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Abstract. Bayesian parameter inference is one of the key elements for model selection in
cosmological research. However, the available inference tools require a large number of calls to
simulation codes which can lead to high and sometimes even infeasible computational costs.
In this work we propose a new way of emulating simulation codes for Bayesian parameter
inference. In particular, this novel approach emphasizes the uncertainty-awareness of the
emulator, which allows to state the emulation accuracy and ensures reliable performance.
With a focus on data efficiency, we implement an active learning algorithm based on a
combination of Gaussian Processes and Principal Component Analysis. We find that for an
MCMC analysis of Planck and BAO data on the ΛCDM model (6 model and 21 nuisance
parameters) we can reduce the number of simulation calls by a factor of ∼500 and save about
96% of the computational costs.
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1 Introduction

Bayesian model selection and parameter inference is a key step in the theoretical cosmology
research pipeline for predicting models and comparing them with observational data. Among
the most constraining observations are the two-point statistics, such as the CMB angular
power spectra, that can be calculated for the investigated model by Einstein-Boltzmann
solvers, such as CAMB[1] or CLASS[2]. In practice, this is often done through statistical model
inference runs that depend on a multitude of calls of these solvers, which can result in high
computational costs that may make parameter inference unfeasible. To overcome this issue,
a variety of approaches have been developed in order to emulate Einstein-Boltzmann solvers
and reduce the computational cost. One can distinguish between emulators that are trained
prior to the inference run[3][4][5] and emulators with active learning that draw samples in
the most relevant region of the parameter space and get trained during the inference run[6].
In this work we propose an active learning emulator that combines the data compression of
Principal Component Analysis and the data efficiency and uncertainty prediction of Gaussian
Processes.

2 Theory

Gaussian Processes

Gaussian Processes (GPs) are the generalisation of Gaussian probability distributions to
functions. They can be formulated as a regression task to fit a sufficiently smooth function
f(x) given a set of data points X. They assume a Gaussian probability distribution for
the function at each evaluation point and provide an estimate for both the mean µ̂ and the
covariance matrix Σ̂ (later denoted as σ̂2 for a single dimension) at any point x conditioned
by X,

µ̂(x), Σ̂(x) = GP(x|X).

In our emulator, we assume that the training data has no internal stochastic component.
As a result, the predicted covariance originates only from the sampling sparsity of the data
set and the smoothness of the emulated function. The degree of smoothness is encoded in
the kernel, which is a parametrization of the correlation between two samples x,x′ following
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the function f . For this emulator we use anisotropic radial basis functions (RBF) for the
kernel

k(x,x′) = σ2exp

(
−
∑ (xi − x′

i)
2

2L2
i

)
.

The parameters σ,L are fitted to the data. A detailed summary of GPs can be found in [7] or
[8]. We use the GP implementation of the python scikit-learn library [9]. GPs have been
used in the cosmological community for example in [4] and [10, 11]. In the latter references,
the authors confirmed the data efficiency of GPs.

Principal Component Analaysis

Observables in cosmological research, such as matter power spectra or the CMB, are of high
dimension O(103) and strongly correlated. Predicting each component results in a high
computational effort. As a consequence, we find that it is advantageous to perform a data
compression to a lower dimensional feature space. In this work we use Prinicpal Component
Analysis (PCA) which transforms a data set X = (X1, ..., XN ) with Xi ∈ RD into the
eigenspace of the matrix XTX by solving

w⃗i = λi(X
TX)w⃗i.

The eigenvectors (w⃗1, .., w⃗M ) with the M largest eigenvalues form an orthogonal PCA-
eigenspace. The eigenvectors provide the transformation matrix of dimension D × M . In
general, it is not invertible, such that a loss of information occurs. We find that using
∼ 10 − 15 PCA components on the example of CMB spectra (see in 4) maintains a loss of
precision which proves to be sufficiently accurate for parameter inference. The two main
advantages are dimensionality reduction as well as orthogonality, since each PCA component
can be emulated independently of another. This allows for fast and parallelizable fitting and
evaluation of the GP. PCAs have been used in the context of cosmological model inference
for example in [12]. Further reading can be found in [8].

