-DGP methods. Third, using the asymptotically exact
MCMC method as the benchmark, we demonstrate the effectiveness of the
proposed method in estimating two types of complex permeability in porous
media flow. It should be noted that related complex parameter estimation
is very challenging for previous VI methods. With only given three essential
components, i.e., prior information (historical data), forward/physical model
(PDEs formulation), and noisy observations, the proposed method allows for
constructing a complete automatic differentiation workflow that solves high-
dimensional BIPs in an efficient (within thousands of iterations) and effective
manner. Moreover, the VI-DGP method is easy to implement using existing
frameworks like Pytorch and TensorFlow, and can also be applied to other
Bayesian inference problems.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the prob-
lem definition of BIPs and explains the difficulties of high-dimensional inverse
problems governed by PDEs. Section 3 gives the proposed methodology for
solving the parameter estimation problems, which includes the DGP for prior
information representation in Section 3.1, the VI-DGP model for Bayesian
inference in Section 3.2, and the physics-constrained neural networks for the
gradient approximation in Section 3.3. Section 4.1 and Section 4.2 illustrate
two examples of log-permeability estimation in the context of flow in hetero-
geneous media. Finally, some concluding remarks are provided in Section 5.

2 Problem setup

Let D denote a defined spatial domain (in R2 or R3), which is bounded, con-
nected, and with a polygonal boundary ∂D, and x ∈ D denote a spatial vari-
able. In this work, we consider the forward problem governed by physical laws.
Such a physical system can be formulated as PDEs over the spatial domain D
and boundary conditions on the boundary ∂D, e.g.,

N (x,k,u(x,k)) = f(x) x ∈ D,
b(x,k,u(x,k)) = g(x) x ∈ ∂D,

(1)

where N is the partial differential operator and b is a boundary operator. f(x)
denotes the source function, and g(x) is the given boundary conditions. Typi-
cally, k is the spatially-varying parameter (e.g., material property) appearing
in the constitutive equations. It can be written as a function k(x) with re-
spect to the spatial variable x. u(x,k) is the output or response variable of
the physical system.
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2.1 Bayesian inverse problems

We consider that there is a forward model F concerning the physical system
in Eq. (1). It maps the unknown parameter k ∈ RM to the observable output
dobs ∈ RD:

dobs = F(k) + ξ, (2)

where ξ ∈ RD is the measurement noise. In inverse problems, our interest is to
recover the unknown parameter k(x) from some noisy observations dobs. This
problem is highly ill-posed, as D � M , indicating that the exact parameter
is not unique, and its solution is highly sensitive to the measurement noise.
To this end, the Bayesian paradigm [40] is introduced to highlight the uncer-
tainty of the target parameter k. One can encode the prior information as a
prior distribution π(k) for the random variable k. Then, the solution of in-
verse problems is the posterior distribution with respect to parameter k rather
than a point estimate. Given the observation data dobs, one can calculate the
posterior probability π(k|dobs) via Bayes’ theorem:

π(k|dobs) =
π(dobs|k)π(k)∫
π(dobs|k)π(k)dk

, (3)

where π(dobs|k) is the likelihood function, which can measure the discrepancy
between the forward predictions and observations, its formulation depends on
the type of measurement noise ξ, i.e., π(dobs|k) = πξ(dobs−F(k)). Throughout
this work, we assume that ξ is a Gaussian distribution with zero mean and

diagonal covariance matrix Σ̂, i.e., ξ ∼ N
(
0, Σ̂

)
. Σ̂ can define the noise level

of each observation. As the parameter k is high-dimensional, the denominator
in Eq. (3), called evidence, involves an intractable high-dimensional integral.
Thus, in approximate inference, the evidence in Eq. (3) mainly serves as a
normalization. Then we have

π(k|dobs) ∝ π(dobs|k)π(k). (4)

As discussed, two main approaches are applied for posterior approxima-
tion. We focus on the VI methods in this work. In practice, the prior informa-
tion on the spatially-varying parameter k is difficult to cast as an analytical
distribution. Also, directly introducing an analytical and simple variational
distribution to approximate the complex target distribution π(k|dobs) is not
reasonable. In inverse modeling, the parameterization of complex data (e.g.,
non-Gaussian) is troublesome. However, data collection from historical experi-
ments or prior knowledge is available. To this end, we consider the data-driven
method for modeling the prior information in BIPs. The assumption is that,
given training data of k before any observation and inference, one can obtain
a learned generative model k = Gθ?(z) and a simple distribution π(z), where
θ? is parameters of the learned generative model Gθ?(·), and z ∈ Rh. Typ-
ically, the relatively low-dimensional latent variable z can realize dimension
reduction since we have h � M . One can sample different latent variables
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from the latent space, and then generate various spatially-varying parameters
k using the sampled latent variable z and pre-trained generative model Gθ?(z)
correspondingly. With a well-trained generative model, the generated k can
be considered as samples from the underlying prior distribution π(k). The in-
ference in Eq. (4) becomes the problem of evaluating the posterior of latent
variable z. Let us write it as

π(z|dobs) ∝ π(dobs|z)π(z). (5)

The prior π(z) is normally a simple distribution (e.g., Gaussian) that we
can easily sample and has its closed-form expression. Computing the likeli-
hood function involves Gθ?(z) and the forward model F(k), i.e., π(dobs|z) =
πξ(dobs − F(Gθ?(z))), which contains mappings from the latent variable z
to the spatially-varying parameter k, and from k to observable predictions,
respectively. Once Gθ?(z) is determined, we are interested in approximating
the posterior π(z|dobs) with the VI method. This method can leverage the
capabilities of neural networks for real data generation and gradient compu-
tation. Given the analytical prior distribution π(z), even though we adopt
a simple distribution to approximate the posterior distribution π(z|dobs) in
Eq. (5), the estimated posterior distribution π(k|dobs) can be very complex
due to the representation capacity of the deep generative model. Using the es-
timated π(z|dobs) and learned Gθ?(z), we can recover samples of the estimated
posterior distribution π(k|dobs).

We noticed that the VI methods typically define distribution approxima-
tion as an optimization problem of statistical distance, e.g., minimizing the
Kullback–Leibler (KL) divergence. The defined optimization problems can be
solved using standard algorithms like gradient-based methods. However, since
the forward model involves PDEs, the VI methods for solving PDE-constrained
inverse problems are still restricted by gradient computation. To expedite the
VI methods without compromising accuracy, it is worth exploring fast gra-
dient approximation. Importantly, gradient approximation becomes necessary
when the gradient is unavailable or computationally expensive for a complex
system.

3 Methodology

3.1 Deep generative prior (DGP)

In order to bypass direct modeling of the spatially-varying parameter k, we
introduce the DGM for prior modeling. In this sense, the prior information of k
is cast as a generative model Gθ?(z) and a prior distribution π(z). The DGM
aims to learn the underlying distribution from independent and identically
distributed (i.i.d) samples. Several popular approaches can accomplish this
task, including NF [37], VAE [20], GAN [12], etc. NF is constructed using
a sequence of invertible transformations. However, its identical-dimensional
latent variable cannot favor dimension reduction for the original parameter,
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leading to complicated inference and expensive computation for BIPs. GAN
is notorious for less diversity in generation and unstable training due to its
adversarial training nature. In this paper, we adopt VAE to learn a DGP
for BIPs because of its desired probabilistic formulation and stable training
process.

