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Abstract

Many application areas rely on models that can be readily simulated but lack a closed-form
likelihood, or an accurate approximation under arbitrary parameter values. Existing param-
eter estimation approaches in this setting are generally approximate. Recent work on using
neural network models to reconstruct the mapping from the data space to the parameters
from a set of synthetic parameter-data pairs suffers from the curse of dimensionality, resulting
in inaccurate estimation as the data size grows. We propose a dimension-reduced approach
to likelihood-free estimation which combines the ideas of reconstruction map estimation with
dimension-reduction approaches based on subject-specific knowledge. We examine the proper-
ties of reconstruction map estimation with and without dimension reduction and explore the
trade-off between approximation error due to information loss from reducing the data dimen-
sion and approximation error. Numerical examples show that the proposed approach compares
favorably with reconstruction map estimation, approximate Bayesian computation, and syn-
thetic likelihood estimation.

Keywords: Generative models; Neural networks; Approximate Bayesian computation; Synthetic
likelihood estimation
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1 Introduction

Statistical inference on dynamical systems, their latent parameters, and states, is critical for model

assessment, interpretation, and prediction. However, the absence of a closed-form likelihoood makes

likelihood-based or Bayesian inference infeasible. Models without a closed-form representation of the

data-generating mechanism arise naturally in many modern application areas. Generative models

can reflect the random stochastic nature of processes such as human interaction (e.g., Kypraios

et al., 2017; Chkrebtii et al., 2022; Chernozhukov et al., 2007), the interaction between biological

agents (e.g., Kendall et al., 1999; Ashyraliyev et al., 2009; Auchincloss and Diez Roux, 2008; Gilbert,

2008), and reactions of chemical species (e.g., Singer et al., 2006). Although simulation from such

models is possible and often computationally efficient, the likelihood often cannot be written down.

Complex data types often lead to likelihoods with a combinatorially large number of components,

such as interacting atomic spins on lattices (e.g., Ghosal and Mukherjee, 2020; Atchadé et al.,

2013) and social networks (e.g., Stivala et al., 2020), or an intractable normalizing constant, such

as probability models defined on a manifold (e.g., Matuk et al., 2021), Gaussian random fields (e.g.,

Varin et al., 2011), protein design (e.g., Kleinman et al., 2006) and images (e.g., Ibáñez and Simó,

2003). In some cases, the likelihood is intractable due to latent variables in the data-generating

model, such as for state space models (e.g., Durbin and Koopman, 2012), hidden Markov models

(e.g., Yildirim et al., 2015), mixed and random effects models (e.g., Varin et al., 2011), where the

likelihood is a high-dimensional integral or summation over all latent variable values.

There are several popular approaches for statistical inference on models with intractable like-

lihood. However, for general models, such techniques typically require some degree of approxima-

tion. Composite likelihood methods (Lindsay, 1988; Besag, 1975) approximate the likelihood by the

product of lower-dimensional marginal or conditional densities. The construction of the composite

likelihood components may be difficult, especially in complex models with many unknowns and, in

general, the approximation may introduce non-negligible estimation bias (Zhou and Schmidler, 2009;

Friel and Pettitt, 2004). In special cases where an unbiased estimator of the likelihood is available,

the pseudo-marginal approach of Andrieu and Roberts enables exact Bayesian inference by replac-
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ing the likelihood evaluation within the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm. In addition to the method’s

lack of generality, the resulting MCMC sampler is often computationally inefficient, such as when

the unbiased estimator itself requires a sampling algorithm (e.g., Fallaize and Kypraios, 2016). In

contrast, the class of simulation-based estimation methods does not require point-wise evaluation

of the likelihood if model output can be generated relatively quickly. A popular simulation-based

approach is approximate Bayesian computation (ABC) (Tavaré et al., 1997; Pritchard et al., 1999;

Beaumont et al., 2002). ABC refers to the class of sampling techniques that target an approxi-

mate posterior distribution (Fearnhead and Prangle, 2012), termed the ABC posterior, obtained by

replacing the likelihood with a kernel density approximation based on the discrepancy between sum-

marized synthetic and observed data. Since sufficient summary statistics are not typically available

for likelihood-free problems, the choice of summary involves the trade-off between approximation

and Monte Carlo errors. Using fewer summaries increases the approximation error between the

ABC and the true posteriors due to information loss, while decreasing Monte Carlo approximation

error as likelihood estimation becomes more efficient. Another popular simulation-based approach

is synthetic likelihood estimation (Wood, 2010), which replaces the likelihood by a multivariate

normal density with mean and covariance estimated from synthetic data. Although this approach

scales well with data dimension, model misspecification can lead to estimation bias.

We propose a new simulation-based approach that utilizes neural networks (NN) to learn the

mapping between observed data and model parameters from a large number of parameter-output

pairs by exploiting dimension reduction. The advantage of using NNs is that they are universal

function approximators (Hornik et al., 1989) and have the flexibility to capture nonlinear relation-

ships between variables. NNs have been used for parameter estimation as a means of speeding

up optimization, which is fundamentally different than our proposal. For instance, Morshed and

Kaluarachchi (1998) use NNs as surrogate models trained on synthetic data, then perform opti-

mization using a genetic algorithm. Matsubara et al. (2006) use a radial basis function network

to learn the relationship between parameters and fitness value, then employ an optimization al-

gorithm to find the setting that produces maximum fitness value. NNs can also be trained with
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synthetic data to learn conditional density estimators based on mixtures of Gaussian, normalizing

flows or autoregressive flows as a surrogate model for the simulator, and the NN can either learn the

posterior distribution (Lueckmann et al., 2017; Papamakarios and Murray, 2016) or the likelihood

(Papamakarios et al., 2019; Alsing et al., 2019). But this approach requires fitting a sequence of NN

models to a possibly prohibitively large number of model evaluations, and is more computationally

expensive than our proposal.

Our approach shares a foundation with recent literature on what we shall call reconstruction

map (RM) estimation. Rudi et al. (2022) consider parameter estimation for the FitzHugh–Nagumo

model by learning the mapping from the sample space to parameter space using a deep NN trained

on a large number of synthetic datasets generated from the model. Lenzi et al. (2023) further

expand its application to intractable models with an example of parameter estimation for max-stable

processes. Crucially, their approach suffers from the curse of dimensionality, i.e., its estimation

performance degrades quickly as the data size grows. In an application for econometric models,

Creel (2017) proposes to use informative statistics as input to train a neural network, the output

of which can be used directly as an estimator, or as an input to subsequent classical or Bayesian

inference estimation. Our work builds on this approach by establishing a systematic simulation-

based Reconstruction Map-dimension Reduction (RM-DR) estimation method which overcomes

the fundamental problem of degraded estimation performance with data dimension. We show

that under certain assumptions, the resulting estimator is asymptotically equivalent to a Bayes

estimator. Through multiple numerical experiments, we show that dimension reduction is essential

for estimation from large datasets. We further propose a combined parameter estimation approach

that utilizes the RM-DR as a starting point in a local optimization algorithm when the likelihood

is available, providing an alternative to computationally costly global optimization methods.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the inference problem and

background required for constructing estimates of the reconstruction map. Section 3 establishes our

approach, discusses its properties and describes criteria for assessing estimation accuracy. Section 4

discusses the results involving parameter estimation in four numerical experiments, three of which
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have an intractable likelihood, comparing the proposed approach with existing alternatives. In

Section 5 we make conclusions and propose open questions for future work.

2 Background

We begin by reviewing neural network models, which will later be used to construct estimators. We

then describe the framework of reconstruction map estimation and point out drawbacks to its use

when sample sizes are not low-dimensional.

2.1 Neural Network Models

We now review the basics of neural network (NN) modelling and fitting. Broadly speaking, a neural

network is a computational model made up of interconnected artificial nodes or neurons in a layered

structure that is intended to mimic the way the human brain works. A NN takes a given number

of input variables, processes them through one or more hidden layers, and provides output in the

output layer. For example, in the context of a regression problem, the inputs to the NN are the

training covariates or temporal indexes, and the output is the regression function. Similarly, in an

image classification problem, the input is a training image and the output is a class label.

