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Abstract—Adaptive importance sampling (AIS) algorithms are
a rising methodology in signal processing, statistics, and machine
learning. An effective adaptation of the proposals is key for
the success of AIS. Recent works have shown that gradient
information about the involved target density can greatly boost
performance, but its applicability is restricted to differentiable
targets. In this paper, we propose a proximal Newton adaptive
importance sampler, an algorithm for estimating expectations
with respect to non-smooth target distributions. We utilize a
scaled Newton proximal gradient to adapt proposal distributions,
obtaining efficient and optimized moves even when the target is
not a differentiable density. We demonstrate the utility of the
algorithm on two scenarios, either involving convex constraints
or non-smooth sparse priors.

Index Terms—Adaptive importance sampling, proximal meth-
ods, Newton algorithm, preconditioning.

I. INTRODUCTION

Statistical signal processing applications often require
Monte Carlo methods to approximate distributions and inte-
grals, e.g., inference in state-space models [20], rare event
estimation [36], or in more general Bayesian inference tasks
[11]. Importance sampling (IS) is a well-known technique to
tackle such problems [25], particularly when direct Monte
Carlo from the target distribution is unfeasible (most of the
times in Bayesian inference) or when it is inefficient. The per-
formance of IS depends highly on the proposal quality [3], [2],
which has to be chosen appropriately w.r.t. the target density.
One popular way to automatize IS is to adapt one or several
proposals over an iterative process. In particular, this class of
algorithms is called adaptive importance sampling (AlS), e.g.,
see [10] for a review in signal processing. AIS methods are
importance samplers with time-changing (improving) proposal
distributions. More precisely, AIS methods specify a sequence
of proposal densities, which are adapted over time, and per-
form importance sampling to estimate expectations of interest
with respect to a targeted density.

These methods have become popular in Bayesian inference
where the target density in the integral is usually the posterior
distribution. In this case, the posterior is proportional to the
likelihood and prior, but where the normalizing constant is
rarely known. Since expectations with respect to the posterior
distribution is of great interest in Bayesian inference, AIS
methods are well-suited and popular in fields like Bayesian
signal processing and machine learning [38], [35].
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The biggest challenge of AIS methods is to design proposals
which move probability mass to the regions of interest under
the target density. For certain scenarios, proposing samples
which have high probability under target is of certain interest.
Since proposal design includes a certain flexibility, using
information from the target density, has become a popular
route to take. In particular, one can use gradient or Hessian
information [32], [45], [22], [24]. When applied to Bayesian
inference, this requires the knowledge of the gradient (or
Hessian) of log-likelihood and log-priors. A main difficulty
arises, however, in models where the log-likelihood or the log-
prior is nonsmooth (not differentiable), e.g., in models where
the prior promotes sparsity, e.g., in sparse linear regression
[39] or in other Bayesian tasks with non-differentiable priors
(see for instance [33]). Moreover, it is often useful to consider
the test function of interest while designing proposals [43], [9].
Many interesting test functions, such as indicator functions of
sets, are not differentiable. In these cases, gradient adaptive
methods are not effectively applicable.

In this paper, we propose a class of adaptive importance
samplers, called proximal Newton adaptive importance sam-
pler (PNAIS), which can use available information of the
target efficiently. PNAIS can handle non-smooth targets and
still efficiently use first and second order information of some
terms in the target to propose samples. Our algorithm can
be thought of as the importance sampling counterpart of the
proximal MCMC method proposed in [19] (itself improving
upon [42]), where we integrate several safe rules to cope with
non log-concave targets. Without loss of generality, we limit
ourselves here to differentiable likelihoods and nonsmooth pri-
ors, although the reverse construction would be straightforward
to handle. We discuss the algorithmic choices based on theo-
retical justifications. We provide a numerical analysis in two
challenging examples where subset and sparsity constraints
turn off-the-shelf methods unfeasible.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section
II, we provide background about convex optimization and
adaptive importance sampling. In Section III, we described
the proposed algorithm. In Section IV we provide numerical
results, and we conclude in Section V.

