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Abstract

In this paper we consider the estimation of unknown parameters in Bayesian inverse problems. In
most cases of practical interest, there are several barriers to performing such estimation, This includes
a numerical approximation of a solution of a differential equation and, even if exact solutions are
available, an analytical intractability of the marginal likelihood and its associated gradient, which
is used for parameter estimation. The focus of this article is to deliver unbiased estimates of the
unknown parameters, that is, stochastic estimators that, in expectation, are equal to the maximizer
of the marginal likelihood, and possess no numerical approximation error. Based upon the ideas of
[4] we develop a new approach for unbiased parameter estimation for Bayesian inverse problems. We
prove unbiasedness and establish numerically that the associated estimation procedure is faster than
the current state-of-the-art methodology for this problem. We demonstrate the performance of our
methodology on a range of problems which include a PDE and ODE.
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1 Introduction

In this article we consider Bayesian inverse problems such as those considered in [5, 6, 24]. Before providing
a discussion of important application areas and their relevance in applied mathematics, we shall state the
problem in generic terms so that it is clear throughout the article. Let θ ∈ Θ ⊆ R

dθ be a collection of
parameters associated to a probability measure πθ on an abstract measurable space (E, E ); that is for any
θ ∈ Θ, πθ is a probability measure on (E, E ). We shall write the expression as follows

πθ(du) =
γθ(u) du∫
E
γθ(u) du

,

where for each θ ∈ Θ, γθ : E → R
+, du is a σ−finite measure on (E, E ) and we are assuming

∫

E

γθ(u)du < +∞.

The denominator represents what is called the marginal likelihood and, assuming it is a well-defined task,
the objective of this article is to find the (unique or collection of) maximizer θ⋆ ∈ Θ of

∫
E
γθ(u)du. In

practice, one will not be able to work directly with πθ but only an approximation, which is associated to
a scalar parameter l ∈ N0 = {0, 1, . . . }, which we now describe. We will have a probability measure πl

θ on
(E, E ) such that

πl
θ(du) =

γlθ(u)du∫
E
γlθ(u)du

,

where for each (θ, l) ∈ Θ, γlθ : E → R
+. Moreover, for an appropriate class of functions, θ ∈ Θ, ϕθ : E → R

we will have
lim

l→+∞
πl
θ(ϕθ) = πθ(ϕθ), (1.1)

such that for any probability measure π on (E, E ) and π−integrable ϕθ : E → R we write π(ϕθ) =∫
E
ϕθ(u)π(du). In (1.1), we are implicitly assuming that as l grows so πl

θ(ϕθ) becomes an increasingly
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accurate approximation of πθ(ϕθ). The objective of this paper will be, when only working with πl
θ and∫

E
γlθ(u)du, for l possibly very large, to obtain an unbiased estimator of θ⋆, that is with no l approximation

error. By unbiased we mean some stochastic estimator θ̂⋆ such that when averaging over the randomness
in the estimator (i.e. taking expectations) one has exactly θ⋆. Such estimation is often very useful because
it provides a reference for less exact methods, or an estimate in its own right.

From a less abstract perspective, the type of problems that are discussed above often relate to partial
or ordinary differential equations (PDE/ODE) with unknown initial conditions and unknown parameters.
The initial condition is represented by the u ∈ E variable and θ can relate to some unknown parameters in
the equations or in a conditional data likelihood; one fuses the PDE/ODE to real data and the Bayesian
part of the problem is a prior on the unknown initial condition. The parameter l relates to a numerical
approximation of the PDE, such as based on finite element or volume methods. In practice one does
not use the exact solution and instead the numerical solution which induces the approximation error; see
[5, 6, 24] for some coverage of this problem. Applications are ubiquitous, including oil discovery, geology
and oceanography.

Some of the key issues associated to parameter estimation are as follows:

1. One has a bias, represented by l, from the numerical solution of the differential equation.

2. Even if the solution of the PDE/ODE is available, one can seldom compute
∫
E
γθ(u)du or the gradient

thereof.

