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Abstract

Computational models are invaluable in capturing the complexities of real-world
biological processes. Yet, the selection of appropriate algorithms for inference tasks,
especially when dealing with real-world observational data, remains a challenging
and underexplored area. This gap has spurred the development of various parameter
estimation algorithms, particularly within the realm of Simulation-Based Inference
(SBI), such as neural and statistical SBI methods. Limited research exists on how
to make informed choices on SBI methods when faced with real-world data, which
often results in some form of model misspecification. In this paper, we provide com-
prehensive guidelines for deciding between SBI approaches for complex biological
models. We apply the guidelines to two agent-based models that describe cellular
dynamics using real-world data. Our study unveils a critical insight: while neu-
ral SBI methods demand significantly fewer simulations for inference results, they
tend to yield biased estimations, a trend persistent even with robust variants of
these algorithms. On the other hand, the accuracy of statistical SBI methods en-
hances substantially as the number of simulations increases. This finding suggests
that, given a sufficient computational budget, statistical SBI can surpass neural
SBI in performance. Our results not only shed light on the efficacy of different
SBI methodologies in real-world scenarios but also suggest potential avenues for
enhancing neural SBI approaches. This study is poised to be a useful resource
for computational biologists navigating the intricate landscape of SBI in biological
modeling.

1 Introduction

Computational models have proven to be a powerful tool for gaining a deep understanding
of biological processes by modeling their mechanisms (Walpole et al., 2013; Brodland,
2015; Metzcar et al., 2019). Continuum models, such as those governed by ordinary
differential equations (ODEs) (Spencer et al., 2004; Vanlier et al., 2013; Browning et al.,



2022) or partial differential equations (PDEs) (Leung, 2013; Klowss et al., 2022; Naevdal
and Evje, 2023), are capable of describing dynamics at the population level. On the other
hand, discrete models, like agent-based models (An et al., 2009; Hinkelmann et al., 2011;
Metzcar et al., 2019), focus on modeling individual-level dynamics and hence provide
more detailed simulations but often require more computational effort than continuum
models (Warne et al., 2022).

An ongoing challenge in establishing stochastic models with good predictive perfor-
mance is the accurate estimation of model parameters and quantification of associated
uncertainty (Sun et al., 2011; Warne et al., 2019a; Jorgensen et al., 2022). Bayesian infer-
ence is one of the most popular approaches for obtaining estimates for model parameters
using data (Box and Tiao, 2011). In Bayesian inference, we update our initial beliefs with
the likelihood of the model to obtain a posterior distribution. This means we adjust our
initial understanding based on new data, leading to more informed estimates. When using
Bayesian inference for parameter estimation, it is assumed that the models can replicate
observed data. However, in real-world problems, this assumption does not always hold.

The inability of models to fully replicate observed data can stem from various factors.
First, the model may inherently lack the capability to replicate the observed data (Box,
1979; Fisher et al., 2019). For example, if the model is designed to describe only linear
growth, but the data exhibits exponential growth, then we would expect a mismatch
between the model and the data. The second factor involves the possibility that the
chosen inference algorithm might provide a biased estimation, preventing the model from
accurately replicating the observed data (Black et al., 2011; Wang and Blei, 2019; Frazier
et al., 2020b).

The canonical approach for uncertainty quantification assumes that the likelihood
function can be evaluated, and employs Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) for sampling
(Sorensen et al., 2002; Ghasemi et al., 2011; Zucknick and Richardson, 2014; Valderrama-
Bahaméndez and Frohlich, 2019). It performs well for some continuum models, but
this method has limitations. In many biological processes, accurately identifying the
exact noise distribution is challenging, and often introduces errors (Lillacci and Kham-
mash, 2010; Tsimring, 2014). Furthermore, for discrete models, the likelihood is often
intractable, and the general practice is to approximate it with a continuum model (Brown-
ing et al., 2019; Warne et al., 2019b, 2022). Another popular approach when the likelihood
is intractable is to employ a likelihood-free inference (LFI) (Sisson et al., 2018) method,
also known as simulation-based inference (SBI).

One widely used SBI method is Approximate Bayesian Computation (ABC) (Csilléry
et al., 2010; Sunnaker et al., 2013; Beaumont, 2019), which compares simulated data with
observational data and accepts the simulation if the simulation data closely matches the
observational data based on a certain distance metric. This method and its variants have
been used in many biological applications such as Beaumont et al. (2002); Toni et al.
(2009); Liepe et al. (2014). Another popular approach is Bayesian Synthetic Likelihood
(BSL) (Wood, 2010; Price et al., 2018; Frazier et al., 2023), which approximates the
likelihood by assuming its summary statistics likelihood density can be well approximated
by a multivariate Gaussian distribution. Even through BSL makes strong assumption
about the likelihood density, it has been used in many biological applications (Picchini
and Forman, 2019; Prescott et al., 2021; Biswas et al., 2022; Morina et al., 2023). These
LFI methods are theoretically grounded (Sunnaker et al., 2013; Beaumont et al., 2009;
Beaumont, 2019; Frazier et al., 2024) and are also known as statistical SBI methods.

The statistical SBI methods necessitate a substantial amount of model simulations



to provide a reasonable estimate, leading to computational inefficiency (Cranmer et al.,
2020). As computational models become more complex, our computational budgets be-
come more constrained, meaning we cannot afford a large number of simulations. To
enhance efficiency, machine learning SBI methods have been introduced (Papamakarios
and Murray, 2016; Greenberg et al., 2019; Papamakarios et al., 2019; Wang and Rockova,
2022). These methods pair parameter values with their corresponding simulations to learn
the mapping from simpler distributions, such as the standard Gaussian distribution, to the
target distributions, i.e., the posterior distribution or likelihood. Neural network-based
generative models, such as normalizing flows (Papamakarios et al., 2021), are utilized to
learn this mapping, and, as such, are often referred to as neural SBI. Compared to statisti-
cal SBI, machine learning SBI can require orders of magnitude fewer simulations, but the
accuracy of these estimates is not guaranteed, particularly when fitting with real-world
observational data.

It remains unknown how to select a suitable SBI algorithm for estimating model pa-
rameters in real-world settings. In the machine learning community, Lueckmann et al.
(2021) present some benchmarking tasks and compare both statistical and neural SBI
across various metrics. These tasks have ground-truth posteriors for model parameters,
facilitating easy comparison, but such ground-truths are unavailable in real-world prob-
lems. Jorgensen et al. (2022) compare statistical SBI methods with neural SBI methods
using two agent-based models. They use a synthetic dataset for parameter estimation,
assuming the model can recover observation data. However, the application of real-world
data complicates this. In such cases, a robust SBI algorithm is often required to address
model misspecification problems when standard SBI approaches cannot provide reasonable
accuracy. Development of robust SBI algorithms is an active research area in Bayesian
statistics (Frazier et al., 2020b, 2024; Kelly et al., 2024; Ward et al., 2022; Nott et al.,
2023).

For this purpose, we demonstrate the decision-making process for choosing SBI al-
gorithms in two real-world applications of agent-based models in cellular biology: the
biphasic tumour growth model (Jenner et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2024a) and the stochas-
tic cell invasion model (Carr et al., 2021). With the increase in computational power,
agent-based models have become capable of describing complex biological processes at
the individual level, even though their likelihoods are often intractable. For both models,
we utilize synthetic data (generated from the models) and real-world observation data to
infer model parameters and their associated uncertainties, employing both statistical and
neural SBI algorithms. For synthetic data, where the models should be able to replicate
the data, we do not use robust versions of the SBI algorithms. However, we apply robust
versions of SBI when working with real-world observation data, due to the potential for
model misspecification. We then illustrate how to evaluate and validate the inference
results from each SBI algorithm and compare their performances.