II. BACKGROUND

A. Problem statement

We aim at estimating the integrals of the following form:

/ ()T (x)dx, )
X
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where 7(x) is the target density defined on X C R% and ¢(x)
is an integrable function. We focus on targets of the form

7(x) o< exp(—f(x) — g(x)) = 7(x), ()

where f is differentiable, and ¢ is not differentiable and con-
vex. A motivation can come from Bayesian statistics where,
given some data y € R%, the target is the posterior

7(x) o< p(y[x)p(x). 3)
By comparing Eq. (2) and Eq. (3), we can choose p(y|x)
exp(—f(x)) and p(x) o exp(—g(x)). For instance, g(x) can
encode a sparsity inducing prior g(x) = «/||x]|1. Our proposed
algorithm can tackle more generic problems where 7(x) is
decomposed into a product of smooth and nonsmooth parts.

B. Multiple importance sampling

Multiple importance sampling (MIS) is a Monte Carlo
method for approximating distributions and integrals by simu-
lating samples from a set of proposals {q, (x)}N_; [44], [37],
[40], [31]. A common setup simulates N samples, one from
each proposal:

1) Sampling. Generate samples x,, ~ g¢,(x) for n =
1,...,N.
2) Weighting. Two common schemes are:

o Standard MIS (s-MIS): w,, = qﬂ(();n))-
o Deterministic Mixture MIS (DM-MIS): w,, = ZE’;”;v

where ¢(x) = + Zjvzl ¢;(x) is the mixture PDE.

Both schemes allow the construction of the classical 1S
estimators: (a) the unnormalized IS (UIS) estimator, I =
~ Zﬁle wph(x,), which requires the normalization con-
stant Z to be known; and (b) the self-normalized IS (SNIS)
estimator, [ = 21]:[:1 wph(x,), where @, = w,/ Zjvzl w.
However, the UIS estimator with DM-MIS always outperforms
s-MIS in terms of variance reduction as shown in [31].
Different efficient weigthing schemes that also reduce variance
have been proposed in [26], [27], [28].

C. Adaptive importance sampling

Adaptive importance sampling (AIS) iteratively improves
the proposal distributions to reduce estimator variance (see
a review in [10]). It adds a third step to MIS, after sampling
and weighting in which, typically, the parameters of a mixture
proposal are adapted. A key family of AIS algorithms is
population Monte Carlo (PMC), where this third adaptation
step updates the location parameters of the proposals by
performing resampling from the current weighted particles.
The standard PMC algorithm is described in [13], and further
extensions are provided in [12], [29], [23].

D. The proximal operator and proximal methods

Proximal methods are a powerful set of techniques that can
be used to optimize general cost functions, possibly involving
nonsmooth terms [17], [41]. These algorithms utilize proximity
operators in order to move towards a fixed-point solution. The
proximity operator of a function g € I'o(R%) (i.e., the set of

proper, lower semicontinuous, convex functions from R to
R U {+0oc}), at a point z € R%, is defined as

prox,(x) = argmin g(z) + %Hz —x||3. @
zER

Our proposed adaptation scheme builds upon the class
of proximal gradient methods, whose core principles are
reminded hereafter.

1) The proximal gradient algorithm: Consider the mini-
mization of f 4 g over R%, where f is differentiable, and
g € To(R%). Given some x(®) € R%, the proximal gradient
algorithm iterates as

(VvteN) x® = prox., (X(t V-Vt 1))) NG

where v > 0 is a step-size of the algorithm set to obtain
convergence of the sequence (5) to a solution to the problem.
For instance, if f € T'o(R%) and its gradient is L-Lipschitz
continuous, (x(!));cy converges to a minimizer of f + g, for
~v € (0,2/L) [14], [46].