The key building block of the NN is the neuron as shown in the left panel of Figure 1, which

consists of nin input nodes/variables with the ith variable denoted as xi and associated weight

parameter wi, a bias parameter b, an activation function f : R → R, and the neuron output xout.

Let xin and w be vector representations of input variables and weights, respectively. The output

xout is calculated as evaluating the activation function at the weighted sum of input variables,

xout = f(w⊤xin + b). (1)

A fully-connected layer is formed by combining multiple neurons together. Let xin still be the

vector of input variables, and xout be the vector of values for nout output neurons. Let W :=
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Figure 1: Left: a neuron and its components; x1, . . . , xnin are input nodes/variables with weights
w1, . . . , wnin ; b is the bias parameter; f is the activation function; and xout is the output. Right: a
4-layer neural network with 3 input nodes, 4 neurons per hidden layer, and 2 output neurons.

(w1, . . . , wnout) be the weight matrix, and b := (b1, . . . , bnout) be the bias matrix which are formed

by stacking weight vector and bias parameter, respectively, for each neuron horizontally. Define

A := (W⊤, b⊤) as the matrix of all parameters in the layer and an affine linear function hA(x) :=

A



x

1


. Then the output for this single layer is

xout = f ◦ hA(x
in), (2)

where the activation function f is applied component-wise.

More complex models can be constructed using multi-layer NNs, where there is a sequence of

hidden layers between input and output layer as shown in the right panel of Figure 1. For an L-layer

NN, denote Al as the matrix of all parameters in the lth layer, and fl as the activation function in

lth layer, for l = 1, . . . , L. Let ω := (A1, . . . , AL) be parameters of the NN represented as a sequence

of matrices, and N(·, ω) : Rnin → Rnout be the vector-valued function representation of the NN,

N(·, ω) = fL ◦ hAL
◦ · · · ◦ f1 ◦ hA1 , (3)

which is a composition of a series of alternating linear functions and activation functions with output

xout = N(xin, ω). (4)

6



The activation function is the key component that produces non-linearity of the NN. It must be

monotonic and differentiable, as well as computationally inexpensive to evaluate along with its

derivative. Commonly used activation functions include sigmoid, tanh, softplus, ReLU functions.

The activation functions used in the hidden layers should be nonlinear, and ReLU function defined

as f(x) = max{0, x} has become a popular default choice because of its computational efficiency

and representational sparsity. Its use leads to fast convergence for fitting NNs and mitigation of

the vanishing gradient problem (Glorot et al., 2011). In the output layer, it is appropriate to set

the activation function to be identity, as it can avoid undesirable constraints. The depth of a NN is

equal to the number of hidden layers L−1, and a NN is called deep if it has at least 2 hidden layers.

When depth increases, the capacity (model complexity) of a NN increases. Taken together, the

above modeling choices comprise an architecture or structure of the NN. The choice of architecture

is largely problem-specific and involves a series of trade-offs between complexity and computational

speed.

2.2 Reconstruction Map (RM) Estimation

Let the observed data y ∈ Rm be a sample from a generative model that depends on unknown

parameters θ ∈ Θ ⊆ Rd, with likelihood function denoted as p(y | θ), but not necessarily known.

We require that synthetic data y can be readily simulated from p(y | θ) for arbitrary values of

θ ∈ Θ, even if the likelihood p(y | θ) is computationally intractable. An estimator defines a

mapping θ̂ : Rm → Θ from the sample space to the parameter space. The popular likelihood-free

estimation techniques ABC and SLE are reviewed in the supplement.

In this section, we describe a simulation-based method which we will call reconstruction map

(RM) estimation first proposed by Rudi et al. (2022) to estimate parameters defining an ODE

from time series data. RM employs supervised learning to recover the mapping from the sample

space to the parameter space based on a large number of synthetic datasets (or synthetic training

data) simulated from the data-generating model. Specifically, the mapping is modeled by a neural

network, using the data y as inputs and model parameters θ as outputs. The associated synthetic
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data defines the loss function used to train the NN model. Next, we present the details of RM

estimation.

We denote by d(θ) a design density function over θ, which is used to generate N synthetic

training data-parameter pairs (θn, yn)
N
n=1, where (θn, yn)

ind∼ d(θ)p(y | θ) and yn ∈ Rm. For a given

NN architecture, we denote the vector-valued NN function as N(·, ω) : Rm → Rd, which is defined

as in (3) and has parameters ω. The loss function is denoted as l(·, ·), with l(θ, θ̂) representing the

loss associated with an estimate of θ̂. The estimation performance for the NN is assessed via the

training loss 1
N

∑N
n=1 l(θn,N(yn, ω)). RM estimation trains the NN until a maximum number of

epochs is reached, and taking the estimator to be the NN function with parameters that minimize

the training loss over ω ∈ Ω. That is, the RM estimator is

θ̂RM(y) = N(y, ω∗), where ω∗ = argmin
ω∈Ω

1

N

N∑

n=1

l(θn,N(yn, ω)). (5)

The computational implementation of the RM estimator is presented in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Algorithm for RM estimation
Input: design density d(·), data-generating process with density p(· | ·), NN model N(·, ·),

loss function l(·, ·), integer N > 0

Output: θ̂RM(·)
1: for n = 1 to N do
2: sample θn ∼ d(·)
3: sample yn | θn ∼ p(· | θn)
4: end for
5: use numerical optimization to solve ω∗ = argmin

ω∈Ω
1
N

∑N
n=1 l(θn,N(yn, ω))

6: set θ̂RM(·) = N(·, ω∗)

While likelihood-based estimation methods such as MLE or Bayes estimation require evaluating

the likelihood at arbitrary locations, the RM estimation method is substantially different in that it

is likelihood-free and only requires being able to simulate data from the generating model. Another

desirable feature of RM estimation is that estimation from new data under the same generating

model only requires evaluating the pre-learned reconstruction map. In contrast, popular likelihood-

free methods including ABC and SLE require repeating the entire algorithm as new data arrives.
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As a simulation-based approach, a notable difference between RM estimation and ABC or SLE

is that RM estimation does not require data summarization, as it provides the full data as input

to the neural network. RM estimation essentially attempts to learn the key parts of the data

and summarize it into features automatically through neurons in hidden layers by training the

neural network with synthetic training data. But one important drawback of RM estimation is

that its performance quickly degrades as the dimension of the data grows, i.e., the input space

of the reconstruction map becomes large. This issue, which will be explained in detail in the

following section, makes the approach originally proposed by Rudi et al. (2022) infeasible in all but

relatively small data problems. In the following section, we will introduce the new dimension-reduced

reconstruction map (RM-DR) estimation technique that resolves this problem by incorporating

dimension reduction of the input space, establish its connection with Bayes estimation, and analyze

different sources of estimation error.

3 Methodology

This section introduces our simulation-based dimension-reduced reconstruction map (RM-DR) es-

timator and discusses its properties. Uncertainty quantification is further discussed in the supple-

mentary materials. In addition to RM-DR estimation, we also propose the RM-DRLO method

that facilitates likelihood-based inference when the likelihood is available but potentially expensive

to evaluate. Details are provided in the supplement. Finally, we discuss criteria to evaluate and

compare estimators in the likelihood-free setting.