The problems that are mentioned above have often been tackled using state-of-the-art Bayesian method-
ologies, which include Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) or sequential Monte Carlo (SMC) simulation
(e.g. [12]). Often the idea is to consider MCMC or SMC at some given, high accuracy, L say and resort
to simulation from πL

θ ; as we will explain in Section 2, this can allow one to compute the gradient of∫
E
γLθ (u)du, which is then used inside an optimization scheme, such as stochastic approximation (SA)

[22]; see for instance [5, 6].
These ideas have been expanded significantly by combining the multilevel Monte Carlo (e.g. [13])

with MCMC or SMC or debiasing methods e.g. [7, 19, 21, 25]. The multilevel approaches can reduce
the cost, for a given error, to compute estimators of the marginal likelihood by harnessing multiple
probabilities (πl

θ)l∈{0,...,L} and sampling couplings of these probabilities; see [5, 6] for details. In the
case of unbiased methods several efforts in [11, 14] (see also [10, 23]) have utilized related multilevel
MCMC/SMC methodology to deliver exactly unbiased estimates of log

(∫
E
γθ(u)du

)
which can be used

inside stochastic approximation schemes and provide unbiased estimates of θ̂; the very task that is the
focus of this article. As noted, the works in [11, 14] focus on computing unbiased estimates of the (log)
marginal likelihood and as such can be rather expensive when used inside an iterative optimization scheme
such as SA and our objective is to reduce the cost, whilst still delivering unbiased estimates of θ̂.

In this article we follow the framework that was developed in [4] (see also [16]) which focusses upon
unbiased parameter estimation versus unbiased gradient estimation. In the case of the latter [11, 14] focus
considerable effort on delivering an unbiased estimate of the gradient of the log-likelihood, which when
used inside SA and under mathematical conditions (e.g. [2, 18]) will provide convergence to θ̂. In the case
of unbiased parameter estimation, one refocusses ones effort to deliver an algorithm which will provide an
unbiased estimate of θ̂ and results in a far cheaper algorithm in practice. The algorithm which is used is
based on Markovian stochastic approximation [3]. The main contributions of this article are to develop
the methodology of [4] in the context of Bayesian inverse problems, prove said unbiasedness and establish
numerically that the associated estimation procedure is faster than the current state-of-the-art such as
[11].

This paper is structured as follows. In Section 2 we give details on the modeling framework that
is considered in this paper. In Section 3 we describe our computational methodology. In Section 4 we
give our mathematical result that the estimator is unbiased. Finally in Section 5, we provide numerical
simulations demonstrating the performance of our unbiased numerical scheme, for parameter estimation.
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2 Modeling

2.1 General Framework

We are given a random variable u ∈ E, with prior density pθ(u) and we recall θ ∈ Θ are a collection of
unknown parameters of which the prior may depend on some or none of. We assume access to data y ∈ Y

with likelihood pθ(y|u). The objective is to compute the (assumed unique) maximzer of the marginal
likelihood:

pθ(y) =

∫

E

pθ(y|u)pθ(u)du,

where du is some σ−finite measure on (E, E ). Note that E is often high-dimensional, often needing
MCMC/SMC methods to estimate pθ(y). In the notation of the introduction γθ(u) = pθ(y|u)pθ(u).
Under minimal conditions, it is well-known that

∇θ log {pθ(y)} =

∫

E

∇θ log {γθ(u)}πθ(du),

where ∇θ is the gradient operator in θ, so that a strategy for estimating θ is to use gradient-based methods
based upon sampling from πθ; see for instance [11, 14]. We note that, as stated in [14], one prefers this
technique to a fully Bayesian procedure (placing a prior on θ) as the complexity of the posterior, in terms
of its surface, can be very difficult to conduct sampling methods.

As stated in the introduction pθ(y|u) is often related to the solution of a differential equation and can
only be computed with a numerical error associated to the differential equation solver. We assume that
the latter has an accuracy associated to a scalar parameter l ∈ N0; as l increases so does the accuracy. To
that end we can only work with πl

θ(du) ∝ plθ(y|u)pθ(u)du, where the superscript l reflects the accuracy of
the solver mentioned above. Thus, at best we can only work with

∇θ log
{
plθ(y)

}
=

∫

E

∇θ log
{
γlθ(u)

}
πl
θ(du).

Throughout the article we are assuming that there is a unique θ⋆ that maximizes pθ(y) and in addition,
we shall denote by θl,⋆ the assumed unique maximizer of plθ(y). One can relax the forthcoming discussion
to the case that there are collection of local maxima of pθ(y) and plθ(y), but for simplicity of exposition,
we do not do this. We now present a motivating example, to illustrate this general framework.