2) Scaled forms for proximal gradient method: As a first-
order method, the algorithm (5) can display slow convergence.
Various accelerated forms of proximal gradient algorithm have
been investigated. In our adaptation strategy, we will rely on
scaled proximal gradient [18], [8], modifying the underlying
metric in (4), as follows. Let A € R% X9z symmetric definite
positive (SDP). The proximal operator computed at x € R%,
of g € Tg(R%), relative to the metric induced by A, is

1
proxp ,(x) = argmin g(z) + §(z —-x)TA(z—x). (6)
’ zER
This new definition yields the following algorithm (again
with () ¢ R?), whose convergence has been explored for
instance in [6], [7], for various classes of f and (A®)),cy:

A(t)Vf(x(t_l))) .
)
3) Extension to non-convex settings: The algorithms above
have been extended this last decade, to the non-convex set-
tings, under specific assumptions on (f,g) to guarantee the
well-posedness of the iterates, in particular, to ensure that
the proximal map of g is well-defined (uniqueness/existence).
Convergence guarantees to critical points, can be obtained
under the Kurdika-fojasewicz framework [4], [15], [5].

(vt eN) x® = Proxa« g (x(t_l) -

III. PROXIMAL NEWTON ADAPTIVE IMPORTANCE
SAMPLER

We display our proposed PNAIS algorithm in Table I to
adapt the set of IV pro osals fort =1,...,T iterations. We de-
note them as {q; (x; i ) = ) P, where p and =
are the adapted location and scale parameters, respectively,
and v,, are the static parameters (e.g., degrees of freedom in
Student’s t-distributions). The algorithm runs over T iterations
to finally produce a set of K NT weighted samples, enabling
the construction of IS estimators. Three steps are performed
at each iteration ¢, namely sampling K samples per proposal
(Step 2a), weighting the samples with the DM-MIS scheme
(Step 2b), and adapting the location and scale parameters



TABLE I
PNAIS ALGORITHM.

1) [Initialization]: Set o > 0, (N, K,T) € N, {Vn},lj:l. For n =

1,..., N, select the initial adaptive parameters ;LE}) € R% and
1) _ 2
En =0 Idz-
2) [Fort =1 to T
a) [Sampling]: Simulate N K samples as
xD gl el 2 ) ®

withn=1,...,N,and k=1,..., K.
b) [Weighting]: Calculate the normalized IS weights as

o _ (1))
n,k —
D IARTILICI

c) [Adaptation]: Adapt the location and scale parameters of the
proposal

i) [Resampling step] Resample /N proposals densities from
the pool of NK weighted samples at the iteration ¢. The
means and scales of the resampled proposals are denoted as
ﬁglt ) and fzﬁf ), respectively. See Section III-A for explicit
definitions of the notation.

ii) [Optimization step] Adapt the proposal parameters
{8 sEFN | according to (10)(13).

3) [Output, ¢ = T]: Return the pairs {ng)k,ws)k}, for n =

1,...,N,k=1,...,Kand t=1,...,T.

. 9)

w.

(Step 2c). The last step involves a resampling procedure, the
mean adaptation, and the covariance adaptation; each of these
mechanisms is detailed in the next three subsections.

A. Resampling procedure

As in most PMC algorithms, the resampling step simulates
the location of the N next proposals. The global resampling
(GR) creates a pool of N K samples, with weights proportional
to (9) and normalized over the N K samples; GR resamples [NV
location parameters with replacement from the pool. The local
resampling (LR) performs instead exactly one drawing from
N different pools, each of them composed of the K samples
simulated from each proposal, and with weights proportional
to (9) and normalized over the K samples. GR generally
converges faster but loses diversity, while LR keeps diversity
(exactly one sample per proposal survives) at the cost of
keeping proposals that may not cover significant probability
mass of the target (see more details in [29], [30]). Here,
we follow a hybrid approach, called “glocal” resampling
(GLR) [23], which is well tailored to be followed by the
optimization step described in the next section. In GLR, most
iterations perform an LR step except that every A € N*
iterations, a GR step is performed instead.

B. Mean and covariance adaptation

The mean adaptation follows the optimization strategy pre-

sented in (7). Specifically, for a given iteration t € {1,...,T},
(t+1)

we compute the proposal mean u, ’, for every n €

{1,..., N} by performing one step of the proximal Newton

algorithm from [6] initialized at [Lsf )

a given (n,t), is given by

. The adapted mean, for

) = prox, oy (ﬁgp _ A(ﬁg>)vf(ﬁg;>)) .