In this paper, we present comprehensive guidelines for computational biologists and,
more broadly, the mathematical biology community, on how to make decisions when using
real-world observation data to infer model parameters and their associated uncertainties
(the complete workflow is shown in Figure 1). We implement both statistical and neural
SBI methods, describing their performance in terms of efficiency and estimation accuracy,
and provide a general discussion on these topics. While our focus is on two agent-based
models of cellular dynamics, our approach can be extended to other models. Our goal is
to contribute to the continuing discussion on how to efficiently and accurately calibrate
complex biological models using real-world observational data.



Figure 1: The comprehensive guideline: The guideline is divided into three stages:
pre-analysis stage, SBI steps, and uncertainty analysis. The green arrows inside the cycle
indicate that these three stages can be repeated. The important task of the first stage is to
use SBI algorithms on synthetic datasets to check model compatibility and computational
budget, allowing the selection of suitable candidate SBI algorithms to perform inference
on real datasets, which leads to stage 2. Once inference results are obtained (stage 3), we
need to gain a better understanding of the results, and if necessary, further improve the
model, and return to stage 1 to use the newly extended model.

2 Methods and Models

In this paper, we aim to use Bayesian inference for parameter estimation and uncertainty
quantification. Our objective is to infer the posterior distribution of model parameters
by considering:

p(8|z) o< p(z|0)p(8), (2.1)



where p(x|@) represents the likelihood density, i.e., the probability distribution of the
model simulation x given the model parameter values 8, and p(@) is the prior distribution,
which reflects our beliefs about the model parameters before incorporating the data. We
distinguish between the likelihood density p(x|@) and the model M(0). For complex
stochastic models, the former is often intractable, whereas the latter refers to the data
generating process (DGP), which can often be simulated in a reasonable amount of time.
The key idea of simulation-based inference is to approximate the posterior distribution
while only relying on the ability to simulate from the DGP.

When dealing with high-dimensional data, it is often necessary to use summary statis-
tics to reduce the dimensionality of the data and avoid the curse of high dimensionality
(Sisson et al., 2018). In this paper, we use & and y to refer to simulated and observed
data, respectively. We denote the summary of simulated and observed data as S(x) and
S(y), respectively, where S(-) represents the mapping from data to summaries.

In practice, limited or no information about 6@ might lead us to use a vague prior
distribution. We define a vague distribution as one with a wide range. For example, the
Uniform distribution with a wide range, which we use as the prior for parameters in both
models, is one such example. Notably, the Uniform distribution has a bounded parameter
space. In SBI, and Bayesian inference more generally, it is often useful to transform this
bounded space into an unbounded space. Here, we consider the logit transformation to
facilitate this conversion. However, for neural SBI methods, a so-called leakage issue
might occur (Greenberg et al., 2019; Durkan et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2024b), which we
describe in detail in Section 2.2.

2.1 Agent-based Models

In this paper, we discuss two agent-based models as DGPs that describe complex cellular
dynamics. The first model is an off-lattice agent-based model depicting tumour growth
(Jenner et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2024a). In this model, cell centres are represented by
points that move freely in the domain based on force-balance equations and cell edges
are defined by a Voronoi tessellation of the set of cell centres. This approach introduces
additional computational effort for cell movement, as cells can move in any direction. For
this model, we do not employ summary statistics since the in vivo tumour volume data
are single-trajectory time-series data (Wade, 2019). The second model focuses on cell in-
vasion, incorporating the cell cycle (Simpson et al., 2018; Carr et al., 2021). It assumes all
cells belong to one of three subpopulations corresponding to the cell cycle stages: G1, eS,
and S/G2/M. The in vivo data for this model are image-based, generated using fluores-
cent ubiquitination-based cell cycle indicator (FUCCI) technology (Sakaue-Sawano et al.,
2008). This necessitates the use of summary statistics to reduce data dimensionality. We
utilize the same two sets of summary statistics as Carr et al. (2021): cell density and cell
trajectory data. We present the illustration for both models in Figure 2.
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Figure 2: Illustration plots for both agent-based models: (a) and (b) depict the
shape of cells, where (a) represents the off-lattice VCBM (Wang et al., 2024a) and (b)
represents the on-lattice agent-based model (Carr et al., 2021). (al) and (b1) describe
cell proliferation in the BVCBM and the stochastic cell invasion model, respectively. (al)
illustrates (upper) a tumour cell (brown) dividing into two tumour cells, and (lower) cell
invasion where a healthy cell (blue) becomes a tumour cell. (bl) illustrates the cell cycle,
with the rate of change from one stage to another. (a2) and (b2) describe cell movement.
(a2) describes how cells move according to Hooke’s law: if two cells are far apart, they
will attract each other to reach an equilibrium state; if too close, the cells will separate.
(b2) describes how cells move in lattice space, where cells can only move to an empty
lattice site according to a movement rate. The L represents the lattice space before the
cell moves.
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2.1.1 Biphasic Voronoi Cell-based Model (BVCBM)

The BVCBM is an off-lattice agent-based model modeling the movement and proliferation
of cells in a square domain. Initially the cells are placed in a hexagonal layout (Wang
et al., 2024a). The central cell is a cancer cell, and all others are healthy. The simulation
runs until the tumour hits 100mm?. At this size, the spatial configuration of healthy and
cancerous cells is recorded and used as a base for further simulation of tumour growth.
The growth is modeled by checking if a cancer cell divides, following the formula p; =
Do (1 — ﬁ), where p, is division probability, py initial division rate, d is the Euclidean
distance of a cell to the edge of the tumour and d,., is the maximum Euclidean distance
a cell can be from the tumour edge and still proliferate. In a given time step, cancer cells
have a probability pys of being invasive, meaning they can occupy a neighbouring healthy
cells position. Cell positions, both healthy and cancerous, are updated using Hooke’s law
given by

ri(t + At) = 7;(t) + A Z l:jg;’ (55,5 (t) = |7 ()]). (2.2)

In this, r;(t + At) is the updated position of cell 7, p the cell motility coefficient, F;(t)
the force on cell 4, A a mechanical interaction coefficient, 7; ;(¢) the vector between cells
i and j, and s; ;(t) the natural spring length connecting them. Cell j is considered in the
neighbourhood of cell 7 and contributing to its movement if it is connected to that cell in
the Delaunay triangulation. Values for parameters like A and p come from earlier studies
(Meineke et al., 2001). For more detailed simulation information, refer to Jenner et al.
(2020, 2023); Wang et al. (2024a).

In this paper, we focus on the biphasic BVCBM implemented in C++, where the
tumour growth rate switches at time 7 from one phase (usually slow growth) to another
(usually fast growth). Following the approach of Wang et al. (2024a), we recognize that
Jage 15 a key parameter in both phases of growth. The model parameters we aim to es-
timate are denoted as 6 = (g;ge,T, ggge). We employ a uniform distribution constrained
between 2 and 24 x total experiment days for (g;ge, gzge), and 1 and total experiment days
for 7. To this end, we utilize three synthetic datasets generated with the same parameter
sets as used in Wang et al. (2024a). This ensures that all algorithms can accurately repli-
cate the synthetic datasets. Then we use the pancreatic tumour datasets (Jenner et al.,
2023; Wade et al., 2020) as our real-world observation data, chosen specifically for their
display of biphasic behavior.