3.1 Dimension-reduced Reconstruction Map (RM-DR) Estimator

Section 2.2 discussed how a supervised learning technique may be used to learn the reconstruction

map from the data to the parameter space in order to construct estimators when the likelihood is

not available. RM estimation can be viewed as learning the manifold that describes the relationship

between the observed data and the parameters defining the generative model. However, in contrast
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to most standard statistical methods for which estimation performance grows with the observed data

dimension, RM approximation degrades as the dataset grows due to the increasing dimension of the

manifold’s input domain. Counteracting this effect requires potentially infeasible increases in the

training data size. The proposed RM-DR estimation approach resolves this problem by projecting

both the observed and synthetic data into a low-dimensional space before learning the reconstruction

map, resulting in a lower-dimensional manifold that is easier to learn. The effect of dimension

reduction can be understood as a trade-off between two types of error for RM-DR estimation:

information loss due to summarization of the full data, and approximation error associated with

learning the dimension-reduced manifold from synthetic data. As the dimension of the summary

statistic decreases, the information loss increases while the approximation error decreases. While

RM estimation does not suffer from such compression error, even relatively small datasets will result

in large Monte Carlo approximation error. Thus, reducing the input dimension of the reconstruction

map enables the use of RM-DR with high-dimensional data. An additional benefit of dimension

reduction, such as smoothing a time series, could denoise the observed data, revealing key features

that are informative about the model parameters. Finally, RM-DR demonstrates better performance

in simulation studies relative to RM and adheres to the principle of parsimony. We will further

discuss the role of dimension reduction in Section 3.2.

Suppose that s = S(y) denotes a summary S : Rm → RK that reduces the data dimension

from m to K < m. As in RM estimation, RM-DR defines a design distribution on the model

parameters with density d(·). We will discuss interpretation and optimal choices of d(·) in Section

3.2. The N synthetic training data-parameter pairs are (θn, sn)
N
n=1, where (θn, yn) ∼ p(y | θ),

and sn := S(yn), for n = 1, . . . , N . Similarly to Section 2.2, the vector-valued NN function is

denoted as N(·, ω) : RK → Rd, where ω are the parameters defining the NN. And the training

loss is 1
N

∑N
n=1 l(θn,N(sn, ω)). A NN is trained until a user-specified maximum number of epochs

is reached, determined based on pilot experiments, domain knowledge, or heuristic guidelines, or

until the training loss does not substantially decrease across a fixed number of epochs. The RM-DR
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estimator is given by the NN with parameters minimizing the training loss over ω ∈ Ω,

θ̂RMDR(s) = N(s, ω∗), where ω∗ = argmin
ω∈Ω

1

N

N∑

n=1

l(θn,N(sn, ω)). (6)

The implementation of the RM-DR estimation procedure is presented in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 Algorithm for RM-DR estimation
Input: design density d(·), data-generating process with density p(· | ·), NN model N(·, ·),

summary function S(·), loss function l(·, ·), integer N > 0

Output: θ̂RMDR(·)
1: for n = 1 to N do
2: sample θn ∼ d(·)
3: sample yn | θn ∼ p(· | θn)
4: calculate sn = S(yn)
5: end for
6: use numerical optimization to solve ω∗ = argmin

ω∈Ω
1
N

∑N
n=1 l(θn,N(sn, ω))

7: set θ̂RMDR(·) = N(·, ω∗)

A practical issue that arises when fitting NN models to data is that of over-fitting. In order

to avoid this issue for both RM and RM-DR methods, we suggest first generating synthetic vali-

dation data in the same manner as the remaining training data. This validation data is used to

determine the optimization algorithm’s stopping time (maximum number of epochs), by minimizing

the validation loss rather than the training loss. We employ this approach in all of our numerical

experiments.

3.2 Connection with Bayes Estimation

In this section, we establish a connection between the RM-DR estimator and the Bayes estimator.

As discussed earlier, the dimension-reduced data, s ∈ RK , is used as input in the reconstruction map

to estimate θ ∈ Θ ⊆ Rd. For a given NN architecture, denote the set of vector-valued NN functions

as A = {N(·, ω) | ω ∈ Ω}, where N(·, ω) : RK → Rd. To define a Bayes estimator, we require a

prior distribution π(·) on the parameters. For an estimator g : RK → Rd, Bayes risk is defined as

rs(π, g) := E(s,θ)∼pπ(s,θ)(l(θ, g(s))), where the expectation is taken over the joint distribution with
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density pπ(s, θ) = p(s | θ)π(θ). An estimator θ̂B is a Bayes estimator if it minimizes the Bayes risk

among all estimators:

θ̂B = argmin
g

rs(π, g). (7)

The result is stated below and the proof provided in the supplementary material.

Theorem 1. Suppose that there exists a Bayes estimator θ̂B within A, and the design density

function d(θ) and prior density function π(θ) agree except on a set of Lebesgue measure zero. Then

the RM-DR estimator converges to a Bayes estimator almost surely when the number of synthetic

validation data-parameter pairs N → ∞.

A desirable property of Bayes estimators is that with respect to proper priors, they are virtually

always admissible (Berger, 1985), meaning that there is no other estimator as a function of s that

has smaller risk for every θ. For a finite training sample size, the RM-DR estimator minimizes the

empirical Bayes risk over a set of functions specified by the neural network architecture. The design

distribution is analogous to the prior distribution, enabling the user to incorporate prior knowledge

about model parameters. The theorem shows that if the model space of the neural network is rich

enough, the RM-DR estimator is equivalent to a Bayes estimator when the training sample size is

sufficiently large.

3.3 Understanding Dimension Reduction

To better understand the effect of dimension reduction, for any estimator θ̂ : Rm → Rd, we denote

the Bayes risk r(π, θ̂) := E(y,θ)(l(θ, θ̂(y))) and θ̂O = argmin
θ̂

r(π, θ̂). And we denote θ̂SRMDR(y) =

θ̂RMDR(S(y)), θ̂SB(y) = θ̂B(S(y)) and gS(y) = g(S(y)). Based on (7), equivalently we can write

θ̂SB = argmin
gS

r(π, gS). For simplicity and without loss of generality, we assume θ̂O and θ̂B in (7) are

both unique, and d(θ) and π(θ) agree except on a measure of zero. Ideally, we want our estimator

to be as close as possible to θ̂O that minimizes the Bayes risk among all estimators as functions of

full data. And it is clear that the RM estimator converges to θ̂O if the number of synthetic training

data-parameter pairs N goes to infinity and the neural network is sufficiently expressive. However,
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in the finite sample case, the approximation error between θ̂RM and θ̂O is positive and may be large

if the data dimension is high due to the inherent difficulty of estimating a function with a large

input space. On the other hand, the RM-DR estimator will converge to θ̂SB, which minimizes the

Bayes risk among all estimators based on S(·). Therefore in the finite sample case, the discrepancy

between RM-DR estimator θ̂SRMDR and the Bayes estimator θ̂O is composed of two types of error, one

is the systematic error between θ̂SB and θ̂O, and the other is the approximation error between θ̂SRMDR

and θ̂SB. Compared with RM estimation, although RM-DR estimation has this systematic error, the

approximation error is reduced due to a lower-dimensional input. So RM-DR is able to produce a

lower aggregate error, and the overall effect becomes more pronounced as data dimension increases.

In terms of degree of dimension reduction, there is a trade-off between the two types of error.

Generally speaking, when the dimension K of the summary statistics decreases, the systematic

error of the RM-DR estimator will increase due to loss of information, but the approximation error

will decrease as it becomes easier to estimate a function with smaller input space. Theoretically,

an estimator based on a low-dimensional sufficient statistic would be optimal since it would incur

no systematic error and produce a lower approximation error that under the use of the full data.

Unfortunately, finding a low-dimensional sufficient statistic in the likelihood-free setting is typically

infeasible. Therefore, in practice, the choice of summaries is usually problem-specific and requires

domain knowledge. In general, it is desirable for these summaries to reflect important features of

data, and also depend on the unknown model parameters. For example, one may consider marginal

distribution statistics such as sample moments, quantiles and order statistics. For time/spatially

indexed data, we can consider descriptive features like the number of peaks or valleys, smoothness,

shape of curves, frequency, amplitude, counts, etc. Summaries of temporal or spatial dependence

like auto-covariance may also be useful.
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3.4 Evaluating Estimation Performance

To evaluate the performance of an estimator θ̂ : Rm → Rd, we first consider its risk, defined as

R(θ, θ̂) := Ey|θ(l(θ, θ̂(y))), (8)

which is its expected loss for a given θ. To account for differences between relative performance of

the estimator across the parameter space, we consider the Bayes risk as an aggregate measure of

an estimator’s expected error, defined as

r(ρ, θ̂) := E(y,θ)(l(θ, θ̂(y))) = Eθ∼ρ(R(θ, θ̂)), (9)

which averages the risk over a distribution ρ(·) on θ. When no prior knowledge about θ is available,

it would be appropriate to set ρ(·) as a uniform distribution over the parameter space. In practice,

for RM and RM-DR, it would be reasonable to set the design distribution to be the same as ρ to

incorporate this uncertainty when designing our estimator.