(10)
Hereabove, A (fi\) is an SDP matrix of R% %= that is scaling
the proximal gradient update. Following the approach in [6],
we define

A(p)) =0T (Rd), (11)
with the Newton-like matrix
_ (v2r@) it vErED) - o
T(ad) =<\ " " T(12)
ES) , otherwise.

Since f might be non convex (i.e., smooth part of the target
is not log-concave), we introduce two safe rules. First, if the
Hessian of f at [Lsf ) is non invertible, we instead use as a
scaling matrix, the covariance of the proposal that generated
the sample. Second, we introduced in (11) a damped factor
o) e (0, 1], tuned according to a backtracking scheme [7] to
avoid the degeneracy of the proximal Newton iteration, and
thus of our adaptation scheme. Initialized with unit stepsize
value, we apply a reduction factor 7 = 1/2 until the target
increases.

The covariance matrix of the proposal is also adapted, in
order to be consistent with our mean adaptation, simply by
using

B = A(pi). (13)

We emphasize that our proposed proposal adaptation
method, in (10)-(13), is reminiscent from the preconditioned
proximal unadjusted Langevin algorithm (PP-ULA) introduced
in [19] in the context of an MCMC sampler for ultrasound
imaging. In particular, as the authors of [19] show in their
appendix, the considered adaptation can be viewed as the Euler
discretization of the Langevin diffusion equation applied to the
target m with preconditioning matrix (13).

C. Practical calculation of the proximal step

In most useful applications of PNAIS, the scaling metric
given by (11)-(12) might be non trivial (e.g., not diagonal)
and/or function g might be complicated (e.g., non separable),
hence the evaluation of the proximity operator in (10) might
not take a closed-form, and an inner solver is necessary.
Several efficient tools are available in the literature. Here, we
opted for the dual forward-backward algorithm [16], provided
in the supplementary material. This algorithm only requires the
expression for the proximity operator of g, which is simple for
a wide class of examples.! Note that parallelized/distributed
implementations for the dual forward backward algorithm are
also available [1].

ISee https://proximity-operator.net/



IV. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

We now present two numerical examples concerning a

distribution constrained in the simplex (Example A) and a non-
differentiable target (Example B). All our results are averaged
over 100 independent runs. We use Gaussian proposals, with
the location parameters initialized with random elements from
[0,1]%=. Except otherwise stated, we set ¢ = 1 (i.e., initial
standard deviation of isotropic covariances). In particular, the
initial samples do not necessarily belong to the domain of
g. The GLR of Section III-A has a parameter A = 5, and
we set (N, K,T) = (50,20,20). We refer the reader to our
supplementary material, for numerical results using the LR
strategy.
Ablation study. Our experimental analysis takes the form of
an ablation study. Namely, we compare the performance of
PNALIS, to modified versions of it, where some features have
been changed/discarded. Our competitors are as follows:

o« DM-PMC: We discard step c¢) of PNAIS algorithm, that
is we do not perform any proposal adaptation.

o PNAIS-nocov: We simplify (13), and set, for every (n,t),
=Y = 020,

o PNAIS-rcov: Instead of (13), we use the robust covari-
ance adaptation from [21].

o PNAIS-grad: We modify the mean adaptation (10) using
the standard proximal gradient step (i.e., no Newton
scaling is performed),

utD = prox, (B —00VED)) . (4
with stepsize 9,@ computed following a similar back-
tracking procedure than PNAIS.