2.1.2 Stochastic Cell Invasion Model

The stochastic cell invasion model proposed by Carr et al. (2021) is a two-dimensional
hexagonal lattice agent-based model that simulates cell proliferation and movement to
understand the mechanisms of cell invasion. This model assumes that the entire popu-
lation of cells is divided into three subpopulations, each representing a different stage in
the cell cycle: G1, early S (eS), and S/G2/M. The use of fluorescent ubiquitination-based
cell cycle indicator (FUCCI) technology allows for the visualization of these cell cycle
phases in distinct colors: red for G1, yellow for eS, and green for S/G2/M. To simulate
the transitions through the cell cycle stages, Carr et al. (2021) define specific rates: a rate
R, per hour for cells to transition from red (G1 phase) to yellow (eS phase), a rate R, per



hour for transitioning from yellow to green (S/G2/M phase), and a rate R, per hour for
cells to transition from green back to red (G1 phase). For modeling cell movement, Carr
et al. (2021) propose using a nearest neighbor random walk, simulated through a Markov
process employing the Gillespie algorithm. This approach involves defining movement
rates, M,, M,, and M,, which represent the hourly moving rates for cells in the red,
yellow, and green phases, respectively. Under this model, a cell can randomly move to
an adjacent vacant position. The time interval between each movement is characterized
by an exponential distribution, and the total measurement time for the experiment is 48
hours.

The experimental datasets derived from FUCCI technology consist of image data. This
necessitates the use of summary statistics to reduce the dimensionality of the observational
data. Carr et al. (2021) address this by counting the number of cells in each phase of
the cell cycle at 48 hours, using this count as the summary statistics for the cell cycle
transition rates. In this paper, we use the count of each cell type for the transition rates
and denote it as (sxj, sxy,sx3) for number of cells in each stage of cell cycle. In terms of
summarizing the cell movement rate, Carr et al. (2021) propose two summary statistics:
cell density and cell trajectory. The first, cell density, refers to the median position and
interquartile range of each cell type on either side of the scratched region. The second,
cell trajectory, also known as cell track, is the average distance that cells travel during
each phase of the cell cycle, either until they return to the G1 phase or the simulation
terminates.

In this paper, we implement the model proposed by Simpson et al. (2018); Carr
et al. (2021) using MATLAB, and utilize the ImageJ package in R for image analy-
sis.  We have developed a wrapper for the MATLAB code, enabling us to perform
inference tasks in Python. The model parameters we aim to estimate are denoted as
0 = (R,,R,, R,, M,, M,, M,). For all these parameters, we employ a uniform distribution
constrained between 0 and 1 for (R,, R,, R,), and 0 and 10 for (M,, M,, M,).

2.2 Simulation-based Inference

We define Simulation-Based Inference (SBI) as an inference technique that does not ex-
plicitly evaluate the likelihood function, but rather relies on the ability to simulate from
the DGP. As we mentioned in the previous section, two popular approaches for SBI are
statistical and neural SBI methods. In this paper, we focus on ABC and BSL to represent
statistical SBI methods. ABC and its variants are the most popular methods in biology
(Beaumont et al., 2002; Toni et al., 2009; Beaumont, 2010; Liepe et al., 2014; Vo et al.,
2015; Ross et al., 2017). They approximate the likelihood non-parametrically by using a
kernel, such as indicator or Gaussian kernel, to help determine if the parameter values
used to generate simulated data can be accepted. This kernel depends on a tolerance
value that is chosen by the user. BSL, on the other hand, is a parametric approach that
approximates the likelihood density by assuming the summary statistics generated from
the DGP follow a multivariate Gaussian distribution.

Generally, statistical SBI approaches such as ABC and BSL require a large number
of model simulations, since many model simulations are wasted as they are associated
with parameter proposals that are rejected. Thus for complex simulators, statistical SBI
approaches can be highly computationally intensive.

In order to work with a much smaller number of model simulations, neural SBI ap-
proaches have been developed. The key idea is to use a Conditional Neural Density



Estimator (CNDE) to learn a mapping from a simple and tractable distribution to the
target distribution. Neural SBI approaches only require the availability of the N pairs
of {6;,2;}Y, to train the CNDE for the posterior (NPE) or likelihood (NLE) density.
Such methods can also be performed sequentially, called SNPE and SNLE, by updating
the proposal distribution of the parameter values based on previous approximations. The
sequential versions can be more computationally efficient when analysing a single dataset,
particularly if there is a large discrepancy between the prior and the posterior.

Model misspecification presents a significant challenge when dealing with real-world
observational data. A DGP can be considered as misspecified if it fails to replicate the
observed data. This indicates that the likelihood density might not be correctly approx-
imated. In this paper, we focus on two robust SBI algorithms for handling real-world
observational data: robust BSL (RBSL) (Frazier and Drovandi, 2021) and robust SNLE
(RSNLE) (Kelly et al., 2024). Detailed descriptions of these algorithms and their hyper-
parameters are presented in Section A of the Supplementary document.

2.2.1 Statistical SBI: Approximate Bayesian Computation (ABC)

ABC is categorized as a statistical SBI algorithm for directly approximating the posterior
distribution. Intuitively, the ABC method compares simulated data with observed data
and accepts the parameter values if the simulated data is sufficiently close to the observed
data according to some distance metric, p(+,-). If a uniform kernel is selected, which is
a popular choice in the literature, then the parameter proposal is accepted if it produces
simulation data @ such that p(y,x) < €, where € is the user-specified ABC threshold.
ABC methods aim to approximate the posterior distribution by

p6ly) x5(0) [ Lp(y.2) < Jp(yl0)da (2.3
X

where 1 is an indicator kernel and p.(0|y) denotes the approximate posterior. When the
data dimension is high, it can be inefficient to compare y and x directly. In these cases, the
discrepancy function p(S(y), S(z)) can compare summary statistics of the observed and
simulated data. There are many algorithms for sampling the ABC posterior. The most
fundamental algorithm is ABC rejection (Beaumont et al., 2002, 2009), which generates
parameter proposals from the prior. This can be inefficient when the prior and posterior
differ substantially. A more efficient approach, called Sequential Monte Carlo (SMC) ABC
(e.g. Toni et al. (2009); Drovandi and Pettitt (2011)), defines a sequence of decreasing
ABC thresholds, and updates the parameter proposal at each iteration. See Sisson et al.
(2018) for detailed descriptions of ABC algorithms.

We selected the adaptive SMC ABC algorithm proposed by Drovandi and Pettitt
(2011) because it has been used to calibrate both models demonstrated in this paper,
providing reasonable estimations with real-world observational datasets (Wang et al.,
2024a; Carr et al., 2021). We briefly describe the adaptive SMC ABC algorithm that we
use in this paper and provide a detailed description, along with pseudocode, in Section
A1 of the Supplementary document.

The adaptive SMC ABC algorithm generates N samples from a sequence of ABC
posteriors, utilizing a series of decreasing ABC thresholds, denoted as ¢; > --- > e,
where e = ¢ is the target ABC threshold. In each iteration of the algorithm, the se-
quence of tolerances is adaptively determined. This is done by discarding a proportion,
a - N, of the samples that exhibit the highest discrepancy, where a is a tuning parame-
ter. Subsequently, the sample population is rejuvenated through a process of resampling
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followed by a move step. During the move step, an MCMC ABC kernel is used to di-
versify particles and simultaneously maintain the distribution of particles consistent with
the current tolerance level. The number of MCMC steps, R;, applied to each particle is
adaptively determined based on the overall MCMC acceptance rate. This is calculated as

R, = {%—‘, where c is a tuning parameter and p?® is the estimated MCMC accep-
t
tance probability at the tth SMC iteration. The algorithm terminates when the MCMC

acceptance rate becomes intolerably low or when ¢; = €.