2.2 Motivating Example

To help motivate the problem of parameter estimation, in the context of Bayesian inverse problems,
we provide a well-known, and common, example. This example is a-typical within the field of inverse
problems, which is related to the recovery of parameters, or a function, of an elliptic partial differential
equation (PDE). The underlying application is referred to as Darcy’s law (or flow), which describes
groundwater flow in a porous medium. Specifically it models the relationship between the pressure h and
the flow rate defined as q = −Φ

υ∇h, where Φ denotes the permeability of the fluid and υ is the viscosity
of the fluid. This can have a PDE representation by taking the divergence, which results in the following
elliptic PDE over a Lipschitz domain D ⊂ R

d, for d ≥ 1. defined as

−∇ · (Φ∇h) = f, in D,

such that f is the source term, and the pressure h is the solution of the PDE, where we have taken υ = 1.
Depending on the inverse problem, one could be interested in either the function f or the permeability
Φ (from pointwise measurements of the solution h) which can take the random representation of Φ̂(x) is
parameterized as:

Φ̂(x) = Φ̄(x) +

K∑

k=1

Φkσkϕk(x).
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In this parameterization, Φ̄(x) represents the baseline diffusivity, Φk are independent random variables
that encode uncertainty, σk are weights scaling the basis functions ϕk(x), which control spatial heterogene-
ity in û(x). What is important is to understand, is that these functions are often random, and thus some
form of uncertainty quantification is required, which naturally imposes a Bayesian framework of inverse
problems. In the context of this example, and work, we will not consider inverse problems of functions,
but rather parameters, which could either be related to the noise of the observations or hyperparameters
of either the source term, or the permeability. We will make this more clear in Section 5.

3 Computational Methodology

3.1 Structure and Remarks

In this section we detail our methodology to obtain an unbiased estimate of θ⋆. This consists of several
methodologies which include Markovian stochastic approximation (MSA) in Section 3.2, unbiased MSA
(UMSA) in Section 3.3, UMSA development for Bayesian inverse problems in Section 3.4. The approach
is then summarized in Section 3.5.

In Sections 3.2-3.4 and our numerical results in Section 5, we proceed as if Θ is an unbounded open
set. However, in our theory we will only be able to consider Θ as a bounded set and such a constraint
requires a reprojection (e.g. [3] and the references therein) of the forthcoming MSA method. Reprojection
is described in Section 4, but is not used in our numerical results and hence omitted from most of the
presentation, for brevity.

3.2 Markovian Stochastic Approximation

An MSA scheme, developed in [3], works as follows. Let Kθ,l : E×E → [0, 1] be a Markov kernel, such that
for any θ ∈ Θ, it admits πl

θ as an invariant measure, that is πl
θ(du) =

∫
E
πl
θ(du

′)Kθ,l(u
′, du) (integration

on the R.H.S. is in the u′ variable). In Section 3.4 we will give a specific example of such a Markov kernel
Kθ,l. For each θ ∈ Θ, let νlθ be a probability measure on (E, E ). We shall use the notation

H l(θ′, u) = ∇θ log
{
γlθ′(u)

}
.

In MSA methods, one needs a sequence of step-sizes (φn)n∈N, which are a collection of non-negative
numbers, such that

∑
n∈N

φn = ∞,
∑

n∈N
φ2n < +∞. The MSA method is presented in Algorithm 1. In

Algorithm 1 we do not specify any stopping rule, which must be done (see e.g. [18]). [2, 3] have proved that
the iterates θln will converge to θl,⋆ under mathematical assumptions and in an appropriate probabilistic
sense (almost sure convergence).

Algorithm 1 Markovian Stochastic Approximation

1: Set θl0 ∈ Θ and generate U0 ∼ νlθ0 , n = 1.

2: Sample Un|(θl0, u0), . . . , (θ
l
n−1, un−1) from Kθl

n−1
,l(un−1, ·).

3: Update:
θln = θln−1 + φnH

l(θln−1, Un).

Set n = n+ 1 and go to the start of 2..

3.3 Unbiased Markovian Stochastic Approximation

Let PL(l) be a positive probability on N0. This significance of this probability distribution will be to adopt
a randomization scheme ([19, 21]) over the level of approximation of πl

θ and H l(θ, u). The randomization
methods in [19, 21] (see also the extensions in [11, 14, 15]) generate a random level l from PL and then
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computes, independently of the simulated l, an unbiased estimate θ̂l,⋆ − θ̂l−1,⋆ of θl,⋆ − θl−1,⋆ (with

θ̂−1,⋆ = θ−1,⋆ := 0). [21] has shown that under an appropriate convergence of θ̂l,⋆ to θ⋆ as l grows then
one has

θ̂⋆ =
θ̂l,⋆ − θ̂l−1,⋆

PL(l)
,

is an unbiased estimator of θ⋆. In our case, we will use MSA to obtain θ̂l,⋆ and the estimates of the
difference θl,⋆ − θl−1,⋆. However, in general, MSA estimates do not produce unbiased estimates of θl,⋆.
However, under conditions, one would have

lim
n→∞

E[θln] = θl,⋆, (3.1)

where θln is the iterate in Algorithm 1. (3.1) suggests that the double randomization scheme used in [15]
can be adopted and is now introduced.