Given training dataset K = {k(i)}Ni=1, where each data point is drawn
from the underlying prior distribution π(k) in Eq. (3), π(k) is the target
distribution of the DGP. VAE is a latent variable model that adopts the vari-
ational inference method for optimizing model parameters. Introducing the
low-dimensional latent variable z, the joint distribution pθ(k, z) is factorized
as pθ(k|z)pθ(z), where pθ(k|z) is a probabilistic decoder, pθ(z) denotes prior
distribution of latent variable z, and θ is model parameters. VAE is similar to
other likelihood-based models. Its objective is to learn the underlying distri-
bution directly by maximizing the marginal likelihood pθ(k) of training data.
The direct optimization of pθ(k) =

∫
pθ(k|z)pθ(z)dz involves an intractable

integral over z. Using Bayes’ rule, the marginal likelihood can be written as

pθ(k) =
pθ(k, z)

pθ(z|k)
=
pθ(k|z)pθ(z)

pθ(z|k)
, (6)

where pθ(k|z) is a probabilistic decoder, and pθ(z) denotes the prior distribu-
tion of the latent variable. pθ(z|k) is the posterior distribution of the latent
variable. The computation of pθ(z|k) is also intractable, and thus one can
introduce a variational distribution qφ(z|x) to approximate pθ(z|k), where φ
denotes the encoder model parameters. For any given qφ(z|k), we have

log pθ(k) = Eqφ(z|k) [log pθ(k)]

= Eqφ(z|k)

[
log

[
pθ(k, z)

pθ(z|k)

]]
= Eqφ(z|k)

[
log

[
pθ(k, z)

qφ(z|k)

qφ(z|k)

pθ(z|k)

]]
= Eqφ(z|k)

[
log

[
pθ(k, z)

qφ(z|k)

]]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

L(θ,φ;k)

+Eqφ(z|k)

[
log

[
qφ(z|k)

pθ(z|k)

]]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

DKL(qφ(z|k)‖pθ(z|k))

.

(7)

Note that the second term above is the KL divergence, which is always non-
negative. If and only if qφ(z|k) = pθ(z|k), the KL divergence is equal to
zero. Due to the non-negativity of the KL divergence, the first term, called
the evidence lower bound (ELBO), provides a lower bound for the marginal
log-likelihood. We can rewrite it as

L(θ,φ;k) = log pθ(k)−DKL (qφ(z|k)‖pθ(z|k)) . (8)

Maximizing L(θ,φ;k) will maximize the marginal log-likelihood and also make
approximation qφ(z|k) close to the true posterior pθ(z|k). So we can maxi-
mize L(θ,φ;k) rather than the marginal log-likelihood for computational con-
venience [20]. For the given training dataset K, we can write the ELBO for
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any given k(i) as

L(θ,φ;k(i)) =Eqφ(z|k(i))[log pθ(k(i), z)− log qφ(z|k(i))]

=Eqφ(z|k(i))[log pθ(k(i)|z)]−DKL

(
qφ(z|k(i))||pθ(z)

)
.

(9)

Obviously, these two terms play different roles in optimization. The first term
is the expected log-likelihood log pθ(k|z), where z is sampled from the prob-
abilistic encoder qφ(z|k). Maximizing this term enforces pθ(k|z) to assign
most of the probability density close to the original k. The second term aims
to minimize the KL divergence between qφ(z|k) and pθ(z), which regularizes
the probabilistic encoder qφ(z|k(i)) to resemble the prior distribution pθ(z).
These two terms are the reconstruction term and the regularization term, re-
spectively.

We still need to specify the distributions for pθ(k|z), qφ(z|k), and pθ(z) for
computation. Typically, one can assign a simple isotropic Gaussian distribution
as the prior distribution, e.g.,

pθ(z) = N (z; 0, I) . (10)

Ideally, an appropriate probabilistic encoder qφ(z|k) should be able to approx-
imate the target distribution pθ(z) well. Additionally, a Gaussian distribution
with a diagonal covariance can be selected as the variational distribution:

qφ(z|k) = N
(
z;µφ(k),diag(σφ(k)2)

)
, (11)

where µφ(k) and σφ(k) are computed by the encoder neural networks. The
KL divergence term in Eq. (9) has an analytic form [20] since both pθ(z) and
qφ(z|k) are the factorized Gaussian distribution. The distribution pθ(k|z) usu-
ally depends on the training data. In this paper, we select the Gaussian distri-
bution N (k;Gθ(z), I) for the probabilistic decoder, where Gθ(z) is the output
of the decoder neural networks. The stochastic gradient-based method is ap-
plied for large-scale training data to realize the joint optimization for {θ,φ}
using the objective function L(θ,φ;k). The reconstruction term in Eq. (9)
involves the expectation computation, which is tackled by Monte Carlo esti-
mation. The gradient ∇θEqφ(z|k)[log pθ(k|z)] can be estimated directly, where
the latent variable z is randomly sampled from qφ(z|k) for expectation approx-
imation. However, the gradient ∇φEqφ(z|k)[log pθ(k|z)] is difficult to obtain.
One cannot swap the gradient and the expectation since the expectation with
respect to the distribution qφ(z|k) is a function of φ. The score function esti-
mator [3,36] can be applied for gradient estimation, but its high variance leads
to a slow optimization process. An alternative differentiable estimator with low
variance is the reparameterization trick [20,37], where the latent variable z is
represented by a deterministic transformation z = gφ(ε;k).

The differentiable transformation gφ(ε;k) maps the auxiliary random noise
to the Gaussian distribution in Eq. (11) by the following procedure:

z ∼ qφ(z | k) ⇔ gφ(ε;k) = µφ(k) + σφ(k)� ε, ε ∼ π(ε), (12)
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where � denotes the element-wise product and π(ε) = N (0, I). Then the ran-
dom variable z only depends on two deterministic outputs of the encoder neu-
ral networks by introducing an auxiliary random variable ε. Since the operators
+ and � are differentiable, the gradient ∇φEqφ(z|k)[log pθ(k|z)] is available.
It can be written as

∇φEqφ(z|k)[log pθ(k|z)] =Eπ(ε)(∇φ log pθ(k|z)))

=Eπ(ε)
[
∂ log pθ(k|z)

∂z

∂gφ(ε;k)

∂φ

]
z=gφ(ε;k)

,
(13)

which can be directly estimated by the Monte Carlo method with L samples
drawn from π(ε). Then the ELBO in Eq. (9) can be rewritten as

L(θ,φ;k(i)) =
1

L

L∑
l=1

log pθ(k(i)|z(i,l))−DKL

(
qφ(z|k(i))||pθ(z)

)
, (14)

where z(i,l) is the l−th sample drawn from qφ(z|k(i)). To improve computa-
tional efficiency, the training of neural networks usually adopts the minibatch
stochastic gradient-based method, where the training dataset is divided into
many subsets. Each subset contains n data points for each iteration. The op-
timization objective function in each iteration can be written as

L̃(θ,φ;kn) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

L(θ,φ;k(i)). (15)

One can apply the stochastic gradient-based method, such as Adam [19], to op-
timize the probabilistic encoder qφ(z|k) and the probabilistic decoder pθ(k|z)
using the above objective function. Fig. 1 depicts a schematic illustration of
the VAE model and the reparameterization trick. The training procedure is
outlined in Algorithm 1.

For BIPs, we can obtain training dataset {k(i)}Ni=1 based on the history
data or the prior knowledge and use Algorithm 1 to learn the DGP that repre-
sents the prior information. The underlying prior distribution π(k) in Eq. (4)
can be approximated as π(k) ≈

∫
pθ(k|z)pθ(z) dz, where pθ(z) = N (0, I),

and pθ(k|z) is the learned probabilistic decoder. The prior distribution π(z)
in Eq. (5) can be defined as π(z) = pθ(z), which can be a simple Gaussian
distribution. In BIPs, the process of generating new prior samples from the
underlying distribution π(k) is as follows:

k′ = Gθ?(z′), z′ ∼ π(z), (16)

where Gθ? is the learned decoder neural networks, and k′ can be regarded as
sample drawn from π(k). In this way, the prior information can be cast as
the DGP, which includes the simple prior distribution π(z) and the learned
generative model Gθ?(z). The method takes advantage of the analytical prior
distribution π(z) and generative model Gθ?(z), allowing for sampling from
a simple distribution while still being able to generate complex real data by
exploiting the high representation capacity of neural networks.
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reparameterization trick

Fig. 1 The schematic illustration of the VAE model and the reparameterization trick. The
spatially-varying parameter k is mapped to a latent variable z by the probabilistic encoder
qφ(z|k). In turn, the latent variable z is mapped to the parameter k by the probabilistic
decoder pθ(k|z)

.