In practice, the risk and Bayes risk are not available in closed form, and a Monte Carlo (MC)

approximation is used instead. We generate test data {(θq, {yql}Ll=1)
Q
q=1}, where θq

i.i.d.∼ ρ(·) for

q = 1, . . . , Q, and yql|θq i.i.d.∼ p(·|θq) for l = 1, . . . , L, are replicates of the data generated under each

θq. For a given θq, the MC approximation of the risk is

1

L

L∑

l=1

l(θq, θ̂(yql)), (10)

and the MC approximation of the Bayes risk is

1

QL

Q∑

q=1

L∑

l=1

l(θq, θ̂(yql)). (11)

Under the commonly used squared error loss function, the risk is equal to the mean squared error

(MSE), and the Bayes risk is referred to as integrated mean squared error (IMSE). Their MC
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approximations can be computed and decomposed as

M̂SE(θq, θ̂) =
1

L

L∑

l=1

∥θq − θ̂(yql)∥22

= ∥θq − θ̂q∥22 +
1

L

L∑

l=1

∥θ̂(yql)− θ̂q∥22,
(12)

and

ÎMSE(ρ, θ̂) =
1

QL

Q∑

q=1

L∑

l=1

∥θq − θ̂(yql)∥22

=
1

Q

Q∑

q=1

∥θq − θ̂q∥22 +
1

QL

Q∑

q=1

L∑

l=1

∥θ̂(yql)− θ̂q∥22,
(13)

where θ̂q = 1
L

∑L
l=1 θ̂(yql). In (12), ∥θq − θ̂q∥22 is the MC approximation of squared bias, and

1
L

∑L
l=1∥θ̂(yql) − θ̂q∥22 is MC approximation of variance at θq. In (13), 1

Q

∑Q
q=1∥θq − θ̂q∥22 will be

referred as MC approximation of integrated squared bias (ÎBIAS
2
), which represents average squared

bias of the estimator, and 1
QL

∑Q
q=1

∑L
l=1∥θ̂(yql)− θ̂q∥22 will be referred to as MC approximation of

integrated variance (ÎVAR), which is the average variance of the estimator. In Section 4, we will use

squared loss, and the criteria discussed above to evaluate an estimator’s performance in numerical

experiments.

4 Numerical Experiments

We consider four simulated examples to evaluate the performance of the proposed estimation frame-

work. The first three examples feature an intractable likelihood, while the final example is defined

by a highly nonlinear and nonconvex likelihood surface, which poses computational challenges to

likelihood-based methods. An accessible likelihood allows us to compare RM and RM-DR’s per-

formance with maximum likelihood estimation and to demonstrate the RM-DRLO approach in the

supplement. The RM, RM-DR, and RM-DRLO approaches are based on a fully-connected neural

network with 2 hidden layers, each having 32 neurons, and a ReLU activation function. The choice
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of this NN architecture involves trial and error through evaluating performance on synthetic val-

idation data, and other more complex NN architectures produce comparable performance (which

we do not show here for brevity). The design distribution for parameters is taken to be a uniform

distribution over the parameter space. The training sample consists of 125,000 output-parameter

pairs, of which 25% is held out for validation. Evaluation is based on the fit criteria discussed in

Section 3.4, which are approximated based on L = 100 replications. ABC is implemented using the

parallel tempering algorithm for efficient posterior exploration (Swendsen and Wang, 1986; Geyer,

1991). A Gaussian kernel is used to measure the similarity between observed and synthetic data,

with the bandwidth parameter chosen manually to be as small as possible while resulting in an

acceptance rate within the target range. Convergence is assessed by monitoring traceplots and

correlation plots. Finally, MLE and SLE estimators are obtained via numerical optimization using

the dual annealing algorithm.

4.1 Ricker Model

We first consider parameter estimation for the Ricker model, a discrete-time ecological model that

describes the density-dependent dynamics of an animal population. The population density N(t)

is updated across a set of discrete time steps t ∈ Z+ via,

N(t+ 1) = aN(t)e−N(t)+ϵ(t), (14)

where ϵ(t)
ind∼ N (0, σ2) represents process noise within the dynamical system, and a is an intrinsic

growth rate parameter. Population size follows a Poisson model with mean δN(t),

y(t)
ind∼ Poisson(δN(t)), (15)

where δ is an unknown scale parameter. The initial population is N(0) = 2, and data y =

(y(1), . . . , y(1, 000))⊤ is observed at m = 1, 000 consecutive time steps. Setting η = log(a), the

parameters of interest are θ = (η, σ, δ)⊤ ∈ (2, 5) × (0, 0.3) × (1, 4). Supplement Fig. 1 shows four
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replications of y under θ = (3, 0.2, 2)⊤, illustrating the diversity of sample paths that are possible

under the same parameter setting. A likelihood calculation would require marginalization over m

unobserved population densities, and is thus effectively intractable.

RM-DR, SLE, and ABC are implemented using the summary statistics suggested in Wood

(2010). Let ∆(t) = y(t) − y(t − 1) denote the differences between consecutive observations and

let ∆(t) be the t-th order statistics of ∆(1), . . . ,∆(1000). Similarly, let y(t) be t-th order statistics

of y(1), . . . , y(1, 000). The summary statistics are: the sample mean y = 1
1,000

∑1000
t=1 y(t), sample

autocovariance υ(h) = 1
1,000

∑1,000−h
t=1 (y(t + h) − y)(y(t) − y) with lag h from 0 to 5, number of

zeros observed τ =
∑1,000

t=1 1(y(t) = 0), coefficients of the cubic regression of ordered differences ∆(t)

on the ordered observed values y(t), and coefficients of the autoregression of (y(t+ 1))0.3 on y(t)0.3

and y(t)0.6. The rationale for these choices is as follows. The sample mean and autocovariance are

typically useful summaries of time series data, while the frequency of zero observations can provide

insights into the distribution of Poisson data. Coefficients of the cubic regression can summarize

the marginal distribution of observations, and coefficients of the autoregression contain information

about dynamic structure.

Fig. 2 shows scatter plots of estimates versus simulation values of η, σ and δ (rows), respectively,

under the four different estimation methods (columns). Out of the approaches considered, RM-DR

estimates are the closest to true values for all components of θ (smallest spread around the 45°

line, in red). RM achieves the worst performance among all methods considered. ABC shows

comparable estimation accuracy to SLE, except for the estimation of the standard deviation σ.