Let θ = (θ, θ′) ∈ Θ2 be given and consider (Kθ,l,Kθ′,l−1), l ∈ N the Markov kernels in Section 3.2.
We denote Ǩθ,l as a coupling of (Kθ,l,Kθ′,l−1), of which one always exists. By coupling, we mean for any
fixed θ ∈ Θ2, l ∈ N, A ∈ E and (u, u′) ∈ E2 that

∫

A×E

Ǩθ,l ((u, u
′), d(ū, ū′)) =

∫

A

Kθ,l(u, dū),

∫

E×A

Ǩθ,l ((u, u
′), d(ū, ū′)) =

∫

A

Kθ′,l−1(u
′, dū′),

so for instance
Ǩθ,l ((u, u

′), d(ū, ū′)) = Kθ,l(u, dū)Kθ′,l−1(u
′, dū′),

is an example. In the context of Bayesian inverse problems, we describe a particular Ǩθ,l in Section 3.4.
Similarly, let ν̌l

θ
be any coupling of (νlθ, ν

l−1
θ′ ). Then let {Np}p∈N0

be a sequence of increasing natural
numbers, converging to infinity. Finally PP be any positive probability on N0. The ingredients here are
then:

• Randomize over l the level of approximation and then p of which Np will be the number of steps
used in a coupled MSA method.

• Run a coupled MSA method at level l for Np iterations.

Algorithm 2 formally describes what is used to give, under assumptions, unbiased estimates of of θ⋆. As
noted in [4], Algorithm 2 can be run M−times in parallel and averaged to reduce the variance of the
estimator, if it exists.

3.4 Methodology for Bayesian Inverse Problems

3.4.1 Metropolis-Hastings Method

In the following, we will consider (E, E ) = (Rd,B(Rd)) , B(Rd) are the Borel sets, and the well-known
Metropolis-Hastings (MH) method with l ∈ N0 fixed. πl

θ(du) ∝ γlθ(u)du where du is d−dimensional
Lebesgue measure. We remark that several alternatives to MH are possible, but we try to keep the article
as simple as possible and thus focus on this case.

The MH method requires a proposal Markov kernel Qθ,l : E × E → [0, 1] which we shall suppose is
πl
θ−irreducible. We write Qθ,l(u, du

′) = qθ,l(u, u
′)du′ with qθ,l(u, u

′) an assumed positive density. Then
set for any (θ, u, u′) ∈ Θ× E2

αl
θ(u, u

′) = min

{
1,
γlθ(u

′)qθ(u
′, u)

γlθ(u)qθ(u, u
′)

}
.
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Algorithm 2 Unbiased Markovian Stochastic Approximation (UMSA)

1: Sample l from PL and p from PP .
2: If l = 0 perform the following:

• Set θl0 ∈ Θ, n = 1 and generate U0 ∼ νlθ0 .

• Sample Un|(θl0, u0), . . . , (θ
l
n−1, un−1) from Kθl

n−1
,l(un−1, ·).

• Update:
θln = θln−1 + φnH

l(θln−1, Un).

If n = Np go to the next bullet point, otherwise set n = n+ 1 and go back to the second bullet
point.

• If p = 0 return

θ̂⋆ =
θlNp

PP (p)PL(l)
,

otherwise return

θ̂⋆ =
θlNp

− θlNp−1

PP (p)PL(l)
.

3: Otherwise perform the following:

• Set θl0 = θl−1
0 ∈ Θ, θl

0 = (θl0, θ
l−1
0 ), n = 1 and generate (U l

0, U
l−1
0 ) ∼ ν̌l

θl
0

.

• Sample (U l
n, U

l−1
n )

∣∣∣(θl
0, u

l
0, u

l−1
0 ), . . . , (θl

n−1, u
l
n−1, u

l−1
n−1) from Ǩθl

n−1
,l

(
(uln−1, u

l−1
n−1), ·

)
.

• Update:

θln = θln−1 + φnH
l(θln−1, X

l
n),

θl−1
n = θl−1

n−1 + φnH
l−1(θl−1

n−1, X
l−1
n )

with θ
l
n = (θln, θ

l−1
n ). If n = Np go to the next bullet point, otherwise set n = n+1 and go back

to the second bullet point.

• If p = 0 return

θ̂⋆ =
θlNp

− θl−1
Np

PP (p)PL(l)
,

otherwise return

θ̂⋆ =
θlNp

− θl−1
Np

− {θlNp−1
− θl−1

Np−1
}

PP (p)PL(l)
.

The MH kernel which leaves πl
θ invariant is then well-known and can be written as

Kθ,l(u, du
′) = αl

θ(u, u
′)Qθ,l(u, du

′) + δ{u}(du
′)rlθ(u)

where δ{u}(du
′) is the Dirac measure concentrated on the set {u} and rlθ(u) = 1−

∫
E
αl
θ(u, u

′)Qθ,l(u, du
′).