Algorithm 1 The training of generative prior

Input: Prior data {k}Ni=1, training epoch E, batch size n, learning rate η, L = 1.
1: Initialize φ, θ ← Initialize the encoder and decoder parameters
2: for i = 1 : E do
3: for j = 1 : N

n
do

4: kn ← Sample minibatch n data points from {k}Ni=1
5: εn ← Sample noise from Gaussian distribution N (0, I)
6: zn ← Compute by encoder network with Eq. (12)
7: ∇θL̃,∇φL̃ ← Calculate gradients of L̃ (θ,φ;kn) w.r.t θ and φ

8: θ = θ + η∇θL̃
9: φ = φ+ η∇φL̃

10: end for
11: end for
Output: probabilistic encoder qφ? (z|k), probabilistic decoder pθ? (k|z).

3.2 Variational inference with deep generative prior (VI-DGP)

Suppose we have learned an appropriate generative model Gθ? via Algorithm 1.
As discussed in Section 2.1, the estimation of the posterior distribution π(k|dobs)
in Eq. (4) can degenerate into evaluating the posterior of the latent variable,
i.e., π(z|dobs). Without an analytical solution, we adopt the variational in-
ference method for the posterior approximation to emphasize computational
efficiency. By introducing a variational distribution q̃λ(z) parameterized by λ,
we can determine a good approximation for π(z|dobs) by minimizing the KL
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divergence. The KL divergence can be written as

DKL (q̃λ(z)‖π(z|dobs)) =

∫
z

q̃λ(z) log
q̃λ(z)

π(z|dobs)
dz

= Eq̃λ(log q̃λ(z))− Eq̃λ [log π(z|dobs)]

= Eq̃λ(log q̃λ(z))− Eq̃λ
[
log

π(z,dobs)

π(dobs)

]
= Eq̃λ [log q̃λ(z)]− Eq̃λ [log π(z,dobs)] + log π(dobs),

(17)
where log π(dobs) is a non-negative constant, so we have

DKL (q̃λ(z)‖π(z|dobs)) ≥ Eq̃λ [log q̃λ(z)]− Eq̃λ [log π(z,dobs)] . (18)

Minimizing the above KL divergence is equivalent to maximizing the following
lower bound:

LV I = Eq̃λ [log π(z,dobs)] + H [q̃λ(z)] , (19)

where H [q̃λ(z)] = −Eq̃λ [log q̃λ(z)] is the entropy. One can adopt the Monte
Carlo method to approximate expectations. Nevertheless, the gradient ∇LV I
is also intractable for stochastic gradient-based optimization due to the non-
differentiable operator. In this paper, we assume that the variational dis-
tribution q̃λ(z) is a Gaussian distribution with a diagonal covariance, i.e.,
q̃λ(z) = N

(
z; µ̃,diag(σ̃2)

)
, where λ := {µ̃, σ̃} is the parameter to be esti-

mated. Such an assumption is reasonable since the latent variable in DGP is
the Gaussian distribution with diagonal covariance, while we can still estimate
the complex distribution π(k) with DGP. Similarly, it can be seen that we can
approximate the complex posterior π(k|dobs) using estimated q̃λ(z) and the
learned generative model. We also need to employ the reparameterization trick
to handle the intractable gradient. The VAE proposes the reparameterization
trick as an alternative estimator that can resolve the same issue in our poste-
rior estimation problem. This is why we favor VAE for DGP modeling. Using
the transformation gλ(ε) = µ̃+ σ̃� ε, ε ∼ π(ε) like Eq. (12), we can make an
approximation with the Monte Carlo method, i.e.,

LV I ≈
1

Ms

Ms∑
i=1

[log π(gλ(εi),dobs)− q̃λ(gλ(εi))] , (20)

where εi denotes the i-th sample drawn from π(ε) = N (0, I), and Ms is
the number of samples used for approximation. Based on the approximate
lower bound, automatic differentiation can be utilized to compute the gradient
∇λLV I . Then the parameter λ can be optimized using the stochastic gradient-
based method. We can also write the gradient ∇λLV I explicitly as

∇λLV I = ∇λEq̃λ [log π(z,dobs)] +∇λH [q̃λ(z)]

= ∇λEπ(ε) [log π(gλ(ε),dobs)] +∇λH [q̃λ(z)]

= Eπ(ε) [∇gλ log π(gλ(ε),dobs)∇λgλ(ε)] +∇λH [q̃λ(z)] .

(21)
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Note that the first term is an expectation, which can be approximated with
the Monte Carlo method as

Eπ(ε) [∇gλ log π(gλ(ε),dobs)∇λgλ(ε)] ≈ 1

Ms

Ms∑
i=1

[∇gλ log π(gλ(εi),dobs)∇λgλ(εi)] .

(22)
With the differentiable transformation gλ(ε), the second term in Eq. (21) can
be written as

∇λH [q̃λ] = −∇λEπ(ε) [log q̃λ (gλ(ε))]

= −Eπ(ε) [∇λ log q̃λ (gλ(ε))]

= −Eπ(ε) [∇gλ log q̃λ (gλ(ε))∇λgλ(ε)] .

(23)

Since we assume that the variational distribution q̃λ(z) is a Gaussian distri-
bution, its normalization constant also depends on the variational parame-
ters λ. The third line above involves the expectation of the score function,
i.e., Eq̃λ [∇λ log q̃λ(z)]. However, the expectation Eq̃λ [∇λ log q̃λ(z)] is always
zero [36]. Therefore, we can obtain the expectation in the third line directly.
The expectation in Eq. (23) can be approximated with the Monte Carlo
method as

∇λH [q̃λ] ≈ − 1

Ms

Ms∑
i=1

[∇gλ log q̃λ (gλ(εi))∇λgλ(εi)] , (24)

where the sampled noise εi is the same as Eq. (22) in each optimization iter-
ation. By using Ms random samples, we can write the estimated gradient of
the lower bound ∇λLV I for stochastic optimization as

∇λLV I =
1

Ms

Ms∑
i=1

[∇gλ log π(gλ(εi),dobs)∇λgλ(εi)−∇gλ log q̃λ (gλ(εi))∇λgλ(εi)]

=
1

Ms

Ms∑
i=1

[(∇gλ log π(gλ(εi),dobs)−∇gλ log q̃λ(gλ(εi))∇λgλ(εi)] .

(25)
With the above gradient, maximizing the lower bound LV I with stochastic

gradient ascent will obtain an appropriate approximation for π(z|dobs). Note
that the first term in Eq. (25) involves the gradient ∇gλ log π(z,dobs)|z=gλ(εi),
where π(z,dobs) = π(dobs|z)π(z) and π(dobs|z) = πξ(dobs − F(Gθ?(z))). It
is easy to see that the optimization requires two necessary gradient compu-

tations, i.e., the gradient ∂F(k)
∂k and the gradient ∂Gθ? (z)

∂z . ∂Gθ? (z)
∂z is easy to

compute by adopting automatic differentiation since Gθ? is constructed by

neural networks. Unfortunately, ∂F(k)
∂k is often not available. Note that the

forward model in most applications is the physical model involving numerical
PDEs. Then the potential difficulties are two-fold: first, the gradient computa-
tion associated with the complex physics model is very challenging to obtain;
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second, even though the adjoint method for some models is available, the com-
putation cost is not affordable if the gradient estimation in Eq. (25) requires
a large Ms to ensure stable optimization. These issues dramatically decrease
the advantages and popularity of solving the BIPs with the VI methods.

In the next section, we will introduce the neural network surrogate for
gradient approximation. The neural networks can act as an alternative to
the adjoint method. One can construct a complete neural network model and
directly ask the automatic differentiation to tackle stochastic gradient-based
optimization, which is easy to implement and highly efficient. We also show
in the numerical experiments that a small Ms (even Ms = 1) can bring a
stable optimization process under the reparameterization trick. In this way,
the VI-DGP method can guarantee efficiency and solve complex parameter
estimation problems by exploiting the representation capability of the deep
generative model.

backpropagation forward

Fig. 2 The complete workflow of the VI-DGP for BIPs. The black arrows illustrate the
forward computation for the lower bound LV I in Eq. (19). The red arrows indicate the
gradient computation with respect to µ̃ and log(σ̃2). The differentiable operator for z is
constructed under the reparameterization trick.