A. Example A: Gaussian mixture over the simplex

We consider a truncated version of an equally weighted mix-
ture of bivariate Gaussian distributions, with means [0.1,0.3] "
and [0.7,0.4] T and both covariances equal to [0.01,0; 0, 0.01].
The mixture is truncated to be defined only in the unit simplex
ie.,x >0, x1+x2 < 1, as displayed in Fig. 1 (left). We define
f as the neg-logarithm of the Gaussian mixture distribution,
and g as the indicator function of the simplex set. The prox-
imity operator of g is the projection over this set. The ground
truth values, for the mean, second-order moment, and normal-
ization constants, determined by numerical integration with
a rough grid, are, respectively, Fxz[X] = [0.2369,0.3023] T,
Ez[X?] = [0.1024,0.1005] " and Z = 0.5398. The results
for estimating these values, are summarized in Table II (left),
in terms of relative mean squared error (MSE). The proposed
PNAIS clearly outperforms its competitors. In particular, DM-
PMC is largely behind in terms of performance. Moreover, the
ablated versions of PNAIS present limitations. Interestingly,
the rcov variant yields significative improvements, when no
metric is used in the proximity update. This variant can be
seen as a first-order version of PNAIS, that does not require
any Hessian computation nor inversion. It can be beneficial
for large scale scenario, such as the Bayesian Neural Network
inference problems considered in [34].
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Fig. 1. (left) Target function for Example A. The Target equals O outside the
unit simplex set. (right) Target function for Example B.

Example A Example B
Ex[X] Ex[X7] Z Ex[X] Ex[X7] 4
@[ o=1] L12x107[ 6.02x10° | 1.80x 107 [[ 2.96x 107 [ 1.79x 107 | 1.09x 10~
I [ 0=31216x10°| 1.07x10°| 3.58x10°|[ 275x10" | 1.23x10"| L.I6x 10"
Bl o=51296x10T] 670x10° | 1.75x 10T [| 7.50x 107 ] 4.09x 10~ | 3.64x 10~
Z [ nocov | 1.39x 10| 7.31x107 | 1.40x 107 || 2.68x107° | 1.56x 10| 7.22x10°°
2 | reov 1.96x 107 [ 7.32x10° | 1.12x 107 || 6.68x 107 | 7.45x10° | 3.75x 10
z [ 13 5.69%x 107 [ 3.65x107° | 887x107 || 1.10x107° | 1.13x 107 | 1.07x 10
» | mocov | 1.30x 10| 5.83x 10~ | 1.18x 107 |[ 3.78x 107 | 2.28x 10~ | 1.06x 10~
g rcov 8.98x 10°| 437x10°| 4.77x 107 || 232x 107 | 2.08x107° | 4.63x 107"
(13) 5.02x10° [ 245x10°| 1.63x107 || 1.56x 107 | 1.81x 107 | 5.64x 107"
TABLE 1T

RELATIVE MSE FOR EXAMPLES A (LEFT) AND B (RIGHT).

B. Example B: Gaussian likelihood with sparse prior

We consider a target of the form (3), with p(y|x) a
Gaussian distribution with mean [0.5,0.5]T and covariance
[0.25,0;0,0.25], and p(x) o exp(—a||x]||1), with & = 2. The
target function is displayed in Figure 1 (right). We define f as
the neg-logarithm of the Gaussian distribution, and g = /|- ||1.
The proximity operator of g is the soft-thresholding operator
with scale a. We aim at estimating the ground truth integrals
Ez[X] = [0.2025;0.2025] T, Ez[X?] = [0.252,0.252] ", and
Z = 0.1641, using PNAIS or its variants. The results are
summarized in Table II (right). In this example, the first and
order moments are pretty fairly estimated, by all methods,
with superiority for PNAIS using the proposed Hessian-based
covariance adaptation, and preferably no metric acceleration in
the proximal gradient mean adaptation scheme. The normaliza-
tion constant estimation is difficult in this example, due to an
assymetric target shape with highly non Gaussian shape due to
the sparse prior. Here, the proposed PNAIS is largely superior
to its competitors, showing the interest of both adaptation
schemes to accurately explore the target.