A well-known proposal for Bayesian inverse problems is the Pre-conditioned Crank-Nicolson (pCN) [8, 20]

Qθ,l(u, du
′) = ψd(u

′; ρθ,lu, (1− ρ2θ,l)Σθ,l)du
′, (3.2)

where Σθ,l = σθ,lσ
⊤
θ,l, σθ,l is an invertible d× d matrix, ψ(u;µ,Σ) is the d−dimensional Gaussian density

function with mean vector µ and covariance matrix Σ and ρθ,l ∈ (−1, 1). Many other types of proposals
are possible for Bayesian inverse problems; see e.g. [11] and the references therein.
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3.4.2 Coupled Metropolis-Hastings

We now consider coupling MH kernels in general and then how this can be done for pCN (Section 3.4.3).
In the notation used in Section 3.3 for which we denote Q̌θ,l as a coupling of (Qθ,l, Qθ′,l−1). Then for any
given (θ, u, u′) ∈ Θ2 × E2 we can simulate a coupling of two MH kernels in the following way:

• Generate (Ū , Ū ′)|u, u′ ∼ Q̌θ,l ((u, u
′), ·).

• Generate V ∼ U[0,1] (uniform distribution on [0, 1]):

– If v < αl
θ(u, ū) then set Ũ = ū, otherwise set Ũ = u.

– If v < αl−1
θ (u′, ū′) then set Ũ ′ = ū′, otherwise set Ũ ′ = u′.

• Return (ũ, ũ′).

3.4.3 Synchronous Pre-conditioned Crank Nicolson

In the context of pCN one can use synchronous pCN (see e.g. [11]), which can be described as follows.
We want to sample a coupling of (Qθ,l(u, ·), Qθ′,l′(u

′, ·)), which proceeds by generating Z ∼ Nd(0, Id)
(d−dimensional Gaussian distribution, 0 mean and covariance the d× d identity matrix). Set

Ū = ρθ,lu+
√
1− ρ2θ,lσθ,lz,

Ū ′ = ρθ′,l−1u
′ +
√
1− ρ2θ′,l−1σθ,l−1z.

Then (Ū , Ū ′) have been sampled from a synchronous pCN coupling. Note that unlike the methodology in
[11], there is no requirement to construct an approach in which samples at level l and l− 1 are equal.

Remark 3.1. We remark that our methodology does not solely rely, or work, on the pCN coupling, but
can be applied to other couplings based on well-known MCMC kernels. These can include the Metropo-
lis adjusted Langevin algorithm (MALA) or Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC). However, for this work
we simply consider pCN as a base to verify our new methodology. Further details on those additional
synchronous couplings can be found in [11].

3.5 Summary of Approach

The method that we propose is then as follows. We shall assume that PL,Pp and (Np)p∈N0
are given; we

shall discuss their choice below. For i ∈ {1, . . . ,M} do the following:

• Using the Markov kernels that are described in Section 3.4, run Algorithm 2.

• Return the estimator θ̂i,⋆.

Then the final estimator is 1
M

∑M
i=1 θ̂

i,⋆.

4 Mathematical Results

Throughout this section we are assuming that Θ is open and bounded. In addition, (E, E ) = (Rd,B(Rd)).
We consider a MH kernel Kθ,l of symmetric random walk, that is ρθ,l = 1 in (3.2).

7



4.1 Modified Algorithm

In order to introduce our mathematical results we now introduce the idea of reprojection. Suppose we have
sequence of increasing compact sets {Θn}n∈N0

such that
⋃

n Θn = Θ and Θn ⊂ int(Θn+1). Let {ǫn}n∈N

be a sequence of positive real numbers that converges to 0. For every l ∈ N0 we define the stochastic
approximation with reprojections, such as in [2, Section 3.3], as a sequence of pairs (θln, Un) ∈ Θ × E

defined iteratively by

Sample Un+1 ∼ Kθl
n,l

(un, ·)

θ̃ln+1 = θln + φnH
l(θln, Un+1)

θln+1 =

{
θ̃ln+1, |θ̃ln+1 − θln| < ǫn and θln+1 ∈ Θn+1

θ0, otherwise

(4.1)

where (θl0, U0) ∈ Θ0 × E is an arbitrary initial pair.

4.2 Assumptions

We now give our assumptions for which to state our main result. Below C(E,R) is the collection of
continuously differentiable real-valued functions on E. If Σ is a square matrix then |Σ| denotes the
euclidean norm. For (u, v) ∈ E2, < u, v > is the inner product.