The demonstration of the forward and backward computation in optimiza-
tion is given in Fig. 2. The forward model F can be the finite element method
solver or neural network surrogate model. The detailed procedure is shown in
Algorithm 2.

Remark 1 Directly optimizing σ will cause unstable convergence even if gra-
dient clipping is introduced. To ensure the stable optimization for parameter
λ, we have to optimize log variance logσ2 instead of variance or standard
deviation σ in implementation. This is also a training trick used in VAE. σ is
typically positive and close to 0. However, poor floating-point arithmetic and
unstable gradient computation around 0 lead to numerical instability. The
logσ2 can transform the narrow feasible domain into a broader space, making
stochastic gradient-based optimization more stable and easier to converge.

Remark 2 Directly approximating the entropy term using the Monte Carlo
method in Eq. (20) and applying automatic differentiation techniques to opti-
mize the variational lower bound LV I may lead to high variance. [39] illustrates
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that one can remove the gradient with respect to the variational parameters
that correspond to the score function, resulting in an unbiased gradient estima-
tor. The introduced implementation tricks are also applied in our experiment,
which makes a stable convergence.

Algorithm 2 The VI-DGP mothod
Input: generative model Gθ? , forward model F , optimization iteration Nopt, sampling

number Ms, learning rate ηµ̃, ησ̃ , number of posterior samples Ns.
1: Initialize µ̃, log(σ̃2)
2: while i < Nopt do
3: sample Ms latent variables zMs using the reparameterization trick
4: compute Ms spatially-varying parameters xMs : xMs = Gθ? (zMs )
5: compute Ms predictions using the forward model F(xMs )
6: compute the gradient w.r.t. µ̃, log(σ̃2): ∇µ̃LV I ,∇log(σ̃2)LV I
7: µ̃ = µ̃+ ηµ̃∇µ̃LV I
8: log(σ̃2) = log(σ̃2) + ησ̃∇log(σ̃2)LV I
9: end while

10: Let q(z;λ?) = N (µ̃?,diag(σ̃?2)), µ̃?, σ̃? are obtained parameters.
11: Sample Ns posterior samples by

x(i) = Gθ? (z(i)), z(i) ∼ N (µ̃?, diag(σ̃?2))

Output: posterior samples {x(i)}Nsi=1 of BIPs.

3.3 Gradient approximation with neural networks

As a model for universal function approximation, deep neural networks domi-
nate various high-dimensional tasks [25,57,18,10]. The study of solving PDEs
with deep neural networks is promising in science and engineering [35,23].
We are interested in training a surrogate model with deep neural networks
due to its inherent automatic differentiation [48]. A well-trained neural net-
work surrogate can provide gradient approximations for stochastic gradient
descent/ascent in VI methods.

Data-driven and model-driven are two primary methods for training the
neural networks for physical models [57,35]. The model-driven method follows
the physics model and can incorporate physical constraints into the loss func-
tion to learn the surrogate model without the need for simulation data. Its
loss function typically includes residual loss regarding PDEs and boundary
conditions. If we need to construct a surrogate for the parametric PDEs given
in Eq. (1), we can use u(x,k, Θ) as the neural networks with parameters Θ
and write the loss function as follows:

J(u(x,k;Θ) = Jpde(u(x,k;Θ)) + γJb(u(x,k;Θ)), (26)

where γ is the hyperparameter in training, Jpde(·) and Jb(·) denote the resid-
ual loss for PDEs and boundary conditions, respectively. Although u(x,k, Θ)
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can be the mesh-free model based on random samples x(i) in the defined
domain [25], to take advantage of the computational efficiency and fast con-
vergence of convolutional neural networks (CNNs) [58], one can choose uni-

formly distributed collocation points {x(i)
D }

np
i=1 and {x(i)

∂D}
nb
i=1 for PDEs loss

and boundary loss, respectively. In this paper, since the spatially-varying pa-
rameter has been discretized, we can adopt the uniformly distributed points
for x, similar to the finite element or finite difference method. For each iter-
ation, given the training data {k(j)(x)}Nkj=1, we can rewrite the two terms in
Eq. (26) as

Jpde(u(x,k;Θ)) =
1

nsnp

ns∑
j=1

np∑
i=1

‖N (x
(i)
D ,k

(j)(x
(i)
D ),u(x

(i)
D ,k

(j)(x
(i)
D )))− f(x

(i)
D )‖2,

Jb(u(x,k;Θ)) =
1

nsnb

ns∑
j=1

nb∑
i=1

‖b(x
(i)
∂D,k

(j)(x
(i)
∂D),u(x

(i)
∂D,k

(j)(x
(i)
∂D)))− g(x

(i)
∂D)‖2,

(27)
where ns is the batch size of the training data in the training procedure. With
the training data {k(j)(x)}Nkj=1 and the above discretization form, one can
obtain a good approximation Θ? by minimizing the loss function in Eq. (26),
i.e.,

Θ? = arg min
Θ

J(u(x,k;Θ)). (28)

The training procedure for the physics-constrained surrogate model is sum-
marized in Algorithm 3. Suppose we have obtained a good approximation for
the forward model, the ∂LV I

∂k in Fig. 2 can be computed by the neural networks
with automatic differentiation. It can bypass the expensive computation of the
adjoint method.

Algorithm 3 The training of physics-constrained surrogate model

Input: Dataset {k(j)(x)}Nkj=1, neural networks u(x,k;Θ), hyperparameter γ, training
epoch Es, batch size ns, learning rate ηΘ

1: Initialize Θ
2: for i = 1 : Es do
3: for j = 1 : Nk

ns
do

4: kns ← Sample minibatch ns data points from {k(j)(x)}Nkj=1

5: ∇ΘJ(u(x,kns ;Θ)← compute gradients of J(u(x,kns ;Θ)) w.r.t Θ
6: Θ = Θ − ηΘ∇ΘJ(u(x,kns ;Θ)
7: end for
8: end for
Output: surrogate model u(x,k;Θ?)

4 Numerical study

In this section, we consider the problem of estimating the log-permeability
field in a single-phase, steady-state Darcy flow. Given a log-permeability field
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k, the pressure field p and velocity field v are governed by the equations:

v(x) = − exp(k(x))∇p(x), x ∈ D,
∇ · v(x) = f(x), x ∈ D,

(29)

with boundary conditions

v(x) · n̂ = 0, x ∈ ΓN ,
p(x) = 1, x ∈ ΓDl ,
p(x) = 0, x ∈ ΓDr ,

(30)

where D denotes a 2D unit square domain D = [0, 1]2, and n̂ is the unit
normal vector to the Neumann boundary ΓN . The Neumann boundary ΓN
consists of the top boundary ΓDt and bottom boundary ΓDb , and the Dirich-
let boundary consists of the left boundary ΓDl and right boundary ΓDr . We
set the source term f(x) = 3. The spatial domain is discretized into uniform
64×64 grids. In BIPs, we need to estimate the unknown log-permeability field
based on collected noisy observations from the pressure field. Two types of log-
permeability field estimation are used to demonstrate the performance of the
proposed method. The Gaussian random field (GRF) is a typical example in
many previous works [24,30]. The assumed GRF with fixed mean, covariance,
and correlation length can be parameterized by the truncated Karhunen-Loève
expansion (KLE). However, this assumption is unrealistic as spatially-varying
parameters typically involve a nontrivial correlation structure. We study the
GRF with uncertain correlation length in the numerical example to validate
the advantage of DGP in parameter representation. The other example is the
complex channelized random field [45,22], a common geological media in the
groundwater flow. Note that the BIPs regarding the non-Gaussian random
field still have difficulties in parameterization and inference. Furthermore, the
performance of the neural network surrogate for gradient approximation will
greatly affect the estimation results. By using the proposed VI-DGP method
with a surrogate model to solve the discontinuous random field estimation
problem, we can demonstrate the feasibility and robustness of gradient ap-
proximation. To test the gradient approximation and estimation performance,
we use a binary channelized field as an example due to its sharp permeability
discontinuity on the channel edge.