Uncertainty qualification

For the uncertainty qualification of the emulator prediction, we consider two sources of noise.
The first is the loss of information we encounter by using the PCA. We estimate it by
transforming a set of spectra into the PCA representation and untransforming it back into
the data space. The residuals of the original spectra with their PCA versions contain the
information loss. The corresponding uncertainty estimate will be the standard deviation in
each dimension in the data space (e.g. in each ℓ bin). When sampling from this noise, we
correlate the errors of each bin. We assume this uncertainty estimate to be constant for
the given parameter space such that it provides a maximal achievable accuracy for a given
number of PCA components. By increasing this number, the maximal precision of emulation
can be enhanced.

The second source is related to the uncertainty estimate of the GP which reflects the
sampling density. The uncertainty in the emulated quantity can be inferred from the individ-
ual uncertainty estimates of the GP prediction. Accordingly, we transform the uncertainty
estimates of the GP for the PCA components σ̂i for i = 1, ..,M into the data space by
multiplying with the PCA transformation matrix. Due to the orthogonality of the PCA
components we can derive the uncertainty estimates of the PCA components independently
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of each other, so that we can propagate those uncertainties to the total uncertainty of the
data

ˆ⃗σx =

√√√√ M∑
i=1

w⃗i ⊙ w⃗iσ̂2
i .

Thus, the uncertainty estimates on the uncorrelated PCA components mix into a cor-
related error on the data, reflecting the mixing of the different emulator components. Unlike
the first source of uncertainty, this one can be reduced by training the GP on more data,
which allows for a more accurate prediction of the PCA components. An emulator call of
the scaled CMB temperature power spectrum DTT

ℓ with the uncertainty contributions is
displayed in figure 1.
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Figure 1. Uncertainty qualification of the CMB TT spectrum emulator for a training scenario similar
to the one outlined in section 3. We compare the performance of the emulator with the full calculation
obtained by CLASS. (Top) Dℓ spectrum. (Center) Residuals with the uncertainty estimates related to
the PCA information loss and the sampling sparsity of the GPs. (Bottom) Residuals normalized by
the cosmic variance.
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Online Learning Strategy

Online learning (see [13]) is a training technique in which data become available in a sequential
order. This sequential order can be, for example, the steps of a sampling algorithm. Before
each new step, an optimal predictor (given the available data from the previous steps) is
constructed. We combine this learning strategy with the concept of active learning (see [13]),
which assigns an importance to each new data point for the training of the emulator. The
importance criterion we use for active learning is the uncertainty estimate of the emulator.
Since the significance of an uncertainty can be interpreted in terms of likelihood, we qualify
the uncertainty of the emulator by drawing a set of samples from the uncertainty estimate
of the emulator. For each of the samples, we evaluate the likelihood of the corresponding
observation and calculate the mean and standard deviation of the set. Consequently, the
standard deviation (and mean) can be used as an estimator of the emulator’s uncertainty
on the prediction. If the estimator falls below a user defined accuracy criterion for the
likelihood, we mark that data point as relevant for training the emulator. The corresponding
observable is then calculated by the theory code and added to the training set. Accordingly,
the emulator is trained on the full data set to allow a more accurate prediction on the next
sample. However, if the estimator exceeds the criterion, the prediction from the emulator
is used. This ensures a user defined and easily interpretable accuracy of the emulator (for
uncertainty estimates on the posterior see [14]). The accuracy estimator can be specified by
the user. We find that a sum of a constant offset and a likelihood dependent part ensures
performance in the high likelihood region and relaxes the criterion for more implausible
observations. We use the emulator’s prediction when the estimated standard deviation of
the log likelihood σ̂logL satisfies

σ̂logL < 0.1 + 0.1 · (logLbestfit − log L̂).