(A1) 1. We have

sup
u∈E

sup
l∈N0

sup
θ∈Θ

γlθ(u)∫
E
γlθ(u

′)du
< +∞.

2. For any compact A ∈ E

inf
u∈A

inf
l∈N0

inf
θ∈Θ

γlθ(u)∫
E
γlθ(u

′)du
≥ C > 0.

3. For every (θ, l) ∈ Θ× N0,
γl
θ(u)∫

E
γl
θ
(u′)du

∈ C(E,R).

4. We have

lim
|u|→+∞

inf
l∈N0

inf
θ∈Θ

〈
u

|u|
,∇u log

{
γlθ(u)∫

E
γlθ(u

′)du

}〉
= −∞.

5. We have

lim
|u|→+∞

sup
l∈N0

sup
θ∈Θ

〈
u

|u|
,∇u

{
γlθ(u)∫

E
γlθ(u

′)du

} ∣∣∣∣∇u

{
γlθ(u)∫

E
γlθ(u

′)du

}∣∣∣∣
−1
〉
< 0.

(A2) There exists 0 < C < C < +∞, such that for any l ∈ N0 there exists a Vl : E → [1,∞) with:

CVl(u) ≤

{
sup
u∈E

sup
l∈N0

sup
θ∈Θ

γlθ(u)∫
E
γlθ(u

′)du

}{
γlθ(u)∫

E
γlθ(u

′)du

}−1

≤ CVl(u)

for every (θ, u) ∈ Θ× E.

(A3) Let Vl be as in (A2). There exists a (C, β, η) ∈ (0,∞)× [0, 2]× (0, 1) such that:

1. supθ∈Θ |H l(θ, u)| ≤ CVl(u)
η/2 for every u ∈ E

2. sup(θ,θ′)∈Θ2 |H l(θ, u)−H l(θ′, u)| ≤ C|θ − θ′|Vl(u)
η/2 for every u ∈ E.

8



(A4) Let β be as in (A3). There exists a C < +∞ such that

sup
l∈N0

|Σθ,l − Σθ′,l| ≤ C|θ − θ′|β .

(A5) Let β be as in (A3). There exists a α ∈ (0, β) such that

∑

n∈N0

{
φ2n + φnǫ

α
n +

(
φn

ǫn

)2
}
< +∞.

The assumptions (A1,3-5) are fairly standard in the study of stochastic approximation and geometri-
cally ergodic Markov chains; see for instance [1, 2, 3]. Assumption (A2) is less standard and essentially
states that the regular Lyapunov function for a symmetric random walk MH is sandwiched between a
Lyaponuv function that is θ independent. This seems reasonable as Θ is a bounded set.

4.3 Result and Discussion

Below we use E[·] to denote the expectation operator associated to the law of the algorithm, which uses
the modified (reprojection) update scheme, ultimately used to estimate θ⋆.

Proposition 4.1. Assume (A1-5). Then we have that

E[θ̂⋆] = θ⋆.

Proof. The result follows as one can verify [2, Theorem 5.5] via using modifications of Proposition 12
and Lemma 13 of [1]. This can be combined with the proof of [4, Theorem 4.1] to conclude. We remark
that the proving Proposition 12 and Lemma 13 of [1] in our context is fairly simple, needing some trivial
modifications of the calculations in those papers; these are omitted for brevity.

The result does not tell use anything about how to choose our simulation parameters. Based upon work
in [16] we conjecture that, under appropriate assumptions, the variance of our estimator is upper-bounded
by an expression that is

O

(
1

PL(0)

∞∑

p=0

1

PP (p)Np
+

L∑

l=1

∞∑

p=0

1

PL(l)PP (p)

∆ζ
l

Np

)
,

for ζ > 0 and ∆l = 2−l; the latter is associated to the precision of our approximation of πθ. Note that the
rate for convergence of SA can be seen in [9] and as shown there, we are taking the optimal rate which is
related to the step-size. Then just as in [14] one can choose:

Np = 2p,PL(l) ∝ ∆ρζ
l , ρ ∈ (0, 1),

PP (p) ∝ 2−p(p+ 1) log2(p+ 2)2,

which would ensure finite variance. Such a result remains to be proved, however. Similar to [14], our new
estimator is expected to have finite variance and unbiasedness, with infinite expected cost, but finite cost
with high probability; see the discussion [14, Section 4] for details.