4.1 GRF with uncertain correlation lengths

In this example, we assume that the log-permeability field is a GRF with the
L2 norm exponential covariance function, i.e., k(x) ∼ GP (m(x),Cov (x,x′)),
where m(x) and Cov (x,x′) denote the mean and covariance function, respec-
tively. x = (x1, x2) and x′ = (x′1, x

′
2) are two arbitrary spatial locations. The

L2 norm exponential covariance function is

Cov (x,x′) = σ2
k exp

−
√(

x1 − x′1
l1

)2

+

(
x2 − x′2
l2

)2
 , (31)
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where σ2
k is the variance, l1 and l2 are the correlation lengths along the hor-

izontal and vertical directions, respectively. We set m(x) = 0 and σ2
k = 0.5.

Since the KLE method cannot handle varying correlation lengths, we con-
sider uncertain correlation lengths sampled from the uniform distribution
U [0.1, 0.4] to highlight the advantage of DGP in the prior information repre-
sentation. For 10 sampled correlation lengths, we generate 1000 GRF samples
for each correlation length. The training dataset {k(i)}Ni=1 for DGP naturally
embodies all assumptions or prior information, where N = 10000. The test
example for the GRF case is given in Fig. 3. The first image is the true
log-permeability field to be estimated, and it is not in the training dataset
of the DGP model and the surrogate model. The black dots on the second
image illustrate the collected 64 observations that are uniformly located in
the pressure field. These observation locations can be denoted by the tensor
product {xi1} ⊗ {x

j
2} of the one-dimensional grids: xi1 = 0.0625 + 0.125i, i =

0, 1, . . . , 7, xj2 = 0.0625 + 0.125j, j = 0, 1, . . . , 7. Our goal is to estimate the
log-permeability given the noisy observations and prior information.

Fig. 3 Illustration of the test example for the GRF. The four figures from left to right
are the true log-permeability to be estimated, the corresponding pressure computed by the
simulator, the corresponding pressure computed by the physics-constrained surrogate model
using 4096 training data, and the difference between the two pressure results, respectively.
The black dots in the second figure represent the observation locations used in BIPs.

4.1.1 DGP results

Given the training dataset {k(i)}Ni=1, where log-permeability k ∈ R64×64, one
can train the DGP with Algorithm 1. We set the latent variable z ∈ R256 to
be a 256−dimensional vector. The network architectures applied for DGP are
given in Appendix A. In this paper, all the training of neural networks and
inference using surrogate models are implemented on a GPU. The GPU card
used for training and inference is a single NVIDIA GeForce GTX 1080 Ti GPU
card. For the training hyperparameters in Algorithm 1, we set the batch size
in the loss function to n = 64. In the optimization, the Adam optimizer [19]
is employed with a learning rate η = 0.0001. The neural networks are trained
with 300 epochs. The training procedure takes about 15 minutes. Once the
DGP is obtained, one can first sample a latent variable z′ from Gaussian
distribution N (0, I), and then generate the corresponding log-permeability
random field k′ by the learned decoder model Gθ?(·), i.e., k′ = Gθ?(z′). With
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a well-trained DGP model, we can assume that generated k′ is sampled from
the underlying prior distribution π(k).

The prior samples generated by the learned DGP are shown in Fig. 4. It
is easy to find that the DGP has successfully captured the prior information
of the log-permeability k based on two facts. One is that it generates various
GRF realizations that resemble those given in the training dataset. Moreover,
for the given 8 samples in Fig. 4, it is obvious that sample 2 and sample 4
have long correlation lengths, while sample 7 and sample 8 show short corre-
lation lengths. Their diverse correlation lengths are consistent with our setup
that uncertain correlation lengths are sampled from the uniform distribution
U [0.1, 0.4]. So the well-trained DGP can learn the features of the varying cor-
relation lengths. Using this well-trained DGP, one can estimate the posterior
distribution of the latent variable in Eq. (5), then generate posterior samples of
the log-permeability k with the posterior distribution π(z|dobs) and generative
model Gθ?(·).

Fig. 4 The prior samples generated by the learned DGP for the GRF. All samples are
generated by k = G?θ (z), where k ∈ R64×64, and latent variables z ∈ R256 are sampled from
N (0, I).

4.1.2 Gradient approximation results

The most computational cost in the VI-DGP method involves the forward
computation and its corresponding gradient computation. To accelerate the
inference, we propose a gradient approximation method using the neural net-
work surrogate to replace the adjoint method in the VI-DGP. The neural
network surrogate has automatic differentiation and is extremely fast with

deep learning frameworks like Pytorch. For the test problem, given {x(i)
D }

np
i=1,

{x(i)
∂D}

nb
i=1, and training data {k(j)(x)}Nkj=1, we can rewrite the loss function

Jpde(u(x,k;Θ)) and Jb(u(x,k;Θ)) into a discretized form to learn the sur-
rogate model. The detailed discretized loss functions for Darcy flow and the
network architectures applied in this paper are given in Appendix B.
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When the 2D unit square domain D = [0, 1]2 in Eq. (29) is discretized

into uniform 64 × 64 grids in advance, {x(i)
D }

np
i=1 and {x(i)

∂D}
nb
i=1 are naturally

defined. Using Algorithm 3, we can train the surrogate model using only the
input data, i.e., the log-permeability dataset {k(j)(x)}Nkj=1. The penalty pa-
rameter γ in Eq. (26) is 10, which requires predictions to satisfy the boundary
conditions. The batch size ns is 32. The networks are trained for 300 epochs
using the Adam optimizer paired with one cycle policy (learning rate sched-
uler), where the maximum learning rate is 0.001. We train the surrogate with
different numbers of training data to test its effect on the gradient approxi-
mation. When the number of training data Nk is 1024, 2048, and 4096, their
corresponding training time is about 8.3, 16.2, and 31.9 minutes, respectively.
Unlike the previous surrogate model, whose evaluation emphasizes the error
or relative error between the surrogate predictions and simulation outputs, we
focus on gradient approximation using neural networks. It relates to whether
the surrogate model can replace the adjoint method in optimization. We adopt
the stochastic gradient descent/ascent in the VI-DGP method to reduce the
computational burden. Since stochastic gradient descent/ascent only requires
an appropriate descent/ascent direction rather than an exact gradient, it re-
laxes strict constraints on gradient accuracy in the VI-DGP method. As long
as the approximate gradient can provide an appropriate direction for the lower
bound optimization in each iteration, it will converge and obtain a good ap-
proximation.