Supplement Fig. 2 compares the performance of RM and RM-DR estimators using the evaluation

criteria introduced in Section 3.4. Each point on the 3-d plots corresponds to one of 1,000 different

simulation parameter setting. The color corresponds to the magnitude of the log squared bias,

variance, and MSE (rows), respectively, for RM (left column) and RM-DR (right column). RM-

DR estimators achieve lower squared bias, variance and MSE across almost all parameter values

compared to RM. Indeed, RM-DR achieves substantially lower integrated squared bias, variance,

and MSE. Due to the relatively expensive computation (approximately several hours for a single
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Figure 2: Scatter plots of estimates versus simulation values of η, σ, and δ (rows), respectively,
using RM, RM-DR, SLE, and ABC (columns), respectively, for the Ricker model example. The 45°
line is shown in red for reference.

estimate), the performance of ABC and SLE are compared under three different θ settings in Table

1. RM-DR has the lowest MSE, variance, and squared bias in almost all cases, followed by ABC

and SLE. RM has the worst performance over all metrics. In summary, this example illustrates that

summarization of the data informing the RM-DR method greatly improves estimation performance

relative to the RM approach, and performs favorably relative to ABC and SLE both in terms of

accuracy and speed under the same choice of summaries.
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Table 1: MC approximation of squared bias, variance, and MSE for Ricker model example
(η, σ, δ) = (2.5, 0.2, 1.5) (η, σ, δ) = (4, 0.2, 3) (η, σ, δ) = (4.5, 0.2, 3.5)

Method b̂ias
2

v̂ar M̂SE b̂ias
2

v̂ar M̂SE b̂ias
2

v̂ar M̂SE
RM 1.9e-02 5.5e-02 7.3e-02 7.9e-03 1.3e-01 1.4e-01 4.2e-03 7.2e-02 7.6e-02
RM-DR 7.2e-04 2.1e-03 2.8e-03 5.5e-04 3.2e-03 3.7e-03 1.6e-04 1.8e-03 2.0e-03
SLE 6.2e-04 1.0e-02 1.1e-02 2.7e-03 9.1e-03 1.2e-02 4.3e-04 1.8e-02 1.9e-02
ABC 9.7e-03 3.0e-03 1.3e-02 3.5e-03 4.8e-03 8.3e-03 2.6e-03 7.2e-03 9.8e-03

4.2 M/G/1-queue

We next consider a queuing model consisting of a first-come-first-serve single-server queue (M/G/1-

queue), used in Fearnhead and Prangle (2012) as an example of a stochastic simulation model with

an intractable likelihood. The service times are uniformly distributed on the interval [θ1, θ2], and

inter-arrival times are exponentially distributed with rate θ3. The simulation procedure for the

nth inter-departure time y(n) is provided in the supplement. Assume that the first 1,000 inter-

departure times y = (y(1), . . . , y(1, 000))⊤ are observed and the parameters θ = (θ1, θ2, θ3)
⊤ are

unknown. Supplement Fig. 3 shows a histogram of the inter-departure times from four independent

realizations (panels) of y when θ = (4, 8, 1/6)⊤. The design distribution for (θ1, θ2−θ1, θ3)
⊤ is chosen

as a uniform distribution over the region (0, 10) × (0, 10) ×
(
0, 1

3

)
, where the resulting service and

inter-arrival times have on average comparable magnitudes.

The summaries chosen for implementation of ABC, SLE, and RM-DR provide information about

the marginal distribution of inter-departure times: the minimum, maximum, and 18 evenly-spaced

quantiles of y. This choice is motivated by exploratory analysis which suggests that the marginal

distribution of y may be more informative about θ than the time ordering.

Fig. 3 shows scatter plots of estimates versus simulation values of the components of θ (rows),

under the four different estimation methods (columns). The smallest spread of values around the

45° line (red) indicating correct estimation is achieved by RM-DR. As in the previous example,

supplement Fig. 4 shows a comparison between the performance of RM and RM-DR estimators.

On average, RM-DR achieves substantially better estimation performance than RM, in terms of

squared bias, variance, and MSE across all the simulation parameter values. As in the previous

19



Figure 3: Scatter plots of estimates versus simulation values of three components of θ (rows),
respectively, using RM, RM-DR, SLE, and ABC (columns), respectively, for the M/G/1 model
example. The 45° line is shown in red for reference.

example, SLE and ABC are further evaluated at three θ settings in Table 2. RM-DR has the best

performance across all criteria, followed by ABC. The estimation performance of RM and SLE is

substantially worse, with much higher values of squared bias and variance. Looking at MSE, RM

performs marginally better than SLE, mainly due to lower estimation variance. Once again, the

RM-DR method performs well in the likelihood-free setting under a sensible choice of summary

statistics.
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Table 2: MC approximation of squared bias, variance, and MSE for M/G/1 model example
θ = (9.502, 17.720, 0.244) θ = (8.119, 13.489, 0.092) θ = (9.594, 14.775, 0.309)

Method b̂ias
2

v̂ar M̂SE b̂ias
2

v̂ar M̂SE b̂ias
2

v̂ar M̂SE
RM 2.4e-02 7.1e-01 7.4e-01 4.6e-01 1.0 1.5 3.0e-01 4.0e-01 7.0e-01
RM-DR 1.9e-03 6.5e-03 8.4e-03 6.9e-03 1.8e-02 2.4e-02 1.0e-02 1.9e-03 1.2e-02
SLE 4.0e-02 8.2e-01 8.6e-01 1.0e-01 1.9 2.0 3.0e-02 1.1 1.2
ABC 2.0e-03 1.2e-02 1.4e-02 4.1e-03 1.2e-01 1.2e-01 1.1e-02 5.0e-03 1.6e-02

4.3 Lotka–Volterra Model

Next, we consider estimation for the Lotka–Volterra (LV) model, used to describe the time evolution

of abundance of two species in a prey-predator relationship. Key interactions between the two

species can be captured by the three reaction types,

u −→ 2u, u+ v −→ 2v, v −→ ∅,

where u and v represent the abundance of a prey and predator species, respectively. The first

reaction describes prey production (e.g., through birth or immigration), the second reaction captures

consumption of prey by the predator, and the third reaction represents removal of predators (e.g.

through death or out-migration). These dynamics can be described by a continuous-time discrete

state Markov chain, where each reaction occurs at a rate that depends on the current state of

the system, specified in terms of transition probabilities over a small time interval (t, t+ δt], as

explained in the supplement. We denote the state of the system at time t by y(t) = (u(t), v(t))⊤,

where u(t) and v(t) represent the abundance of prey and predators at time t, respectively. Assume

the initial condition y(0) = (50, 100)⊤ and unknown parameters θ = (θ1, θ2, θ3)
⊤ ∈ (0.3, 0.6) ×

(0.005, 0.01)× (0.1, 0.4). In this example, we observe both prey and predator populations at 1,000

equidistant points in a time interval [0, 30], and denote the observed abundances by u ∈ R1,000 and

v ∈ R1,000, respectively. Given θ, we simulate data using the Gillespie algorithm (Gillespie, 1977),

as illustrated in supplement Fig. 5.

Although the RM approach could in principle be generalized to multivariate data, the method

as originally proposed uses univariate observations. Therefore, for the RM implementation we
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Table 3: MC approximation of squared bias, variance and MSE for LV model example
θ = (0.59, 0.0077, 0.392) θ = (0.431, 0.0051, 0.265) θ = (0.465, 0.0085, 0.187)

Method b̂ias
2

v̂ar M̂SE b̂ias
2

v̂ar M̂SE b̂ias
2

v̂ar M̂SE
RM 2.9e-03 1.2e-03 4.1e-03 2.7e-03 1.6e-03 4.3e-03 5.4e-04 2.2e-03 2.8e-03
RM-DR 1.1e-03 5.8e-04 1.7e-03 7.7e-04 9.9e-04 1.8e-03 3.4e-04 1.9e-03 2.3e-03
SLE 1.8e-02 9.0e-03 2.7e-02 2.0e-03 2.4e-03 4.4e-03 1.8e-03 7.9e-03 9.7e-03
ABC 2.2e-02 4.1e-04 2.2e-02 2.1e-03 3.0e-04 2.4e-03 1.0e-03 1.5e-03 2.6e-03

concatenate the two vectors as y = (u⊤, v⊤)⊤ as inputs. For the remaining estimation approaches,

we utilize the same summaries for both predator and prey variables. The statistics we consider

include those used in the Ricker model example based on similar justifications, in addition to 20

B-spline regression coefficients, and sample cross-correlation to capture the temporal structure of

the data and the relationship between u or v.

Looking at the scatter plots of estimated values versus simulation values of parameters in Fig.