5 Numerical Experiments

In this section we test our methodology and algorithms using two distinct inverse problem models: one
based from an elliptic PDE and another from an ODE relevant to the field of epidemiology. These
models serve to assess the effectiveness of our approach across diverse domains and to compare it with the
methodology proposed in [11]. For our numerical experiments we will estimate static parameters using
our proposed algorithm UMSA and compare it with the algorithm proposed in [11], which we refer to as
UEDM (unbiased estimation of discretized models), within the context of Bayesian inverse problems.
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5.1 Elliptic PDE Inverse Problem

We now present our first numerical experiment, based on the motivating example we provided in Section
2.2. Recall that model problem, is to consider the inverse problem associated with

−∇ · (Φ∇h) = f ∈ D,

where Φ = 1 represents a constant diffusion coefficient, the forcing term f(t;X) is given by

f(t;X) = X1 sin(2t) +X2 sin(t),

and the analytical solution to this PDE is given as h(t;X) = 1
4X1 sin(2t) + X2 sin(t), and D = [0, 2π].

We consider zero-Dirichlet boundary conditions h = 0. The observations are taken at J = 50 equidistant
points within the domain, with the observation times defined as:

tj = 2π
2j − 1

2J
, j ∈ {1, . . . , J}.

The observed data y is modeled by adding Gaussian noise: y|X ∼ N (G(X), θ−1I), where θ is precision
parameter we are interested in recovering which we set as θ = θ⋆ = 100. Furthermore, G(X) is the
forward model matrix that depends on the parameters X = (X1, X2). The parameters X are assumed to
follow a Gaussian prior distribution: X ∼ N (0, 16I). The forward model matrix G maps the parameters
X to the observations. The individual elements of the matrix are given by

Gj,1 =
1

4
sin(2tj), Gj,2 = sin(tj).

We solve the PDE by using a finite difference scheme with a mesh size chosen as ∆l = 2π × 2−l. the
posterior distribution is defined as pθ(X |y) = N (µ,Σ), where the mean and inverse-covariance (precision)
of the posterior are

µ = θΣG⊤y, Σ−1 = θG⊤G+ 16−1I2.

We establish a discretization scheme by setting the minimum discretization level lmin = 2. To obtain
robust statistical estimates, we run our algorithm in parallel for multiple repetitions M . Specifically, we
consider values of M drawn from the set {x ∈ Z

+ | x = 2p, 2 ≤ p ≤ 11}, which corresponds to powers
of 2 from 22 up to 211. For each chosen M , this approach allows for M independent, parallel runs of the
algorithm, which not only enhances computational efficiency but also facilitates statistical averaging to
improve the reliability of parameter estimation. In these simulations, the parameters of interest we aim to
estimate are denoted by θ̂1, . . . , θ̂M , where each θ̂j represents an individual estimate from a single run of

the algorithm. By averaging these estimates, we define an aggregated estimator θ̂⋆
M

= 1
M

∑M
j=1 θ̂j . This

averaged estimator θ̂⋆
M

provides a more stable and accurate representation of the underlying parameter,
reducing the variance associated with any single run and leveraging the law of large numbers. To evaluate
the accuracy of our aggregated estimator θ̂⋆

M
, we compute the mean squared error (MSE) using the

formula:

MSE =
1

50

50∑

i=1

∣∣∣θ̂i,⋆
M

− θ⋆
∣∣∣
2

.

To optimize the algorithms, we set parameters as follows: Np = 2p, the probability distributions for level

selection are given by PL(l) = ∆ρζ
l 1{lmin,...,lmax}(l) for lmin = 2, lmax = 9, with ρ ∈ (0, 1), ζ > 0 and 1

represents the indicator function. The distribution for the parameter p is PP (p) ∝ 2−p(p+1) log2(p+2)2.
For our experiments we choose ζ = 1. Our numerical simulations, for the PDE example, are provided in
Figures 1-3. For our pCN kernels we specify the coupling parameters as ρθ,l = 0.95 and set σθ,l = 4.0I
for all l. Figure 1 demonstrates the linear convergence of the forward model, while Figure 2 shows the
trade-off between MSE and computational cost for the parameter θ. Here, the computational cost is
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Figure 1: Semi-logarithmic plot of |pl − pl−1|2 versus level, where pl := hl, is depicted. The x-axis
represents the level, and the y-axis shows the squared difference between consecutive pl values.
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Figure 2: MSE versus computational cost for the parameter θ, illustrating the trade-off between accuracy
and cost.

defined as the cumulative sum of the costs of all M parallel processes, where each process contributes to
the overall effort required by the algorithm. The plot demonstrates an MSE rate of MSE = O

(
1
M

)
.

Figure 3 compares computation times between UMSA and UEDM under the elliptic PDE model.
The box plot highlights the efficiency of our method, which consistently exhibits lower and more stable
computation times compared to UEDM.