Although the noisy gradient leads to the optimization not being the steep-
est descent/ascent, it is a trade-off between the convergence rate and computa-
tional cost. To assess the feasibility of using gradient approximation from the
learned neural networks to accelerate the computation of ∂LV I

∂k in Fig. 2, for
any given parameter µ̃ and log(σ̃2), we compute the ∇µ̃LV I and ∇log(σ̃2)LV I
in Algorithm 2 using the adjoint method and the learned neural networks
simultaneously. Inspired by the computation of the angle between two vec-
tors with respect to the Euclidean norm, we define the evaluation metric for
gradient approximation as follows:

cos α̃ =
1

Ng

Ng∑
i=1

g
(i)
nn · g(i)a

‖g(i)nn‖2‖g(i)a ‖2
, (32)

where Ng denotes the number of samples for evaluation, given the i−th pa-

rameter sample, g
(i)
nn and g

(i)
a are the gradient computed by the neural network

surrogate and the adjoint method, respectively. If Ng →∞ and cos α̃ = 1, al-
most all of the gradients computed by the neural network surrogate will keep
the same direction as those computed by the adjoint method. To test the gra-
dient approximation, we consider the test example in Fig. 3 where observations
are corrupted with 5% independent additive Gaussian random noise. Using the
pre-trained DGP, we sample 1000 pairs of µ̃ and log(σ̃2) from Gaussian distri-
bution N (0, I), then compute their corresponding stochastic gradient ∇µ̃LV I
and ∇log(σ̃2)LV I with sampling number Ms = 1 using the neural network
surrogate and the adjoint method, respectively. The computed cos α̃ is shown
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in Fig. 5. The results reflect that choosing an appropriate number of training
data for the surrogate model is essential for gradient approximation in the VI-
DGP method. When Nk = 4096, the cos α̃ is around 0.95, which means most
of the gradients computed by the surrogate model keep a relatively consistent
direction with the gradients computed by the adjoint method. The third im-
age in Fig. 3 shows the pressure prediction using the surrogate model trained
with 4096 training data, and the fourth image suggests its good performance.
Given a certain pair of pairs µ̃ and log(σ̃2), Fig. 6 depicts their correspond-
ing gradient, where blue dashed line and red solid line are computed by the
surrogate model trained with 4096 training data and the adjoint method, re-
spectively. It shows that two vectors keep coincident in most dimensions for
both ∇µ̃LV I and ∇log(σ̃2)LV I . Based on above results, it is reasonable to em-
ploy the surrogate model trained with 4096 training data for the following
Bayesian inversion task.

1024 2048 4096
Number of training data

0.65

0.70

0.75

0.80

0.85

0.90

0.95

co
s

VI

log( 2) VI

Fig. 5 The computed cos α̃ with different surrogates in the GRF case. The surrogates are
trained using 1024, 2048, and 4096 training data, respectively. The green solid line shows
the results of ∇µ̃LV I . The black dashed line shows the results of ∇log(σ̃2)LV I .

4.1.3 Bayesian inversion results

In this section, we will discuss the performance of the proposed VI-DGP
method for solving BIPs. We will present the results in three aspects. First,
we will compare the estimated results obtained using various methods, in-
cluding the VI-DGP method with the neural network surrogate (VI-NN), the
VI-DGP method with the adjoint method (VI-adjoint), the MCMC method
with the neural network surrogate (MCMC-NN), and the MCMC method with
the finite element method (MCMC-FEM). We will present and analyze their
corresponding results in terms of accuracy and efficiency. Second, as discussed
in Section 3.2, a good sampling number Ms requires the trade-off between
convergence rate and computational cost. We will show the convergence and
estimated results under different Ms. Lastly, we will investigate the robustness
of the VI-DGP method under different noise levels.
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Fig. 6 An example of the gradient computation by the adjoint method and neural net-
work in the GRF case. Given the µ̃ and log(σ̃2), the vector (a)∇µ̃LV I (b)∇log(σ̃2)LV I are

computed by the workflow in Fig. 2, where the ∂LV I
∂k

in the workflow are computed by the
neural networks (blue dashed line) and the adjoint method (red solid line), respectively.

Comparisons. Four methods are applied for the test problem given in
Fig. 3, where the observations are added with 5% independent Gaussian ran-
dom noise. We shall see the performance of the VI-DGP method and the im-
pact of the trained surrogate model. Using the pre-trained generative model
k = Gθ(z), where k ∈ R64×64, and z ∈ R256, we implement the VI-DGP
method with Algorithm 2. For the GRF case, we set the optimization itera-
tion Nopt to 5000, the sampling number Ms to 1, and the number of posterior
samples Ns to 10000. We adopt the SGD optimizer in the Pytorch library
with the learning rate ηµ̃ = ησ̃ = 0.0008. The initial values for µ̃ and log(σ̃2)
are both zero vectors. For the MCMC, we use preconditioned Crank–Nicolson
(pCN) algorithm [7,14] for the posterior approximation. The specific details of
the algorithm can be found in Appendix C. We run a Markov chain for 50000
steps and use the last 10000 steps as the posterior samples. Table 1 presents the
computational cost for the posterior approximation with the four implemented
methods. Even though we use the first-order element for fast simulation in this
experiment, the proposed VI-DGP method is still faster than other methods,
both with and without the surrogate model. With the GPU acceleration, it
only takes 94 seconds to run 5000 iterations using the pre-trained surrogate
model. If the simulation involves a complex physics system or a large-scale
problem with a high-order element, the computational cost will be unafford-
able for the MCMC-FEM method and the VI-adjoint method. For inference
efficiency, the VI-DGP method using gradient approximation has significant
advantages.

Table 1 Computational cost of estimation with different methods in GRF case.

Methods VI-NN VI-adjoint MCMC-NN MCMC-FEM
Iterations 5000 5000 50000 50000

Inference time (s) 94 2093 353 12894
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Fig. 7 provides the estimated results obtained by the above four methods.
The computed mean and the standard deviation using the posterior samples
are given in the first and the second row, respectively. Four methods produce
comparably good mean results on the right region in comparison to the true
log-permeability, as their main features are captured by them. However, the
VI-DGP method can achieve a better mean result on the left region. The
standard deviation results generated by the MCMC method are significantly
higher than those computed by the VI-DGP method, indicating high uncer-
tainty in the posterior estimation when using the MCMC method. Moreover,
we know that variational inference tends to underestimate the uncertainty of
the posterior distribution, this is a result of its objective function [3]. With a
good mean result, underestimating the variance may also be acceptable. When
the strategy for optimization stability discussed in Section 3.2 is applied, the
results of the VI-NN and the VI-adjoint show that a small sampling number
(even Ms = 1) can still realize a good estimation. For the smooth GRF, the
similar results of the VI-NN and the VI-adjoint indicate that a well-trained
surrogate model can replace the adjoint method on the gradient approximation
even using a small Ms.

VI-NN mean VI-adjoint mean MCMC-NN mean MCMC-FEM mean

VI-NN std VI-adjoint std MCMC-NN std MCMC-FEM std
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Fig. 7 The posterior estimation results for the GRF with different methods. The first
row shows the estimated mean of the log-permeability field, and the second row gives the
corresponding standard deviation (std).

Effect of the sampling number Ms. In order to investigate the impact of
the sampling number Ms on the optimization convergence of the VI-DGP
method, we implement the above VI-NN experiment for the given test prob-
lem. All of the configurations are the same, except for the sampling number
Ms. Four different sampling numbers are considered in our experiments. The
results of the variational lower bound LV I and the estimated mean at some
specific iterations are shown in Fig. 8. It is clear that a larger sampling num-
ber leads to a more stable convergence of the variational lower bound LV I .
However, after 5000 iterations, the values of LV I of four experiments are simi-
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lar, around 46. This suggests that the choice of a small sampling number only
affects the convergence process. Once the optimization has converged, the ob-
tained estimation results are similar. Note that using a sampling number of
Ms = 100 for the VI-DGP method will result in 100 times the computational
cost compared to when Ms = 1 is used. Based on the estimation results and
computational cost, a small sampling number is a feasible and better choice
for implementation.

(a) Ms = 1 (b) Ms = 3

(c) Ms = 10 (d) Ms = 100

Fig. 8 The convergence of the variational lower bound LV I with varying sample numbers
Ms in stochastic optimization. The three log-permeability fields below the black arrows are
the estimated mean at the 1000-th, 2500-th, and 4000-th iteration, respectively.

Effect of the observation noise. Keeping the same configurations as the
experiments in Fig. 7, we evaluate the robustness of the proposed method us-
ing two additional observation setups with higher levels of noise. 7% and 10%
independent Gaussian random noise are imposed on the 64 pressure observa-
tions. Using these observations, we infer the log-permeability field using the
VI-NN and MCMC-NN methods. The estimated results are shown in Fig. 9. It
is clear that the VI-DGP method still achieves a good estimation even though
high noise is provided. In contrast, the MCMC method almost failed on such
a difficult task. Although their estimated mean can still capture the feature
on the right region with much lower values, the results are still substantially
different from the true log-permeability field. The estimated standard devia-
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tion with MCMC is very high, while the VI-DGP method results present much
lower uncertainty.
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Fig. 9 The posterior estimation results in GRF case using VI-NN and MCMC-NN method
under (a) 7% noise and (b) 10% noise observations. The first row shows the estimated mean
of the log-permeability field, and the second row gives the corresponding standard deviation
(std).