2.2.2 Statistical SBI: Bayesian Synthetic Likelihood (BSL)

BSL (Price et al., 2018; Frazier et al., 2023) is an alternative statistical SBI algorithm
that approximates the likelihood density parametrically. It assumes that the likelihood
density follows a multivariate Gaussian distribution, and it samples from the approximate
posterior by implementing a sampling algorithm such as MCMC. BSL employs summary
statistics when dealing with high-dimensional data y. This results in the likelihood density
being approximated by the summary statistics likelihood as p(S(y)|@), which is assumed
to follow a multivariate Gaussian distribution:

p(S5(y)|6) = N (S(y); 1(0), 3(8)). (2:4)

The auxiliary parameters p(0) and 3(0) are typically unknown and need to be estimated
using simulated data. Specifically, we use m simulated datasets of summary statistics
generated from the DGP conditional on 6, {S(x;)},-,, to estimate these parameters by
the following equations:

0) = — > S, (25)
506) = 1 > (S(w) — 1u(0))(S(w) — u(6))" (2.6

i=1

Subsequently, MCMC can be used to sample from the approximate posterior distribution,
which is given by: X
p(6|S(y)) o< p(O)N(S(y); (), 3(0)). (2.7)

It is clear that the choice of the number m is crucial in BSL methodology, as it influences
the mixing of the MCMC chain. According to empirical evidence presented in Price et al.
(2018), the most efficient results occur when m is tuned such that the standard deviation
of the log synthetic likelihood estimator (estimated at some central parameter value) is
between 1 and 2.

In this paper, we use standard BSL during the pre-analysis step to achieve two ob-
jectives: firstly, to understand how BSL performs on synthetic datasets, and secondly, to
select a suitable value for m. It is also important to note that the covariance matrix of
the random walk proposal for the MCMC implementation of BSL requires tuning. This
can be tuned based on several pilot runs of MCMC. The output from SMC ABC could
be used to help form the initial random walk covariance matrix.
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2.2.3 Neural SBI: Neural Posterior Estimation (NPE)

NPE utilizes state-of-the-art deep generative models to learn a sequence of transformations
that aim to transport a simple distribution to the posterior distribution, classifying NPE
as a neural SBI algorithm (Papamakarios et al., 2021). Unlike ABC methods, which
can require a vast number of simulated datasets, NPE employs a fixed number n of
parameter values and its associated simulated data, forming a training dataset {6;, x;};_;.
This dataset is used to train a neural conditional density estimator (NCDE), qp() (6|x).
The aim is to learn the mapping from p(z|x) to p(@|x). Here, F represent a neural
network with hyperparameter 1, and z ~ p(z|x) signifies a simple and tractable density,
such as a multivariate Gaussian distribution. To simulate the posterior distribution,
observational data y is inputted into the trained neural conditional density estimator,
leading to 6; ~ gy (0]y) where @ is the learned hyperparameter and j = 1,..., M
where M is the desired number of samples from the approximated posterior.

The NPE method may not perform well if many of the training datasets are not close
to the observed dataset, which can occur when using a vague prior distribution and when
the parameter dimension is increased. Sequential NPE (SNPE) has been developed to
improve estimation accuracy for a given observed dataset. This approach involves using
the NPE approximation from the current round as the proposal distribution p(@) for the
next round. However, when training ¢ with parameter values drawn from p(0) (i.e. the
proposal distribution which is not necessarily the prior), the samples generated from the
NCDE do not converge to the true posterior distribution. Instead, it approaches the
distribution defined by:

p(0)
p(0)
Various SNPE methods have been suggested such as Papamakarios and Murray (2016);
Lueckmann et al. (2017); Greenberg et al. (2019). In this paper, we use the SNPE
method proposed in Greenberg et al. (2019), which, according to Lueckmann et al. (2021),
significantly outperforms other methods.

Generally, both NPE and SNPE operate under the assumption that the model M (9)
can accurately replicate observational data. However, this assumption may not always
be valid, particularly when dealing with real-world data. Recent research has begun to
explore methods for handling model misspecification in NPE techniques (Ward et al.,
2022; Gloeckler et al., 2023). Despite these efforts, it remains unclear how to address this
issue both efficiently and reliably.

Another challenge faced by SNPE is the “leakage” issue, which we elaborate on here.
The leakage problem can occur when there is no regularization in the loss function acting
on the NCDE to constrain the density within the prior support, or when the NCDEs
ignore some extreme or invalid data to stabilize the training, leading to unexplored areas
of the parameter space. Durkan et al. (2020); Deistler et al. (2022a); Wang et al. (2024b)
identify this problem in SNPE-C (Greenberg et al., 2019) and have proposed methods
such as using transformations to map parameters from bounded space to unbounded
space or employing a preconditioning step to improve the quality of the training dataset.
To address this issue, we have applied the truncated SNPE (TSNPE) method as proposed
by Deistler et al. (2022a).

In this paper, we use normalizing flows as the NCDE and we briefly introduce the
details of how to train the normalizing flows in Section B 1.3 and B 1.4 of the Supplemen-
tary document. We use neural spline flow (NSF) (Durkan et al., 2019) as our flow model.

p(0ly) x p(0ly) (2.8)
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2.2.4 Neural SBI: Neural Likelihood Estimation (NLE)

NLE is similar to BSL, but it learns the likelihood density using NCDE, as discussed in
Papamakarios et al. (2019), and is a neural SBI algorithm. This approach renders NLE
more flexible than BSL by not making any parametric assumptions about the form of
the likelihood density. NLE trains the NCDE model on pairs from a training dataset
{6;,x;};_,. This training is aimed at approximating the likelihood density g (g)(0|x),
where G(¢) in NLE is distinct from F'(1) used in NPE. Subsequently, sampling algorithms
like MCMC can be employed to draw samples from the approximate posterior distribution
by using A ¢)(0|y) as the likelihood density, where éﬁ is the learned hyperparameter. In
a manner similar to SNPE, Sequential NLE (SNLE) can enhance estimation accuracy for
a given observed dataset. As in SNPE, a new training dataset are generated from the
current NLE approximation, and then the NCDE can be re-trained using all the model
simulations produced thus far. This process is repeated for a given number of rounds.

2.3 Model Misspecification

In practice, it is generally infeasible to develop a model that can perfectly recover real
datasets. Since our focus is on fitting real data with models, model misspecification will
always exist, potentially resulting in the model being unable to recover such datasets.
Marin et al. (2014); Frazier et al. (2020b) use the term compatible to describe when there
exists a parameter value of the model that can recover observed summary statistics as
the sample size diverges. When the model is unable to recover the observed summaries,
the model is said to be incompatible, and represents a particular form of model misspec-
ification.

We follow the definition of the model misspecification problem from Frazier et al.
(2020b) and apply it in the context of systems biology. Since it is implausible to develop
a model that can perfectly recover real datasets, we define a model as well-specified or
compatible if the real datasets lie reasonably within the predictive interval of the posterior
predictive distribution, and as misspecified or incompatible if they do not. We also want
to clarify the distinction between an algorithm performing poorly in inference and a
model being unable to recover the observational datasets. The former indicates that
the algorithm is unsuitable for the specified task, while the latter refers to the model
misspecification problem that is the focus of this paper.

Frazier et al. (2020b) has shown that ABC and its variants are partly robust to model
misspecification, in the sense that the ABC posterior concentrates onto the pseudo-true
parameter value as the sample size increases. Here the pseudo-true parameter is defined
as the parameter value that minimises the discrepancy between the model summary and
the observed summary, as the sample size diverges. Therefore, we treat the adaptive SMC
ABC algorithm used in this paper as a robust algorithm for handling model misspecifica-
tion problems.