5.2 Epidemiology Inverse Problem

Our final numerical experiments consider an inverse problem for an ODE. Specifically, we consider pa-
rameter inference for an epidemiological model applied to analyze COVID-19 infections in the UK. We
utilize a compartmental model tailored for a closed population, where S(t) represents the proportion sus-
ceptible to the disease, I(t) denotes the infected individuals, R(t) signifies those who have recovered and
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Figure 3: Box plot comparing computation times for UMSA and UEDM under the elliptic Bayesian
inverse problem. The plot highlights the median, interquartile range, and spread of computation times,
with our method showing lower and more consistent times compared to UEDM.

are no longer infectious, and Ξ(t) represents symptomatic infected individuals in quarantine. The model’s
dynamics are governed by the following system of ordinary differential equations

d

dt
S(t) = −aS(t)I(t)− x1S(t),

d

dt
I(t) = aS(t)I(t)− (b+ x1 + x2)I(t),

d

dt
R(t) = bI(t) + x1S(t),

d

dt
Ξ(t) = (x1 + x2)I(t).

Setting t = 0 at January 24, 2020 (the date of the first reported case), the initial conditions are

(S(−x3), I(−x3), R(−x3),Ξ(−x3)) =

(
1−

1

Npop

,
1

Npop

, 0, 0

)
,

where Npop = 66, 650, 000 denotes the UK population size. Our prior distributions for x = (x1, x2, x3)
are specified as uniform distributions X1 ∼ U [0.001, 0.003], X2 ∼ U [0.2, 0.4], and X3 ∼ U [5, 25]. To

incorporate under-reporting, we model the observed proportion of daily confirmed cases (Yi)
P
i=1 as:

log (Yi) = log (Gi(x)) − Γi,

where,

Gi(x) = a

∫ n+i

n−1+i

S(t;x)I(t;x) dt,

represents daily new infections, and (Γi)
P
i=1 are independent gamma random variables with shape param-

eter θ1 > 0 and scale parameter θ2 > 0. We focus on J = 40 observations starting from February 12,
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2020, due to earlier data unreliability. The unnormalized posterior density of X given y and θ = (θ1, θ2),
using the gamma likelihood, is:

γθ(x) =

P∏

i=1

1

Γ (θ1) θ
θ1
2

(
log

(
Gi(x)

yi

))θ1−1

exp


−

log
(

Gi(x)
yi

)

θ2


 IA(x),

such that A = {x ∈ X : Gi(x) ≥ yi, i = 1, . . . , P}. Practical implementation of MCMC methods requires
approximating Gi(x), achieved by approximating h(t;x) satisfying d

dth(t) = aS(t)I(t) using a fourth-order
Runge-Kutta method with stepsize ∆l = 0.1× 2−l. With this approximation in place, we can apply our
proposed methodology to estimate expectations. For computing our estimators, we utilized the reflection
maximal coupling of pCN kernels, with algorithmic parameters ρθ,l = 0.95 and σθ,l = Id for all l ∈ Z

+.
Since the computational cost of the pCN kernel at level l scales as ∆−ω

l with ω = 1, we set as the previous

case PL(l) = ∆ρζ
l 1{3,...,7}(l), with ρ ∈ (0, 1), ζ > 0 to ensure that the single term estimator achieves both

finite variance and finite expected cost. The MSE is calculated as

MSEθk =
1

100

100∑

i=1

∣∣∣θ̂i,⋆
k,M

− θ⋆k

∣∣∣
2

, for k = 1, 2.

We present our numerical simulations in Figures 4 - 6. Figure 4 illustrates the dynamics of the
Susceptible-Infected-Recovered (SIR) model. The plot shows how the proportions of the population
in each compartment (susceptible, infected, and recovered) evolve over time. The susceptible population
decreases as individuals become infected, the infected population initially rises before eventually declining,
and the recovered population increases as individuals recover from the disease.
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Figure 4: SIR model using Runge-Kutta 4 method.

Figure 5 demonstrates that the runtime scales approximately as MSE−1
θ . This scaling is a direct

consequence of our estimator’s unbiasedness, as proven in Proposition 4.1. We proceed by comparing our
UMSA algorithm with the UEDM algorithm proposed in [11], similar to our approach for the previous
example.

Finally Figure 6 presents a box plot comparing the CPU computation times of both methods, UMSA
and UEDM.. The plot illustrates the distribution of computation times, where our proposed UMSA
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algorithm exhibits a shorter median computation time and narrower spread, indicating more consistent
performance. Once again, this comparison highlights the improved performance over the methodology
presented in [4, 11].
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Figure 5: MSE vs. Cost for the parameter θ = (θ1, θ2) .
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Figure 6: SIR box plot comparing computation times for UMSA and UEDM under the SIR model. The
plot highlights the median, interquartile range, and spread of times.
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