4.2 Binary channelized field

In this test example, we are focused on the estimation of the non-Gaussian
log-permeability parameter. The challenges are two-fold: first, the parame-
terization for the complex non-Gaussian parameters is still challenging and
requires further development. Second, inferring these non-Gaussian parame-
ters is challenging due to their spatially correlated properties, even when using
methods with high computational costs. We use the binary channelized field
to demonstrate the capabilities of the DGP representation and evaluate the
efficiency and accuracy of the VI-DGP method for non-Gaussian parameter
estimation. Additionally, using a neural network surrogate gradient approxi-
mation for complex and discontinuous field estimation may cause additional
issues. We can examine its performance in terms of gradient computation and
estimation.

Suppose that the prior information of the binary channelized field is based
on the historical data, which is a large image [21] of size 2500 × 2500. One
can crop small images, the size of 64 × 64, from this large image using a
fixed 16−pixel stride in both the horizontal and vertical directions. To obtain
sufficient training data, we flip the entries in each row of the image in the
left/right direction using the fliplr operation 1 in the Numpy package to

1 https://numpy.org/doc/1.18/reference/generated/numpy.fliplr.html

https://numpy.org/doc/1.18/reference/generated/numpy.fliplr.html
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obtain a new image, and then we crop this image in the same way. We use
40000 images out of 46208 cropped samples as the training dataset for the
DGP model. Fig. 10 depicts four examples from the training dataset {k}Ni=1.

Fig. 10 The randomly sampled realizations in the dataset for the DGP training.

For the Bayesian inversion task, the unknown true log-permeability is not
included in the training dataset. Fig. 11 presents the test example of the
binary channelized field. The red and blue regions in the first image represent
the high- and low-permeability values, respectively. The observations located
on the pressure field are computed by the simulator, which is shown in the
second image. The inversion task is to estimate the true channels based on
these noisy observations.

Fig. 11 Illustration of the test example for the binary channelized field. The four figures
from left to right are the true log-permeability to be estimated, the corresponding pressure
computed by the simulator, the corresponding pressure computed by the physics-constrained
surrogate model using 4096 training data, and the difference between the two pressure
results, respectively. The black dots in the second figure represent the observation locations
used in BIPs.

4.2.1 DGP results

Using the cropped 40000 images as the prior information, we train the DGP
with Algorithm 1 and the network architectures described in Appendix A.
Here, the hyperparameters are the same as in the GRF case. The only dif-
ference is the latent variable z, where z ∈ R512. To keep continuous channels
and capture the diversity, we choose a higher dimension to relieve information
compression. The DGP training for binary channelized fields takes approxi-
mately 62 minutes. Fig. 12 shows 8 random samples generated by the learned
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DGP model. These prior samples keep continuous channels and resemble the
training dataset realizations as shown in Fig. 10, even though the values on the
field are not binary, especially on the channel edge. The learned DGP provides
enough prior information and can be applied in the posterior estimation.

Fig. 12 The prior samples generated by the learned DGP for the binary channelized field.
All samples are generated by k = G?θ (z), where k ∈ R64×64, and latent variables z ∈ R512

are sampled from N (0, I).

4.2.2 Gradient approximation results

In the binary channelized case, the training dataset {k(j)(x)}Nkj=1 for surrogate
training is a subset of the training dataset for DGP training. We also choose
1024, 2048, and 4096 for Nk to test the relationship between training data and
gradient approximation. The setups and hyperparameters are the same as in
the GRF case, except for the learning rate. Based on the discontinuous features
of the log-permeability field, we adopt a small learning rate for the Adam
optimizer, where the maximum learning rate is 0.0001. The training time is
about 8.4, 16.3, and 32.2 minutes for three training data setups, respectively.
Using the learned surrogate mode with 4096 training data, we predict the
pressure field of the given true log-permeability, as shown in the third image
in Fig. 11. The maximum absolute error between the simulation output and
surrogate prediction is only about 0.02. It indicates that the learned surrogate
model can make a good prediction for forward computation.

We also use Eq. (32) to evaluate the gradient approximation. For the test
example in Fig. 11 with 5% independent Gaussian random noise on the 64
observations, we can compute the corresponding gradient for any given pa-
rameters. With Ng = 1000 pairs of µ̃ and log(σ̃2) sampled from Gaussian
distribution N (0, I), the computed cos α̃ is given in Fig. 13 for three train-
ing data scenarios. The gradient approximation is worse compared to the GRF
case. This is mainly because the gradient approximation is much more sensitive
to the discontinuous log-permeability field, while the GRF is much smoother.
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Note that two computed cos α̃ with respect to ∇µ̃LV I and ∇log(σ̃2)LV I using
4096 training data are close to 0.8, we can adopt this learned surrogate model
for the VI-DGP method to replace the adjoint method. Fig. 14 gives an exam-
ple of gradient computed by the surrogate model trained with 4096 training
data and the adjoint method, which are similar to those obtained in the GRF
case even though the dimension is 512.

1024 2048 4096
Number of training data
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Fig. 13 The computed cos α̃ with different surrogates in the binary channelized field case.
The surrogates are trained using 1024, 2048, and 4096 training data, respectively. The
green solid line shows the results of ∇µ̃LV I . The black dashed line shows the results of
∇log(σ̃2)LV I .
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Fig. 14 An example of the gradient computation by the adjoint method and neural net-
work in the binary channelized field case. Given the µ̃ and log(σ̃2), the vector (a)∇µ̃LV I
(b)∇log(σ̃2)LV I are computed by the workflow in Fig. 2, where the ∂LV I

∂k
in the workflow

are computed by the neural networks (blue dashed line) and the adjoint method (red solid
line), respectively.



28 Yingzhi Xia et al.

4.2.3 Bayesian inversion results

For the non-Gaussian parameter estimation, previous sampling methods have
employed advanced strategies such as multiple chains [22], multiscale repre-
sentation [50], and ensemble-based data assimilation methods [31] to obtain
proper results and reduce computational cost. Using the VI methods for non-
Gaussian parameter estimation is still a problem to be explored. Typically,
the VI methods are restricted by the analytical variational distribution, which
leads to large approximation errors for complex non-Gaussian parameter esti-
mation. In the VI-DGP method, we only need to estimate the posterior dis-
tribution of the latent variable. Based on this example, we can verify whether
the VI-DGP method can still recover the non-Gaussian parameter with uncer-
tainty and get rid of the curse of dimensionality, although the latent variable
is high-dimensional. As discussed in the GRF case, we test the accuracy and
efficiency of the VI-NN and VI-adjoint methods compared to the referenced
MCMC-NN and MCMC-FEM methods. Also, we test the influence of the
sampling number Ms and the noise level for the estimation.

Comparisons. The four methods are applied to the test example in Fig. 11
with 5% independent Gaussian random noise. We choose an optimization iter-
ation Nopt = 8000 for the VI method in Algorithm 2. The other inputs are the
same as the GRF case, such as the posterior samples Ns = 10000, sampling
number Ms = 1, the SGD optimizer with learning rate ηµ̃ = ησ̃ = 0.0008, and
zero initial states. For MCMC, we use a long Markov chain with a length of
300000 to guarantee convergence. The last 10000 states are used as posterior
samples. The inference time of the four methods is given in Table 2. From this
example, one can find significant differences in computational time between
the VI method and MCMC.

Table 2 Computational cost of estimation with different methods in the binary channelized
case.