4, RM-DR estimates are both more accurate and less variable than RM and SLE. While ABC has

low variability overall, it does have high bias. Performance of RM and RM-DR is illustrated in

supplement Fig. 6 at 200 uniformly sampled θ settings. RM-DR estimation has lower squared bias,

variance and MSE for most θ values relative to RM estimation. It also has lower integrated versions

of these metrics, which demonstrates a better overall performance. Again we evaluate performance

of ABC and SLE at several θ settings in Table 3, showing that RM-DR has the lowest MSE and

squared bias across the estimation methods considered. ABC is second to RM-DR in terms of MSE,

mainly due to having low variance, while SLE has the worst overall performance.

4.4 FitzHugh–Nagumo Model

The final numerical example considers parameter estimation for the FitzHugh–Nagumo (FN) ODE

model, which describes the time evolution of voltage v(t) and recovery r(t) across the membrane of a

biological neuron. The ODE initial value problem (see supplement) depends on unknown parameters

θ = (θ1, θ2)
⊤, fixed constants τ = 3 and ζ = 0.4, and initial conditions v(0) = r(0) = 0. We make

the standard assumption that only voltage is observed with additive noise via y(t) = v(t) + ϵ at
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Figure 4: Scatter plots of estimates versus simulation values of three components of θ (rows),
respectively, using RM, RM-DR, SLE, and ABC (columns), respectively, for the LV model example.
The 45° line is shown in red for reference.
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a discrete set of locations ti = 0.025i for i = 1, . . . , 1, 000, and with ϵ
i.i.d.∼ N (0, 0.062). The ODE

solution v(t) under different parameter settings is shown in supplement Fig. 7. Since the likelihood

for this model can be approximated numerically, we can compare RM and RM-DR estimation

with maximum likelihood estimation. The summaries chosen for RM-DR implementation are the

coefficients of a nonlinear regression on K Fourier basis functions, chosen as a way of extracting

frequency and amplitude information from this periodic system.

For the integrated performance metrics, we consider test parameter values over the grid (θ1, θ2) ∈

{−0.2+0.03j , −0.4+0.04l}j,l=0,1,...,40. We vary the number of basis functions K to investigate how

the summary dimension impacts RM-DR performance. Fig. 5 shows that RM-DR has the smallest

integrated squared bias, variance, and MSE of the three methods, regardless of input dimension.

Its performance is robust to different choices of input dimension within a reasonable range for this

example. As expected, using K = 5 basis coefficients leads to notably worse performance than

using larger values of K, as the latter choices convey more amplitude and frequency information.

Unsurprisingly, RM has the largest integrated squared bias and variance due to the difficulty in

reconstructing a mapping with a large input space. Supplement Fig. 8 shows Monte Carlo estimates

of log squared bias, variance, and MSE for the three methods considered. For all approaches,

estimation is worse for simulation parameter values in the top left triangular region of the parameter

space. This is because the ODE solution associated with these parameter quickly attains a steady

state, as shown in supplement Fig. 7, containing less information about the parameter. RM-DR

provides an improvement over RM at many parameter values. Comparing RM-DR with MLE, RM-

DR has better estimations in the top left region of the parameter space. Although MLE produces

lower bias and better estimation at most parameter values, it has larger variance in the top left

region, which leads to a higher IMSE relative to RM-DR. Because the likelihood is available in this

example, we can also test the RM-DRLO approach described in the supplement, which consists of

using RM-DR as a starting for to a local optimization algorithm as an alternative to an expensive

global optimization method. The results are described in supplement section 4.4.
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Figure 5: Plots of MC approximation of integrated squared bias, variance and MSE in FN model,
K is the dimension of input space in RM-DR method.

5 Summary

We propose a simulation-based RM-DR estimation approach with dimension reduction for the class

of inverse problems in which a closed-form likelihood is unavailable or expensive, and discuss its

properties, evaluation criteria, and uncertainty quantification. This approach resolves the problem of

degraded estimation performance when data dimension increases, which makes direct reconstruction

map estimation unreliable in practice. We show that under certain assumptions, the RM-DR

estimator is asymptotically equivalent to a Bayes estimator. By learning a dimension-reduced

manifold, RM-DR reduces the approximation error relative to RM estimation, as illustrated in

multiple numerical experiments. Additionally, in the setting where the likelihood is available but

expensive, we propose to combine the RM-DR approach with local optimization methods as an

alternative to global optimization approaches for parameter estimation, with comparable accuracy

but more time efficiency.

In the numerical examples, RM-DR stands out as a highly effective approach for parameter es-

timation in complex models with intractable likelihoods, demonstrating clear advantages over other

popular methods in terms of accuracy and computational efficiency, especially when estimation for

multiple datasets under the same model is of interest. By leveraging informative summary statis-

tics and reducing the dimensionality of the input space, RM-DR effectively captures the important

features of the data, reducing estimation error and leading to more accurate parameter estimates

compared to the RM method. Unlike the ABC approach, which rejects training data that are in
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some sense far away from the observed data, RM-DR essentially utilizes all the parameter-data pairs

in the construction of the estimator. When trained on a sufficiently large number of synthetic sam-

ples, this results in robust and adaptable estimations. Notably, RM-DR outperforms SLE, which

relies on the strong assumption of normality in the synthetic likelihood, making RM-DR a more

robust and widely applicable choice for complex modeling scenarios.

Future work includes investigating large-sample properties of the RM-DR estimator, its perfor-

mance as both the training sample size and the dimension of summary statistics grows, and ways

to choose appropriate summary statistics.
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1 Additional Background

1.1 Likelihood-based Methods

When the likelihood function is either analytically or computationally tractable, standard likelihood-

based estimation methods can be applied. Maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) takes the esti-

mator to be,

θ̂MLE = argmax
θ∈Θ

log p(y | θ), (1)

that is, the parameters under which the observed data has the highest relative frequency. A popular

alternative to maximum likelihood estimation is the penalized likelihood estimator,

θ̂PLE = argmax
θ∈Θ

log(p(y | θ))− λq(θ), (2)

which adjusts the objective function by subtracting a penalty term from the log likelihood. The

tuning parameter λ controls the tradeoff between the fit to the data and the penalty, and q(θ) is

a non-negative function that can encode prior knowledge about parameters or penalize what we

think of as unrealistic estimates. A common example is a ridge penalty term with q(θ) = ∥θ∥22,

where ∥x∥p denotes Lp norm of x throughout this paper. This choice of penalty can shrink the

estimates towards zero, since q(θ) is large for parameters with large magnitude. A Bayes estimator

is a function,

θ̂B = argmin
θ̂

r(π, θ̂), (3)

that minimizes the Bayes risk r(π, θ̂) := E(y,θ)(l(θ, θ̂(y))) over all possible functions of y, where

the expectation is taken with respect to the joint distribution with density p(y, θ) = π(θ)p(y | θ)

and π(θ) is a prior density. When the likelihood is not available computationally or in closed form,

another class of methods is needed.
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1.2 Simulation-based Methods

Simulation-based inference methods do not require likelihood evaluation, and are applicable when

fast simulation from the generative model is possible at arbitrary parameter values. Popular ap-

proaches include approximate Bayesian computation (ABC) and synthetic likelihood estimation

(SLE).