3 Implementation

We implement our emulator approach in a modified version of the Bayesian sampler cobaya
[15] in a model and data independent way. While single or low dimensional quantities (such
as σ8 or redshift-binned angular diameter) are emulated using GPs, the high dimensional
observables such as the CMB spectra are emulated with the combination of PCA and GP
as outlined above. The number of PCA components is adjustable, but is currently set to
values between 10 − 20 for the cosmologically relevant spectra. We find that starting the
training of the emulator immediately proves not to be efficient, as early samples often consist
of irrelevant outliers (for example burn-in of MCMCs). To circumvent this issue, we remove
all outlier points associated with loglikelihood values that are too far away from the best-fit
point (at the current stage of the chain). In addition, we have implemented a minimum
number of samples required to start the training, as a small number of samples will not
result in generalizable PCA components. Whenever the theory code is called, the emulator
generates its prediction with a number of noisy samples ∼ (3 − 10). These noisy samples
are then compared with the observations in the likelihood codes. When a new data point
is added to the emulator, a new GP is computed that takes the additional data point into
account. The kernels are fitted only in the beginning of training or every 20 new data points
to save computational cost.

The current code implementation, which includes an explanation of all parameters, can
be found in a forked cobaya version at svenguenther/cobaya.
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Table 1. Biases of selection of posterior estimates
Parameter Mean Emulator Mean Default Bias

h 0.6804(45) 0.6804(45) 0.004
log(1010As) 3.043(16) 3.042(16) 0.05

ns 0.9654(38) 0.9653(38) 0.03
Ωbh

2 0.02238(14) 0.02238(14) 0.01
Ωcdmh

2 0.1196(10) 0.1196(10) -0.01
τreio 0.0542(77) 0.538(76) 0.05
ycal 1.0006(25) 1.0006(25) 0.007

4 Example

In the test case, we test the 6 parameter ΛCDM model on the Planck 2018 data release
[16] including low and high ℓ temperature and polarization spectra and SDSS-III BAO mea-
surements from DR12 [17]. We assess the performance of the outlined emulator concept by
running an MCMC with and without the emulator. In order to utilize the speed hierarchy of
fast nuisance parameters (21 of the Planck likelihood) and slow cosmological parameters, we
use the concept of oversampling [18] and run the chains until the R− 1 convergence criterion
[19] reaches 0.01. We find good agreement between the posterior estimates, which are shown
in figure 2. We compute the bias metric b with the mean m and standard deviation σ of the
posterior estimates,

b = (mdefault −memulator)/σdefault.

The means and biases for the 6 cosmological parameters and the Planck calibration are at
most 5%, as displayed in Table 1. We find that 126 calls of the theory code were required
during the convergence of the MCMC to train the emulator. A substantial fraction of these
calls are at the beginning of the MCMC and can be associated with the burn-in phase. In
contrast, the comparative MCMC required 58924 theory calls, which dominate the total run
time of 180 CPUh (1 chain with 4 threads for a wall time of 45 hours). When using the
emulator, the limiting factors for speedup are the calls of the likelihood code used for the
precision estimation of the emulator. The total run time for both training the emulator and
converging the MCMC is about 7 CPUh (1 chain with 1 thread). We find similar speedup
when running MCMCs without an initial guess for the covariance matrix. However, the
number of theory calls did increase slightly. We also find that this number depends on the
starting point of the chain, but has only a small effect on the overall run time.

5 Discussion

In this work we have implemented an emulator with a data efficient online learning algorithm
that is capable of providing an uncertainty estimate for its prediction. This allows us to use
an active learning algorithm that ensures a reliable performance of the emulator with an
interpretable uncertainty estimate on the likelihood. The combination of active and online
learning is complemented by an architecture of PCAs and GPs. We find that this model- and
data-independent approach is able to reduce the computational costs by 96% for the test case
of the ΛCDM model on Planck and BAO data. The number of theory computations could be
reduced by a factor of ∼ 500 to 126 computation calls. In further work we plan to optimize
the algorithm, perform a major code release, release a MontePython [20] version, explore
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Figure 2. Predicted posterior estimate for the ΛCDM model tested on BAO and Planck TT,TE and
EE data. (Blue) posterior estimate using the emulator. It was trained with 126 calls of the theory
code. (Red) Comparative MCMC without the use of the emulator. The contours were generated with
58698 theory calls.

the hyperparameters, and further improve the performance by parallelizing the emulator.
We estimate that the speedup would be even larger with more computationally expensive
cosmological models, which are even more dominated by the calculation time of the theory
code. Finally, we highlight the potential to exploit the differentiability of this approach to
further speed up Bayesian parameter inference with gradient based sampling algorithms [21].
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