Methods VI-NN VI-adjoint MCMC-NN MCMC-FEM
Iterations 8000 8000 300000 300000

Inference time (s) 147 3410 2094 72078

Fig. 15 shows the estimated results by the four methods. It is obvious that
the uncertainty of MCMC results is higher than those of the VI methods, and
their posterior samples are more diverse. The estimated mean results using
the VI method are much better than those estimated by the MCMC method,
although the MCMC method can still achieve relatively valid estimations in
such a high-dimensional problem. The estimated results also illustrate that the
DGP can capture channelized features and generate similar realizations for
non-Gaussian parameters, which helps inference acquire appropriate results
for both the VI and MCMC methods. Note that even though the sampling
number Ms is 1, the desired accuracy and efficiency can still be realized in the
non-Gaussian case.
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VI-NN mean VI-adjoint mean MCMC-NN mean MCMC-FEM mean

VI-NN std VI-adjoint std MCMC-NN std MCMC-FEM std
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Fig. 15 The posterior estimation results for the binary channelized field with different
methods. The first row shows the estimated mean of the log-permeability field, and the
second row gives the corresponding standard deviation (std).

Effect of the sampling number Ms. Here, we also test the influence of the
sampling number for convergence in the non-Gaussian case. Fig. 16 shows the
convergence of the variational lower bound LV I and the estimated mean re-
sults at certain iterations. The four results provide similar convergence trends
and estimated mean at those iterations. Even at the 500-th iteration, the opti-
mization algorithm can capture the important features (channel locations) of
the underlying true log-permeability. The main difference between the four ex-
periments is the stability of convergence, where a larger sampling number can
give more stable convergence (like Ms = 100). Correspondingly, the increased
computational cost is a significant burden for applications.

Effect of the observation noise. The high noise level, together with the
discontinuous parameter, may pose challenges for the estimation with the VI-
DGP method. We test two additional examples with 7% and 10% independent
Gaussian random noise. The estimated results using VI-NN and MCMC-NN
are shown in Fig. 17. The estimated results using the VI-DGP method can
obtain reasonable mean results with low uncertainty, although they are worse
than the results under 5% noise in Fig. 15. In contrast, the estimated results
using the MCMC method are much worse, especially in the 10% noise case.
These results demonstrate the good performance of the VI-DGP method for
non-Gaussian parameters.

5 Conclusions

Performing efficient inference for probabilistic models is a fundamental prob-
lem in machine learning and Bayesian statistics. For BIPs, efficiency and accu-
racy are the primary influences of their popularity in science and engineering.
In this work, we propose a novel method for solving high-dimensional inverse
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(a) Ms = 1 (b) Ms = 3

(c) Ms = 10 (d) Ms = 100

Fig. 16 The convergence of the variational lower bound LV I with varying sample numbers
Ms in stochastic optimization. The three log-permeability fields below the black arrows are
the estimated mean at the 500-th, 4000-th, and 7000-the iteration, respectively.
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Fig. 17 The posterior estimation results in binary channelized field case using VI-NN and
MCMC-NN method under (a) 7% noise and (b) 10% noise observations. The first row shows
the estimated mean of the log-permeability field, and the second row gives the corresponding
standard deviation (std).
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problems applied in spatially-varying parameter estimation. Unlike sampling
methods, VI methods typically approximate the posterior distribution through
optimization, which favors scalability and acceleration using GPUs. However,
their limited choice of variational distribution can restrict the capacity to ap-
proximate complex distributions. To overcome this limitation, we propose the
VI-DGP method, which exploits the generation ability of the DGM in prior
modeling and posterior approximation. Our data-driven prior model can in-
corporate various prior information, and the obtained latent variable can be
leveraged for dimension reduction and posterior approximation. Additionally,
we use physics-constrained neural networks and their inherent automatic dif-
ferentiation to avoid the need for the adjoint method and make our method
easy to implement and transfer to various problems. Our numerical experi-
ments show that the proposed VI-DGP method outperforms the referenced
method in terms of both efficiency and accuracy.

Although the proposed VI-DGP method provides a very general and flex-
ible framework for BIPs, there are still many issues that need to be inves-
tigated and discussed. The use of neural network surrogates is promising in
PDE-constrained optimization problems. However, further theoretical analysis
and comparison with the adjoint method are needed for scientific computing
tasks. Furthermore, advanced VI methods and auxiliary latent variables can
also be employed to improve the flexibility of approximations and inference
capacity.

A The network architectures for the encoder and decoder in VAE

In this work, we use fully-connected neural networks as the encoder and de-
coder for both Gaussian and channel cases. Table 3 illustrates the implemented
neural networks for the encoder and decoder. For the decoder, we use ReLU

and Sigmoid as the activation function for the Gaussian and channel cases,
respectively. Additionally, for the channel case, we apply an extra Sigmoid

activation function for the last layer of the decoder model, which ensures that
the output values are within the interval [0, 1]. h denotes the number of neu-
rons in the encoder’s hidden layer, which will also define the dimensionality of
the latent variable z. We set h to 256 and 512 for the Gaussian and channel
cases, respectively.

B The network architectures for the physics-constrained surrogate
model

We can rewrite the loss function in discretization form for the given PDEs in
Eq. (29) and Eq. (30). The PDEs loss and boundary loss in Eq. (27) can be
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Table 3 The employed network architectures of the VAE model. Linear(Hin, Hout) denotes
the linear operator, where Hin and Hout are the parameter size of the input and output,
respectively.

Encoder Decoder
Input: k Input: z

Linear (4096, h) Linear (h, 4096)
ReLU ReLU/Sigmoid

Linear (h, h) Linear (4096, 4096)
ReLU ReLU/Sigmoid

Linear (h, h) Linear (h, h) Linear (4096, 4096)
ReLU ReLU ReLU/Sigmoid

Linear (h, h) Linear (h, h) Linear (4096, 4096)
output: µ output: log(σ) output: k

written as
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1
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respectively, where nb boundary samples include nbl samples of left boundary
Dl, nbr samples of right boundary Dr, nbt samples of top boundary Dt, and
nbb samples of bottom boundary Db.

The network architectures applied in this paper are based on previous
works [57,58]. These works perform greatly in uncertainty quantification tasks
for the flow in heterogeneous media. The main architectures are shown in
Table 4. The number of dense layers in the three dense blocks is 6, 8, 6, with a
growth rate of 16. Each dense layer contains a Conv block (Batch-ReLU-Conv).
Encoding 1, Decoding 1, and Decoding 2 have 2, 2, 3 Conv blocks, respectively.
The nearest mode is used for the upsampling operator in the decoding layers.

C The pCN algorithm for MCMC simulation

We employ the pCN algorithm to explore the posterior distribution, which
is the reference method for the proposed approach. The details are shown
in the Algorithm 4, where the forward model F(·) can be either the learned
neural network surrogate or the finite element method. These correspond to
MCMC-NN and MCMC-FEM in the experiments, respectively.
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Table 4 The network architectures for the physics-constrained surrogate in this paper.

Networks Feature maps
Input 1× 64× 64

Conv layer 48× 32× 32
Dense Block 144× 32× 32
Encoding 1 76× 16× 16
Dense Block 200× 16× 16
Decoding 1 100× 32× 32
Dense Block 196× 32× 32
Decoding 2 3× 64× 64

Output 3× 64× 64

Algorithm 4 pCN algorithm with the DGP
Input: the likelihood π(dobs|z), the forward model F(·), chain length Nite, generative

model Gθ? (z), burn-in length Nb, β = 0.15
1: Initialize z(1), z(1) ∼ N (0, I)
2: for j = 1 : Nite do
3: Draw z′ via

z′ =
√

1− β2z(i) + βξ̂, where ξ̂ ∼ N (0, I)

4: Compute the likelihood function by solving the forward model F(k′), where k′ =
Gθ? (z′)

5: Compute the acceptance ratio

α = min

(
1,

π(dobs|z′)
π(dobs|z(j))

)
6: Draw ρ from the uniform distribution U [0, 1]
7: if ρ < α then
8: Let z(j+1) = z′,k(j+1) = k′

9: else
10: Let z(j+1) = zj ,k(j+1) = k(j)

11: end if
12: end for
Output: posterior samples {k(i)}Nitei=Nb
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