Under incompatibility, DGPs might not be able to recover the observation datasets
accurately. Methods like BSL or SNLE might lead to poor approximations. Consequently,
many approaches have been developed to improve the robustness of BSL or SNLE. For an
introduction to some popular approaches, see Nott et al. (2023). In this paper, we focus
on adjustment methods that have been widely used to enhance robustness in both BSL
(Frazier et al., 2020a, 2024; Frazier and Drovandi, 2021; Frazier et al., 2023) and SNLE
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(Kelly et al., 2024). This approach suggests using a vector of free parameters to adjust
either the mean of the simulated summaries or the variance of the simulated summaries
to mitigate the effects of model misspecification. Specifically, in the robust BSL (RBSL)
context, the adjustment method introduces a free parameter vector, I' = [y1,...,74],
where d is the dimension of the summary statistic vector, to adjust the sample mean or
sample variance of the summary statistics.

For the mean adjustment method, the simulated means of the summary statistics
become:

6u(€) = 1n(8) + diag(S3 ()T (2.9)

The parameters € and I" are considered independent with a new prior p(§) = p(@)p(I'),
where Frazier and Drovandi (2021) recommend a Laplace prior for I'. Kelly et al. (2024)
use a similar idea as the mean adjustment method to adjust the surrogate likelihood in
SNLE, gy(4,)(S(y) —T') to learn the joint posterior,

(8, T'15(y)) < dy(w.0)(S(y) — L)p(O)p(T). (2.10)

Kelly et al. (2024) propose to use a data-driven prior for p(I'), which has following form:

p(7v;) = Laplace(0, A = |75 (y)|) = %exp (—ll):’) , (2.11)
where S(y) is the i-th standardised observed summary.

For the variance adjustment method, the introduced vector I' = [y1,...,74] is used
to inflate the variance of the simulated summary statistics. When the values for m and
n are large enough, if the simulated and observed summaries differ by more than a few
standard deviations, the summaries can be considered misspecified. The inflated variance
has the form:

0 >Yn(0 2 0
Val€) = Sn(6) + Oz C ] (2.12)
0 3,(0)aavi

where a Laplace prior can again be used for I'.

2.4 Guidelines

In this section, we detail the proposed guidelines as three main stages so that the readers
can easily follow and find the potential solution to improve the inference performance.
As shown in Figure 1, the three stages are (1) pre-analysis stage, (2) SBI stage and (3)
uncertainty analysis stage.

2.4.1 Stage 1: pre-analysis stage

The first stage is the pre-analysis stage. In this stage, the initial step is to estimate
the computational cost. Typically, agent-based models demand more computational time
than continuous models when describing the same phenomena. For some cases the simu-
lation time can depend greatly on where the parameter value lies in the parameter space.
That is, different regions of the parameter space can result in vastly different simulation
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times, for example parameter values that lead to large numbers of cells. Thus, the pre-
analysis step is crucial because it provides a rough indication of whether the statistical
SBI is computationally feasible or prohibitive. We propose the first guideline below:

1. Know the computational cost for simulation.
If the model describes complex phenomenon, it is a good idea to repeatedly generate
parameter samples from the prior distribution and simulate datasets from the model
to determine if it is computationally expensive.

If the computational cost for the model to simulate datasets is reasonable, then we can
calibrate the model with synthetic datasets to investigate parameter identifiability and
sensitivity. However, it is necessary to inform the reader that directly applying a certain
SBI algorithm might not work well, which means we need to perform some diagnostic
tests to check if the candidate algorithm is suitable for the task. For example, BSL can
use the marginal distribution of model summaries to check the normality assumption
by repeatedly simulating datasets from a fixed set of parameter values. When we treat
synthetic datasets as real datasets, the true parameter values are known, allowing us
to easily check if the model parameters are identifiable. If the posterior distribution of
a parameter overlaps with the prior distribution, then we can say the dataset may not
be informative for this parameter. If a parameter is sensitive, a small perturbation in
its value will generate very different simulated datasets, meaning a highly concentrated
posterior distribution indicates sensitivity. Therefore, we propose the final guideline for
the pre-analysis stage as follows:

2. Perform inference on synthetic datasets.
The approximate posterior distributions on synthetic datasets can be a good indi-
cator to select candidate algorithms.

2.4.2 Stage 2: SBI stage

Checking for potential model misspecification is also important. As discussed in the
previous section, model misspecification is inevitable, and we can only aim to reduce its
effects. Ideally, we hope that the model can recover important features of the observed
data, leading to model compatibility. However, if the model is incompatible, we still
want to extract some information about the parameters during inference. For example, if
tumour growth is exponential, a quadratic model may be incompatible. Prior predictive
checks are a widely used tools to empirically determine if the model is capable of recovering
the observed dataset. A recently developed test for detecting model misspecification,
proposed by Ramirez-Hassan and Frazier (2024), provides a more rigorous approach to
identifying misspecification. This leads to the next guideline:

3. Check model suitability.
It is important to check if a model has the ability to recover the real-world dataset.

The inference results on synthetic dataset are a good indicator of how well the in-
ference will perform on real datasets, leading to the second stage: the SBI stage. In
this stage, we need to carefully choose from a set of candidate algorithms to ensure that
computational resources are not wasted. If the computational time to simulate a single
dataset is long—say, it takes 10 minutes—then statistical SBI algorithms might not be
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suitable, as they would require a significant amount of time due to the need for millions
of simulations. On the other hand, if the dataset contains a lot of noise, the prior dis-
tributions are vague, or the model itself is highly nonlinear, neural SBI algorithms might
provide inaccurate estimates. Hence, we propose the next guideline as:

4. Understand how to choose suitable SBI algorithms.
Choose a suitable SBI algorithm based on inference results on synthetic dataset and
the advantages and disadvantages for candidate SBI algorithms.

2.4.3 Stage 3: uncertainty analysis stage

The two stages outlined above can provide reliable inference results, which leads to the
next stage of performing uncertainty analysis and extending the model based on these
results. The first step at this stage is to conduct a posterior predictive check. This is
the most important step because it first assesses how well the model recovers the actual
observations and, second, ensures that the posterior distributions are not estimated to be
overconfident. In practice, most models have two or more parameters, making it necessary
to plot the marginal posterior distributions for each parameter. Additionally, bivariate
plots of the posterior distributions can help in understanding the correlation between
parameters. Depending on the specified task, further analysis of the inference results can
be performed. Therefore, we propose the following guidelines:

5. Understand the inference results on real-world datasets.
Understanding the univariate and bivariate posterior distribution of model parame-
ters and the corresponding posterior predictive distribution can provide a clear path
to further improving the model in more realistic settings.

The inference results often provide suggestions related to model misspecification. The
posterior predictive distribution is an empirical approach to visualize how close the sim-
ulated datasets generated based on posterior samples are to the actual observations. An
indication that a model and corresponding inference algorithm performs well is that the
posterior predictive distribution would cover most of the observations. For example, for a
nominal 95% posterior predictive interval (formed by the 2.5% and 97.5% quantiles of the
posterior predictions) would contain roughly 95% of the data. However, it is possible that
the inference algorithm performs poorly or fails to work, see Section 3.2 for an example.
If most of the actual observations lie outside the posterior predictive distribution, then
the model is incompatible. Therefore, the following guideline can be used to investigate
the effects of model misspecification:

6. Model misspecification?
It is always a good idea to check whether the actual observations lie within the
posterior predictive distribution. Ideally, for example, we hope the 95% posterior
predictive interval can contain roughly 95% of the data.

We should highlight that understanding the inference results is not the endpoint of the
calibration process. The key to performing calibration correctly is to improve the model
so that it can describe the target phenomenon better or more realistically. Since we focus
on biological models in this paper, we should collaborate with biologists to understand
how to improve the model for a more accurate description of the phenomenon.
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7. Work with biologists to improve the model.
It is important to work with biologists (or, more generally, domain experts) to gain
a better understanding of biological processes and to improve the model in light of
the inference results.