The principle underlying ABC is that given a prior density π(·) over θ, the posterior density can

be written as,

π(θ | y) ∝ π(θ)

∫
p(y′ | θ)I (y′, y) dy′, (4)

where I is the indicator function. When the likelihood p(y′ | θ) cannot be evaluated, a Monte Carlo

approximation 1
Ns

∑Ns

i=1 I (yi, y) of the integral part in (4) can, in principle, be constructed using

synthetic data y1, . . . , yNs ∼ p(y | θ) drawn from the generative model. In practice, this approach is

not feasible for continuous data, where the probability of generating a sample equal to y is zero, and

is potentially inaccurate for discrete data of high dimension due to large Monte Carlo error resulting

from the low probability of generating an exact match to the full data. Approximate Bayesian

inference is based on a Markov chain Monte Carlo or sequential Monte Carlo sample targeting an

approximation of (4) where the indicator is replaced by a kernel function which puts higher weight

on synthetic data that is close to y based on an appropriate distance metric. To further reduce

Monte Carlo error, a function S : Rm → RK is chosen to summarize the m-dimensional data by a K-

dimensional statistic. Producing close matches of the full data simultaneously becomes increasingly

unlikely as m grows, so a choice of K < m can reduce Monte Carlo error while introducing further

approximation when S is a not sufficient for θ. We denote by s = S(y) the summary of the observed

data y. The resulting ABC posterior takes the form,

πABC(θ | s) ∝ π(θ)

∫
p(y′ | θ)K [{S(y′)− s}/h] dy′, (5)

where K(·) is a kernel function and h > 0 is a bandwidth parameter. An ABC estimate of θ can
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be taken as functional of the ABC posterior, such as the ABC posterior mean,

θ̂ABC = EABC(θ | s). (6)

Selection of the bandwidth h provides a trade-off between accuracy and Monte Carlo error. As h

tends to zero, the kernel K tends to the indicator of an exact match between the simulated and

summarized data. This results in difficulty accepting a large enough number of simulated samples,

thereby increasing Monte Carlo error. Tuning the bandwidth parameter is an application-dependent

problem and depends on both the structure of the data, the number of summaries, and the available

computing resources relative to the complexity of simulating from the model.

Similarly, SLE relies on summarization of simulated data y1, . . . , yNs ∼ p(y | θ). It works by

numerically maximizing a synthetic likelihood of si = S(yi) obtained via a multivariate normal

approximation to the distribution of the sample summaries s1, . . . , sNs . For a given θ the log

synthetic likelihood is,

ls(θ) = −1

2
(s− µ̂θ)

⊤Σ̂−1
θ (s− µ̂θ)−

1

2
log | Σ̂θ |, (7)

where µ̂θ =
∑Ns

i=1 si/Ns, Σ̂θ =
∑Ns

i=1(si − µ̂θ)(si − µ̂θ)
⊤/Ns, and the maximum synthetic likelihood

estimator is,

θ̂SLE = argmax
θ∈Θ

ls(θ). (8)

Another simulation based method, which we will call reconstruction map estimation, has recently

been proposed by (Rudi et al., 2022) and is introduced in Section 3.1 of the main paper.

1.3 Fitting Neural Networks to Data

Given a fixed NN architecture, to fit a NN model to training data H, the values of the NN pa-

rameters must be optimized by optimizing an objective function L(ω), which quantifies estima-

tion performance. The objective function is usually chosen to be the training loss, defined as
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L(ω) = 1
|H|

∑
x∈H

l(x | ω), where l(x | ω) denotes the loss for one training sample x under NN parame-

ters ω. Since the optimization problem does not have a closed-form solution, numerical optimization

via gradient descent is typically used. The iteration step of the algorithm is

ωj = ωj−1 − α∆L(ωj−1), (9)

where ∆L(ωj−1) is the gradient of L(ωj−1), and α is the learning rate, the rate at which algorithm

updates parameters. Since computation of the gradient based on the full data at each iteration is

expensive, a mini-batch gradient descent algorithm is widely used. It partitions the entire training

data into b batches B1, . . . ,Bb, and it uses one batch of the data to approximate the gradient in

each iteration step

ωj = ωj−1 − α
1

|Baj |
∑

x∈Baj

∆l(x | ωj−1), (10)

where aj indexes the batch chosen at iteration j, {aj} is a periodic sequence with period b, and

aj = j, for j = 1, . . . , b without loss of generality. So every b iteration steps, all batches are fed

exactly once to train the model and update the parameters, and this procedure is referred to as one

epoch. Additionally, it has been shown in studies that fixed learning rates often produce sub-optimal

performance (Duchi et al., 2011; Bengio, 2012), and therefore it is necessary to let the learning rate

gradually decay as the algorithm proceeds. Adaptive learning rate methods based on incorporating

a notion of momentum (Rumelhart et al., 1986) have also been proposed, including AdaGrad(Duchi

et al., 2011), RMSprop (Hinton et al., 2012), Adam (Kingma and Ba, 2015). In this paper we use

mini-batch gradient descent with Adam as our default optimization algorithm.
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2 Proofs

2.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. By the definition of the RM-DR estimator in Eq. (6) in the main paper, and since the N

data-parameter pairs (θ(n), s(n)) are i.i.d., by strong law of large numbers we have

1

N

N∑

n=1

l(θn,N(sn, ω))
a.s.−−→ E(s,θ)∼pd(s,θ)(l(θ,N(s, ω)))

as N → ∞, where pd(s, θ) = p(s | θ)d(θ). Since d(θ) and π(θ) agree except on a set of Lebesgue

measure zero,

E(s,θ)∼pd(s,θ)(l(θ,N(s, ω))) = E(s,θ)∼pπ(s,θ)(l(θ,N(s, ω))) = rs(π,N(·, ω)).

Thus, θ̂RMDR
a.s.−−→ N(·, ω∗) as N → ∞, where ω∗ = argmin

ω∈Ω
rs(π,N(·, ω)). Since θ̂B ∈ A,

rs(π,N(·, w∗)) ≤ rs(π, θ̂B). On the other hand, by definition of Bayes estimator we should have:

rs(π,N(·, ω∗)) ≥ rs(π, θ̂B). So rs(π,N(·, ω∗)) = rs(π, θ̂B). This shows that N(·, ω∗) is a Bayes

estimator as well, which finishes the proof.

3 Additional Contributions

3.1 Uncertainty Quantification for RM-DR estimators

So far, we have focused on estimation in the likelihood-free setting. We now turn to the problem

of uncertainty quantification for RM and RM-DR estimators by constructing bootstrap confidence

intervals. An approach for approximating the sampling distribution over θ is by using the parametric

Bootstrap. Let θ̂ : Rm → Rd be either the RM or RM-DR estimator. Using the estimate θ̂ = θ̂(y),

we generate B Bootstrap samples y1, . . . , yB by sampling from the data-generating distribution

yb
ind∼ p(y | θ̂), b = 1, . . . , B. (11)
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For each Bootstrap sample yb, we compute the Bootstrap estimate θ̂b = θ̂(yb). The collection of

Bootstrap estimates {θ̂b}b=1,...,B is then used to obtain the empirical Bootstrap sampling distribution

of the estimator and any desired probability intervals. For instance, we can construct confidence

intervals for any component of θ by using percentiles of Bootstrap estimates. Suppose θ[j] is the jth

component of the parameter vector, then a 100(1− α)% Bootstrap confidence interval for θ[j] is

(
θ̂

α
2

[j] , θ̂
1−α

2

[j]

)
, (12)

where θ̂
α
2

[j] and θ̂
1−α

2

[j] are the 100α
2

and 100(1− α
2
) percentiles of {θ̂b,[j]}b=1,...,B.

A Bootstrap confidence region for θ is constructed similarly based on the Bootstrap sample mean

θ̂ =
∑B

b=1 θ̂b/B and sample covariance matrix Σ̂ = 1
B−1

∑B
b=1(θ̂b − θ̂ )(θ̂b − θ̂ )⊤. The 100(1 − α)%

confidence region for θ can be approximated as

{θ : (θ̂ − θ)⊤Σ̂−1(θ̂ − θ) ≤ χ2
d(1− α)}, (13)

where χ2
d(1−α) is the 100(1−α) percentile of a chi-squared distribution with d degrees of freedom.

While the proposed parametric Bootstrap approach is straightforward to implement, and can be

applied as long as the generative model is known, it is also computationally intensive as it requires

simulating a large number of Bootstrap samples from the model to conduct inference.