V. CONCLUSION

The success of AIS heavily depends on the effective adap-
tation of proposal distributions. In this paper, we proposed a
proximal Newton adaptive importance sampler, an algorithm
that exploits geometric information for estimating expectations
with respect to non-smooth target distributions. By leveraging
a scaled Newton proximal gradient, the algorithm adapts
multiple proposals to approximate targets that are partially
non-differentiable. We have shown its good performance in
two challenging numerical experiments.
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SUPLEMENTARY MATERIAL
Dual foward-backward algorithm to compute the proximal step

We summarize in Table S-I the iterations of the dual forward-backward algorithm [16], to compute the proximity operator
of a function g € I'g(R% ), within the metric induced by an SDP matrix A~', at some point £ € R% . Herebelow, ||L|| denotes
the spectral norm of matrix L. Note that we use a particular form of the method in [16], with a single proximable term, a unit
stepsize, and a specific choice for the initialization. The sequence (L&;);>1 converges to the solution of the sought problem
(as a consequence of [16, Theorem 2.2], and continuity of the linear operator L). In practice, a few iterations are needed to
reach stability, and one can exit the loop as soon as the relative norm difference between two consecutive iterates of (&;);>1
gets lower than some low value (typically, 10~7).

ADDITIONAL RESULTS

We provide in the tables hereafter the results for examples A and B, using LR resampling strategy, instead of the GLR
one, in step c¢)i) of PNAIS Algorithm. Hereagain, the proposed method displays excellent performance, on both examples. On
Example A, it reaches the best results among the competitors. On Example B, the first-order version of PNAIS is slightly
better (i.e., lower MSE) for the three estimated quantities. Let us now compare the results to those obtained with the GLR
strategy, on the same tasks by inspecting Table II, in the main file. On Example A, the LR strategy seems slightly superior to
GLR, in terms of relative MSE, in most cases. In contrast, on Example B, higher performance were obtained when using the
GLR strategy, in particular for estimating the mean and the normalization constant of the target.

DM-PMC PNAIS-grad PNAIS
c=1 ] 06=3 ] o=5 1 mnmocov | rcov [ (I3) [ mocov [ rcov [ (13)
Ex[X] []3.3956e-04 | 1.1882e-02 | 1.5891e+00 || 2.1561e-04 | 2.1532e-05 | 3.7829¢-03 || 1.0816e-04 | 1.4407¢-05 | 4.2893e-06
FEx [XQ} 1.5761e-04 | 5.2274e-03 | 1.9780e+04 || 1.0776e-04 | 8.9325e-06 | 2.1195¢-03 || 4.7324¢-05 | 6.6360e-06 | 2.1160e-06
1.1815e-03 | 1.1186e-01 | 5.5812e-01 |[|2.2864e-03 [2.0005e-04 | 1.3271e-01 || 1.9897¢-03 | 5.6512e-05 | 1.0255e-05

TABLE S-II
EXAMPLE A. RELATIVE MSE USING LR APPROACH.

DM-PMC | PNAIS-grad PNAIS
o=1 ] 0=3 ] o=5 ] mocov [ rcov [ (I3) J[ mocov [ rcov [ (I3)
E:[X] []2.6789¢-05[2.2452¢-04 ] 8.8604¢-04 [[ 3.6815¢-05 | 5.4597¢-03 | 1.4897e-05 [[ 2.4109¢-05 | 7.0972¢-03 | 2.3900e-05
FEx [Xﬂ 1.9983e-05 | 1.6666e-04 | 4.3758¢-04 || 2.0217e-05 | 1.1799¢-02 | 1.0674e-05 || 1.7564e-05 | 1.1835e-02 | 2.8333e-05
V4 7.5993¢-06 | 1.8578e-04 | 3.9083e-04 || 8.2244¢-06 | 5.3964¢-04 | 1.2680e-06 || 5.2137¢-06| 1.0151e-03 [ 2.2691e-06

TABLE S-III
EXAMPLE B. RELATIVE MSE USING LR APPROACH.

TABLE S-1 -
DUAL FORWARD BACKWARD ALGORITHM TO COMPUTE PROXp 1 (€).

1) [Initialization]: Set A € Rd=*d= SDP, £ € R, and g € T'o(R% ). Set iteration number J > 0.
Set L=AY2 (=L p=|L|% ¢ = L&
2) [For j=1,...,J]
& =¢-LT¢
G =6 +p 'LE N
Ci+1 = ¢ — ptprox,,, (nC;)
3) [Output]: Return L& s
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