3 Results

In this section, we use SBI algorithms to perform inference tasks on two agent-based
models by using real-world observations. We outline the workflow for conducting these
inference tasks through a series of steps: initially, we undertake a pre-analysis step, cor-
responding to part (a) in Figure 1. The primary objective at this stage is to evaluate
whether the SBI algorithms can accurately replicate synthetic datasets generated from
the model. If the SBI algorithms are unable to replicate these synthetic datasets, it is
likely to encounter difficulties with real-world datasets, indicating that it may not be the
most suitable choice for our purposes. The pre-analysis step is crucial for selecting the
appropriate algorithm and provides a detailed guideline for its implementation during the
inference process.

We present and compare the results of the prior predictive check and other findings
from the pre-analysis step. The goal is to highlight the differences in the approximate
posterior distributions provided by each candidate SBI algorithm and to establish a quan-
tifiable method for selecting the most appropriate algorithm. Based on the results of the
pre-analysis, we select the most suitable SBI algorithms from the following options: SMC
ABC, RBSL, SNPE, and RSNLE. We employ a robust version of the likelihood approxi-
mation method when it is identified as the most appropriate algorithm.

For both examples, we select candidate SBI algorithms based on the trade-off between
computational cost (measured by the total number of simulations used by an SBI algo-
rithm) and estimation accuracy. If an SBI algorithm requires a significantly larger number
of simulations compared with others, it will not be considered, even if it provides the most
accurate estimation. We then show the posterior predictive distribution provided by the
most suitable candidate SBI algorithms on real-world observations, which we select based
on the pre-analysis step.

3.1 Implementation

The implementation details for each of the algorithms is as follows: For SMC ABC, we
used N = 1000 samples, set the tuning parameters to a = 0.5 and ¢ = 0.01, and stop
the algorithm when the MCMC acceptance rate of the move step drops below 1%. For
BSL, we set the total number of MCMC iterations to N = 10000 and chose the values
for m based on the estimated standard deviation of the log synthetic likelihood. Price
et al. (2018) suggests that these values should be between 1 and 2, and we followed
this recommendation. For BVCBM, we used m = 300 for the synthetic datasets, and
m = 150, 250, 300 for pancreatic tumour growth datasets with 19, 26, and 32 measurement
days, respectively. For the stochastic cell invasion model, we used m = 200 and 300 for
cell trajectories and cell density as summary statistics. For both SNPE and SNLE, we
ran 10 rounds, with each round simulating 10,000 datasets for training. We used SNPE
for synthetic datasets in both examples but opted for TSNPE for BVCBM in pancreatic
tumour growth datasets to avoid leakage issues.
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In the implementation of neural SBI, we utilized the SBI package (Tejero-Cantero
et al., 2020) for NPE, SNPE, and TSNPE. For NLE, SNLE, and RSNLE, the JAX pack-
age (Frostig et al., 2018) was employed to expedite the MCMC step, given the slower
performance of the SNLE implementation within the SBI package. Neural SBI was fa-
cilitated through the use of normalizing flows, which were trained utilizing the Adam
optimizer. The training settings included a learning rate of 5 x 10* and a batch size
of 256. Details of the implementation is provided in Section C1 of the Supplementary
document.

We outline the pre-analysis steps and show the corresponding results for each example.
In this stage, we use synthetic datasets because the true model parameter values are
available, making it possible to quantify the uncertainty of each parameter analytically.
For each of the agent-based models we used for demonstration, we use multiple ground
truth model parameter values to build synthetic datasets from the DGPs. In Section B2
of the Supplementary document , we list all the ground truth parameter values we used
to generate the synthetic datasets for BVCBM.

3.2 Example 1: Biphasic Voronoi Cell-based Model
3.2.1 Stage 1: pre-analysis stage

The computational cost for inference needs to be considered before implementation. As
the first step in performing pre-analysis, it is essential to estimate the average computa-
tional time for single simulation dataset from DGPs and check if the model is capable of
recovering the actual observations through prior predictive check. We generate N = 1000
samples from the prior distribution and simulate its associated simulated data from the
model to obtain the prior predictive distribution. In Figure 3a, we show the histogram
of computational costs of 1000 simulated datasets for BVCBM. We report a computa-
tional cost range of 0.19 to 319.50 seconds per simulation for BVCBM depending on the
length of tumour growth time series datasets. It is evident that increases in the length of
time-series datasets will lead to longer simulation time.
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Figure 3: Pre-analysis steps for BVCBM example: (a) The histogram of compu-
tational time for BVCBM based on 1000 simulated datasets from the prior predictive
distribution with measurement length 19, 26 and 32 days. (b) Prior predictive check for
three real pancreatic tumour growth datasets with measurement length 19, 26 and 32
days, which are inside the (10% — 90%) predictive intervals.

The prior predictive checks in Figure 3b confirm that the model may be capable of
recovering the actual observations, which led us to apply the four candidate SBI algorithms
to perform the inference task with synthetic datasets to check parameters identifibility
and parameters sensitivity, as proposed in guideline 3.

Figure 4 shows the approximated marginal posterior distributions for three key model
parameters, g, 7 and g2, from each SBI algorithm on a synthetic dataset. The full
results for all synthetic datasets we used are presented in Section C1 of the Supplementary
document. It is evident that most algorithms perform well for BVCBM.

1
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Figure 4: Univariate posterior estimates of the BVCBM parameters for a syn-
thetic dataset: The plots represent the estimated posterior distributions of parameters
g;ge, T and ggge across different methods. The violet lines show the SMC ABC’s approx-
imate posterior distributions, the purple lines show the approximations by SNPE and
the orange lines show the approximations by SNLE. The black vertical lines are the true
parameter values used to generate this synthetic dataset.
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For BSL, we find the algorithm fail to work. To investigate whether the normality
assumption of BSL may be reasonable for this example, we generate 100,000 simulations
from the model at a parameter value favourable for dataset 1 and 3 (taken from Wang
et al. (2024a) and listed in Section B2 of the Supplementary document). The marginal
distributions for some of the summaries as shown in Figure 5 and for all the summaries in
Section B2 of the Supplementary document. It can be seen that the model summaries are
highly non-normal for dataset 3 (Figure 5b), with several of the summaries showing strong
multimodality. For dataset 1, a few of the model summaries show strong multimodality
(Figure 5a). For this reason, BSL cannot be expected to perform well in this example, so
we do not consider it. There are various extensions of BSL that aim to relax the normality
assumption (Fasiolo et al., 2018; An et al., 2020) that could be explored for this example,
but that is not within the scope of this present paper.
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Figure 5: Marginal distribution for some of the model summaries of two
datasets generated from BVCBM: (a) three marginal distributions of model sum-

maries in dataset 1, and, (b) three marginal distributions of model summaries in dataset
3.

In Figure 6, we present the posterior predictive distribution for the synthetic dataset y
based on all three SBI algorithms. It is evident that SMC ABC and SNL perform better
than SNPE for all synthetic datasets (SNPE perform poorly in Figure S 11 in Section C
1.1 of the Supplementary document). Although the observation dataset lies within the
(25%, 75%) predictive interval for SNPE for synthetic dataset 1 and 2, it fails to work for
synthetic dataset 3.
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Figure 6: The posterior predictive plots for three SBI algorithms on synthetic
dataset y: (a)-(c) refers to SMC ABC, SNPE and SNLE results on synthetic dataset
with 32 measurement days and parameters values (gige, 7, 92g.) = (300, 16,100).