3.2 A Combined RM-DR and Local Optimization (RM-DRLO) Method

So far, we have considered settings where the likelihood is not accessible. However, inference is

sometimes challenging when the likelihood is available but expensive to evaluate enough times to

use global optimization, while being relatively inexpensive to sample from. This is where RM-DR

estimation can be combined with local optimization to speed up estimation. After obtaining the

RM-DR estimate by evaluating data on a fitted reconstruction map, we provide it as the start-

ing point to a less expensive local optimization approach targeting the objective function, in this

case the log-likelihood. We take the result of the local optimization as the estimate when a local
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convergence criterion is met. Examples of local optimization methods include Nelder-Mead, Broy-

den–Fletcher–Goldfarb–Shanno (BFGS), Newton’s method and so on. We call this as combined RM-

DR and local optimization (RM-DRLO) approach. Without loss of generality, assume the update

rule for a given local algorithm in the iteration step is θj = Ψ(θj−1), and Ψn(θ) = f ◦ f ◦ · · · ◦ f︸ ︷︷ ︸
n

(θ)

is an iterated function that applies the update rule n times. Suppose the algorithm is run for Nl

total number of iterations that is based on a stopping criterion. The RM-DRLO estimator is

θ̂RM−DRLO(y) = ΨNl(θ0(y)), where θ0(y) = θ̂RMDR(S(y)). (14)

By using RM-DR estimation, we narrow down the search space and find a solution that is sub-

optimal, then a local optimization algorithm is better able to find the most optimal solution within

that region with respect to the desired objective function. In subsequent sections, numerical exper-

iments illustrate how this combined estimation approach achieves comparable performance to the

estimation provided by a global optimization method that minimizes the same cost function, while

being much more computationally efficient.

4 Additional Results and Details for Numerical Experiments

4.1 Ricker model

The population density N(t) is updated across a set of discrete time steps t ∈ Z+ via,

N(t+ 1) = aN(t)e−N(t)+ϵ(t), (15)

where ϵ(t)
ind∼ N (0, σ2) represents process noise within the dynamical system, and a is an intrinsic

growth rate parameter. We model the observed population size using Poisson model with mean

δN(t)

y(t)
ind∼ Poisson(δN(t)), (16)
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where δ is an unknown scale parameter. The initial population is set to N(0) = 2, and data at

m = 1, 000 consecutive time steps, y = (y(1), . . . , y(1, 000))⊤, is observed. Setting η = log(a), the

parameters of interest are θ = (η, σ, δ)⊤, and the target parameter space is Θ = (2, 5) × (0, 0.3) ×

(1, 4). Figure 1 shows four replications of y simulated under the parameter setting θ = (3, 0.2, 2)⊤.

A likelihood calculation would require marginalization over m unobserved population densities, and

is thus effectively intractable.

Figure 1: Four realizations of observed animal population simulated from (16) under the Ricker
model with parameters η = 3, σ = 0.2, δ = 2.
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Figure 2: Magnitude (color) of the log squared bias, variance, and MSE (along rows) for RM
(left column) and RM-DR (right column), respectively, under different parameter settings (points
in 3-d space) for the Ricker model example. MC estimates of integrated performance criteria
are ÎBIAS

2
=2.9e-02, ÎVAR=7.1e-02, ÎMSE=1.0e-01 for RM, and ÎBIAS

2
=1.5e-03, ÎVAR=3.4e-03,

ÎMSE=4.9e-03 for RM-DR.

4.2 M/G/1-queue

Let u(n) be the service time for the nth customer, and w(n) be the difference between the arrival

time of the nth and the (n−1)th customer, with w(1) = 0. Inter-departure times y(n) (the difference

between the departure time of the nth and (n− 1)th customer, with y(1) = u(1)) are generated as

y(n) =





u(n), if
∑n

i=1w(i) ≤
∑n−1

i=1 y(i)

u(n) +
∑n

i=1w(i)−
∑n−1

i=1 y(i), otherwise.
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Figure 3: Histogram of inter-departure times from four independent realizations (panels) of the
M/G/1-queue with parameters θ1 = 4, θ2 = 8, θ3 =

1
6
.

Figure 4: Magnitude (color) of the log squared bias, variance, and MSE (along rows) for RM (left
column) and RM-DR (right column), respectively, under different parameter settings (points in
3-d space) for the M/G/1 model example. MC estimates of integrated performance criteria are
ÎBIAS

2
=3.4, ÎVAR=4.0, ÎMSE=7.5 for RM, and ÎBIAS

2
=2.2e-01, ÎVAR=8.7e-02, ÎMSE=3.1e-01

for RM-DR.
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4.3 Lotka–Volterra model

The dynamics of the Lotka-Volterra model can be described by a continuous-time discrete state

Markov chain, where each reaction occurs at a particular rate that depends on the current state

of the system. Formally, it can be specified in terms of transition probabilities over a small time

interval (t, t+ δt]. We denote the state of the system at time t as y(t) = (u(t), v(t))⊤, where u(t)

and v(t) represent the abundance of prey and predators at time t in the population, respectively.

The transition probabilities are

Pr{y(t+ δt) = (u∗, v∗)⊤ | y(t) = (u, v)⊤}

=





1− (θ1u+ θ2uv + θ3v) δt+ o(δt), if u∗ = u, v∗ = v

θ1uδt+ o(δt), if u∗ = u+ 1, v∗ = v

θ2uvδt+ o(δt), if u∗ = u− 1, v∗ = v + 1

θ3vδt+ o(δt) if u∗ = u, v∗ = v − 1

o(δt), otherwise,

(17)

for t ≥ 0 and small positive δt. Here θ1 represents the reproduction rate of prey, θ2 is the consump-

tion rate of prey by the predator, and θ3 denotes the removal rate of the predator.

Figure 5: Population of prey and predator simulated from the LV model with parameter value
θ1 = 0.35, θ2 = 0.009, θ3 = 0.15
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Figure 6: Magnitude (color) of the log squared bias, variance, and MSE (along rows) for RM (left
column) and RM-DR (right column), respectively, under different parameter settings (points in 3-d
space) for the LV model example. MC estimates of integrated performance criteria are ÎBIAS

2
=8.1e-

04, ÎVAR=1.5e-03, ÎMSE=2.3e-03. For RM-DR, ÎBIAS
2
=4.5e-04, ÎVAR=1.2e-03, ÎMSE=1.6e-03.

4.4 FitzHugh–Nagumo Model

The governing equations for the membrane voltage v(t) and recovery r(t) at time t are,





dv

dt
= τ

(
v − v3

3
+ r + ζ

)

dr

dt
= −1

τ
(v − θ1 + θ2r)

, (18)

with initial conditions v(0) = r(0) = 0, unknown parameters θ = (θ1, θ2)
⊤, and fixed constants

τ = 3 and ζ = 0.4.
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Figure 7: Marginal solution v(t) of the FN model under three different θ settings (legend).

Figure 8: Monte Carlo estimates of log squared bias, variance and MSE, respectively (colormap),
for the FN model. Results of RM-DR estimation are based on summarization with K = 51 Fourier
series regression coefficients.
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4.4.1 Testing the RM-DRLO method

Because the likelihood is available in this example, we can implement the RM-DRLO method

proposed in supplement section 3.2, in which an RM-DR estimate is used as a starting point to a

local BFGS optimizer targeting the log likelihood. We compare the results to the MLE, which is

found via a global optimization algorithm. The performance metrics for RM-DRLO shown in Fig.

9 across the parameter space are very similar to those of MLE, shown in Fig. 8. The RM-DRLO

estimator appears less variable overall, and has better estimation in some regions, such as the top left

boundary. Additionally, RM-DRLO has better overall performance than MLE in terms of integrated

metrics. This example illustrates that the combined estimation approach achieves comparable

performance to MLE but at a lower computational cost. With a pre-learnt reconstruction map to

provide good starting points for a local algorithm, RM-DRLO is more computationally efficient,

with a speed over 150 times faster compared to a global approach in this case. Thus, RM-DRLO

can potentially serve as a way to speed up estimation for optimization-based approaches.

Figure 9: Monte Carlo estimates of log squared bias, variance, and MSE for the RM-DRLO method.
ÎBIAS

2
=3.72e-05, ÎVAR=1.31e-04, ÎMSE=1.68e-04.
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