3.2.2 Stage 2: SBI stage

We recorded the computational cost for each algorithm on synthetic dataset for BVCBM.
All neural SBI algorithms (SNPE and SNLE) used 100k total simulations. SMC ABC re-
quired around 500k to 700k total simulations for the three synthetic datasets in BVCBM.
Considering both the posterior predictive distribution and computational cost, we chose
SMC ABC and SNL as the candidate SBI algorithms for BVCBM with real-world pan-
creatic tumour growth datasets.

For the BVCBM with pancreatic tumour growth datasets, the robust versions of these
algorithms should be implemented to reduce the effect of model misspecification. Based
on Frazier et al. (2020b), ABC and its variants are robust, so we use them directly. For
SNL, we implement the robust version (RSNL), where the adjustment method is used
for correcting any potential misspecification. The inference results can be obtained by
running the candidate SBI algorithms on real datasets.

3.2.3 Stage 3: uncertainty analysis stage

For BVCBM, the real-world pancreatic tumour growth datasets contain noise, meaning
the growth data do not always increase consistently. Although cell proliferation and
movement are described by stochastic processes, the model only considers exponential
growth, which can lead to potential model misspecification. In Figure 7(a)-(c), SMC
ABC performs reasonably well for the first two pancreatic datasets but slightly worse on
the third one, as the third dataset does not exhibit strong biphasic growth. As suggested
by Guideline 6, the results of SMC ABC indicate that the BVCBM is compatible with
all three pancreatic tumour growth datasets.
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Figure 7: The posterior predictive plots for candidate SBI algorithms on the
pancreatic tumour datasets: (a)-(c) refers to SMC ABC results on pancreatic tumour
datasets with 19, 26 and 32 days, respectively. (e)-(f) refers to RSNL results on pancreatic
tumour datasets with 19, 26 and 32 days, respectively.

We note that neural SBI methods may not perform well under model misspecifica-
tion, particularly when the observed dataset displays features that are different to the
simulated datasets used to train the NCDE. The real tumour growth datasets exhibit
substantially more noise than what is generated from the BVCBM. As can be seen from
Figures 7(e) and 7(f), even the robust version of SNLE (i.e. the version that includes
adjustment parameters that aim to soak up the misspecification) fails to produce accu-
rate predictions. The first pancreatic tumour growth dataset in 7(e) is smoother than the
other two datasets, allowing RSNL to provide a better fit.

We highlight the drawbacks of the SNPE method and explain why we did not choose it
for inference tasks on real datasets, even though SNPE performs well on synthetic datasets.
NPE is an amortized method that fully depends on neural networks and performs sampling
based on trained feedforward networks. In such cases, it is sensitive to the values of the
random seed and often requires averaging the results based on multiple random seed
values, which significantly increases computational resource requirements. Additionally,
neural networks tend to struggle when the training datasets are highly noisy, which might
cause SNPE to fail in learning. For more details on the limitations of SNPE, we refer to
Wang et al. (2024b).

3.3 Example 2: Stochastic Cell Invasion Model
3.3.1 Stage 1: pre-analysis stage

We use the same configuration for implementation as in Example 3.2, but with the sum-
mary statistics of the real datasets. Following Guideline 1, we first investigate the
computational cost. In Figure 8, we present the histogram of computational costs for
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1000 simulated datasets using the stochastic cell invasion model. We report a computa-
tional cost ranging from 1.40 to 129.22 seconds per simulation when using cell trajectory
as summary statistics, and from 0.94 to 168.91 seconds per simulation when using cell
density as summary statistics for cell movement. The summary statistics for cell prolif-
eration are the counts of cells in each cell cycle stage. For convenience, we refer to the
summary statistics vector that combines the summaries of cell proliferation and cell move-
ment using cell trajectories as cell trajectory. Similarly, we refer to the summary vector
that combines the summaries of cell proliferation and cell movement using cell densities
as cell density.

(a) Cell Trajectory (b) Cell Density
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Figure 8: Computational time analysis for stochastic cell invasion model. (a) The
histogram of computational time of 1000 simulated summary statistics of cell trajectories;
(b) The histogram of computational time of 1000 simulated summary statistics of cell
density.

Next, we perform prior predictive checks for both cell trajectory and cell density of
the real datasets, as this can provide an initial indication of model misspecification, as
stated in Guideline 2. In Figure 9, the observed values of the summary statistics for
cell trajectories (represented by black vertical lines) mostly lie within the 2.5%-97.5%
predictive interval (Figure 9a), as do the summary statistics for cell density (Figure 9b).

We then run four candidate SBI algorithms on synthetic datasets. The three param-
eters sets used to generate the synthetic datasets are

6 = {(0.04,0.17,0.08,4, 4,4), (0.25,0.15,0.22, 4,4, 4),
(0.12,0.07,0.03, 4,4, 4)},

which are the same as suggested in Carr et al. (2021). Figures 10 shows the estimated
marginal posterior distributions from each SBI algorithm on the synthetic dataset with
true values 6 = (0.04,0.17,0.08,4,4,4) for both cell trajectory (Figure 10a) and cell
density (Figure 10b). The full results for all synthetic datasets we used are presented in
Section C 2.1 of the Supplementary document.
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Figure 9: Prior predictive check for stochastic cell invasion model. The summary
statistics of (a) cell trajectories, and (b) cell density for the real datasets. The blue areas

represent the (25%

—75%) predictive interval and grey areas represent the (2.5% —

predictive interval. The black vertical lines are the true values.
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Figure 10: Univariate posterior estimates of the stochastic cell invasion model’s
parameters for synthetic dataset 1 with (a) cell trajectories and (b) cell density
as summary statistics for cell movement: The plots represent the estimated posterior
distributions of parameters (R,, Ry, Ry, M,, M, M,) across different methods. The violet
solid lines show the SMC ABC’s approximate posterior distributions, the green solid lines
show those from the BSL method, the purple solid lines show the approximations by
SNPE and the orange solid lines show the approximations by SNLE. The black vertical
lines are the true parameter values used to generate this synthetic dataset.

For both cell trajectory and cell density, SMC ABC, SNPE, and SNLE show similar
performance across all parameters. All three SBI algorithms suggest that (M, M, M,) for
cell density is non-identifiable. With a significantly larger number of model simulations,
BSL outperforms the other SBI algorithms on the parameters (R,, R,, R,) for both cell
trajectory and cell density. Note that there may appear to be some bias in the parameter
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estimates as the posterior modes do not correspond exactly to the true parameter values.
However, when dealing with small sample sizes, due to natural variation, the optimal
parameter values for a given dataset will not equal the true parameter values. However, we
would expect the 95% credible interval (CI) of the posterior to contain the true parameter
value around 95% of the time. As we see from the plots, the true parameter values are
contained within the 95% CI. For cell density, BSL places a large mass of probability for
(M,, M,) on the boundary of the prior distribution. Following Guideline 3, we should
use posterior predictive checks to verify if the estimated posteriors are reasonable and not
overconfident.
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Figure 11: Posterior predictive distribution for the stochastic cell invasion
model of summary statistics of synthetic datasets: dataset with (a) cell trajecto-
ries and (b) cell density as summary statistics for cell movement across different methods.
The violet solid lines show the SMC ABC’s posterior predictive distributions, the green
solid lines show those from the BSL method, the purple solid lines show the posterior
predictive distribution by SNPE and the orange solid lines show those from SNLE. The
black vertical lines are the summary statistics values for the synthetic dataset.

We present the posterior predictive distribution in Figure 11. It is evident that BSL
outperforms other SBI algorithms on cell trajectory (Figure 11a, green line). This indi-
cates that obtaining estimation is acceptable since the summary statistics might not be
sufficient for the parameters (M,, M,, M,). We also find that BSL outperforms others on
cell density (Figure 11b, green line) for (sxy, sxs, sx3), which are the counts for cells in
each cell cycle stage. These results verify that the estimated marginal posteriors for BSL
are not overconfident.
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3.3.2 Stage 2: SBI stage

We recorded the computational cost for each algorithm on each synthetic dataset for both
examples. All neural SBI algorithms (SNPE and SNLE) used 100k total simulations. SMC
ABC required around 200k to 400k total simulations for the four synthetic datasets. BSL
required 2 million and 3 million total simulations for cell trajectories and cell density,
respectively. Additionally, we ran BSL with a 400k simulation budget (including the
burn-in period) to check if BSL could still outperform the others. For cell trajectory,
BSL performs similarly to SMC ABC under this computational budget, while for cell
density, the burn-in period requires 450k simulations, making it difficult to compare the
performance with others. If the computational time is more affordable, BSL might be
a good choice, but that is not the case in this example. Considering both the posterior
predictive distribution and computational cost, we chose SMC ABC, SNPE, and SNLE
for the inference task on real datasets.

3.3.3 Stage 3: uncertainty analysis stage

We ran the selected candidate SBI algorithms on the real datasets for cell trajectory and
cell density. As proposed in Guideline 5, the posterior predictive check is one of the few
reliable tools to assess whether the model can adequately recover the real datasets. We
present the posterior predictive distribution for both cell trajectory and cell density in
Figure 12, and the estimated marginal posterior in Section C 2.2 of the Supplementary
document. In Figure 12a, it is evident that SMC ABC outperforms on (sxy, sz, sx3),
indicating that SMC ABC better captures cell proliferation. However, the neural SBI
algorithms perform relatively poorly, especially for SNPE, it failed to recover sxs3. For
cell density (Figure 12b), there is no significant difference between the posterior predictive
distributions among all three algorithms, providing evidence that all three SBI algorithms
are suitable.

As proposed in Guideline 6, we need to check for model misspecification based on the
posterior predictive check. We present the predictive interval plots for both cell trajectory
and cell density in Section C 2.2 of the Supplementary document for a more detailed
description. In Figure 12, we can conclude that most of the real datasets lie within the
high-density regions, indicating that the model is compatible. However, we noticed that
the parameters (M,, M,, M,) are non-identifiable for cell density, which suggests potential
improvements to the experimental design so that it is possible to provide more information
for the cell movement, as recommended by Guideline 7.
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Figure 12: Posterior predictive distribution for the stochastic cell invasion
model of summary statistics of real datasets: dataset with (a) cell trajectories
and (b) cell density as summary statistics for cell movement across different methods.
The violet solid lines show the SMC ABC’s posterior predictive distributions, the purple
solid lines show the posterior predictive distribution by SNPE and the orange solid lines
show those from SNLE. The black vertical lines are the true summary statistics values.

4 Discussion

In this study, we present a guideline with a set of stages to follow to determine which SBI
algorithms are useful for a given computational model. We apply our guidelines to two
agent-based models: the BVCBM and the cell invasion model. When we applied neural
SBI algorithms to both examples, we found those can be more computational efficient
than statistical SBI if the model is compatible. For the cell invasion model, summary
statistics were used to mitigate the impact of highly noisy datasets, allowing the neural
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SBI methods to better balance the trade-off between computational cost and estimation
accuracy. The neural networks perform strongly on datasets that are in-distribution
(synthetic datasets), but can have difficulty generalising to actual observations that are
out-of-distribution. In the BVCBM example, we confirmed that if the datasets are highly
noisy, even robust neural SBI methods can fail to perform accurate inference.

Although neural SBI methods are more efficient than statistical SBI methods, the
latter may still be preferred when real datasets are used. ABC methods, based on the
comparison of data trajectories, find parameter sets that can generate data similar to real
datasets if the model is compatible. As pointed out by Frazier et al. (2020b), the ABC
method can converge to pseudo-true parameter values when the model is misspecified.
BSL, if the multivariate Gaussian assumption holds, can provide highly accurate estima-
tions. Secondly, statistical SBI methods are easier to analyse and understand compared
to ‘black-box’ neural SBI methods. Neural networks are sensitive to input data, which can
lead to difficulties in interpretation. To make neural SBI methods work, it is necessary to
apply many numerical techniques. However, if neural networks are successfully trained,
such methods can often be more efficient than statistical SBI methods.

In this paper, we provide a comprehensive guideline for applying SBI methods to real
datasets, which leads to unavoidable effects from model misspecification. As proposed in
the guideline, the prior predictive check is a useful tool for providing initial insights into
model misspecification. In this step, we only require a fixed number of model simulations
(1k simulation for our demonstration). However, as discussed above, robust neural SBI
algorithms might not perform well, and this can be due to factors other than model
misspecification.

At the pre-analysis stage, neural SBI algorithms outperform statistical SBI algorithms
not only in computational efficiency but also in estimation accuracy on synthetic datasets.
There has been extensive investigation into the superior performance of neural SBI algo-
rithms in well-specified settings, where the ‘true’ datasets are generated from the DGP.
It is not surprising to see neural SBI algorithms being the better candidates at this stage.
However, as studied in Cannon et al. (2022), neural SBI algorithms can be significantly
affected by misspecification. Even when the model is compatible, neural SBI algorithms
can still fail. For example, in the BVCBM case, SMC ABC produced posterior predictive
distributions that covered most of the real pancreatic tumour growth datasets, indicating
model compatibility. However, since the actual observations contain substantially more
noise than the simulated datasets used to train the NCDE, even RSNL failed because the
neural network fails to produce accurate inference on the out-of-distribution data.

For demonstration purposes, we focus on two SBI methods that are easy to imple-
ment and popular in the field of computational inference. The SMC ABC methods used
in this paper can be replaced by more advanced methods, such as those proposed by
Hammer et al. (2024); Warne et al. (2022); Simola et al. (2021); Raynal et al. (2019). It
is also possible to use full datasets instead of summary statistics by employing different
distance metrics (Drovandi and Frazier, 2022), such as Wasserstein ABC (Bernton et al.,
2019) and K2-ABC (Park et al., 2016). For BSL, a semi-parametric approach (An et al.,
2020; Priddle and Drovandi, 2023) has been introduced to relax the restrictive normality
assumption, and many approaches have been developed to accelerate the BSL method
(An et al., 2019; Priddle et al., 2022). There is also a rich body of research on model
misspecification in statistical SBI methods, such as Frazier et al. (2020b,a); Frazier and
Drovandi (2021); Frazier et al. (2023, 2024). Neural SBI methods, such as SNPE, have
many variants, including the use of normalizing flows (Papamakarios and Murray, 2016;
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Papamakarios et al., 2019; Lueckmann et al., 2017; Greenberg et al., 2019; Deistler et al.,
2022b) as CNDEs and the use of adversarial generative networks as classifiers to train
a CNDE (Wang and Rockovéd, 2022; Gloeckler et al., 2023; Ramesh et al., 2022). There
is some research on model misspecification for neural SBI methods, such as Kelly et al.
(2024); Huang et al. (2024); Cannon et al. (2022); Dellaporta et al. (2022); Lemos et al.
(2023).

Simulation-based inference is a rapidly growing research area in modern science, aimed
at providing efficient and robust approaches to estimate parameters and quantify their
uncertainty in increasingly complex and expensive biological models, where the likelihood
is often intractable. The comprehensive guidelines provided can help readers better cal-
ibrate models with real datasets to build more realistic models. From the demonstrated
examples, we can see that no single algorithm outperforms all others in every case, leading
to a need to balance the trade-off between computational cost and estimation accuracy
when selecting an SBI algorithm for real datasets.
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