
MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2022) Preprint 30 June 2023 Compiled using MNRAS LATEX style file v3.0

nautilus: boosting Bayesian importance nested sampling
with deep learning

Johannes U. Lange1,2,3,4⋆
1Kavli Institute for Particle Astrophysics and Cosmology and Department of Physics, Stanford University, CA 94305, USA
2Department of Astronomy and Astrophysics, University of California, Santa Cruz, CA 95064, USA
3Department of Physics, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI 48109, USA
4Leinweber Center for Theoretical Physics, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI 48109, USA

Accepted xxx. Received xxx

ABSTRACT

We introduce a novel approach to boost the efficiency of the importance nested sampling (INS) technique for Bayesian

posterior and evidence estimation using deep learning. Unlike rejection-based sampling methods such as vanilla

nested sampling (NS) or Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithms, importance sampling techniques can use

all likelihood evaluations for posterior and evidence estimation. However, for efficient importance sampling, one

needs proposal distributions that closely mimic the posterior distributions. We show how to combine INS with deep

learning via neural network regression to accomplish this task. We also introduce nautilus, a reference open-source

Python implementation of this technique for Bayesian posterior and evidence estimation. We compare nautilus

against popular NS and MCMC packages, including emcee, dynesty, UltraNest and pocoMC, on a variety of

challenging synthetic problems and real-world applications in exoplanet detection, galaxy SED fitting and cosmology.

In all applications, the sampling efficiency of nautilus is substantially higher than that of all other samplers, often by

more than an order of magnitude. Simultaneously, nautilus delivers highly accurate results and needs fewer likelihood

evaluations than all other samplers tested. We also show that nautilus has good scaling with the dimensionality of

the likelihood and is easily parallelizable to many CPUs.

Key words: methods: statistical – methods: data analysis – software: data analysis

1 INTRODUCTION

Modern astronomy and cosmology rely heavily on Bayesian
inference. This allows us to estimate or update our belief
in the probability distribution of model parameters in the
presence of experimental data. Using Bayes’ theorem, we can
calculate the probability density of the model parameters Θ
given observational data D via

P (Θ|D) =
L(D|Θ)π(Θ)

Z(D)
. (1)

In the above equation, P (Θ|D) is the so-called posterior dis-
tribution of model parameters. Similarly, L(D|Θ) is the like-
lihood, the probability density of observing D given model
parameters Θ. π(Θ) is the prior probability and represents
our prior knowledge or expectation of model parameters. Fi-
nally, Z(D) is the Bayesian model evidence and represents
the probability of obtaining D, averaged over all model pa-
rameters. Given the normalisation of the posterior probabil-
ity,

∫
P (Θ|D)dΘ = 1, the Bayesian evidence is computed via

Z(D) =

∫
L(D|Θ)π(Θ)dΘ . (2)

⋆ email: julange.astro@pm.me

In the context of Bayesian inference, one may estimate pa-
rameter expectation values such as the means and uncertain-
ties of individual model parameters θi. Similarly, Bayesian
model comparison involves estimating the normalizing con-
stant, the Bayesian evidence Z(D). In both cases, this in-
volves multi-dimensional integrals over the posterior P (Θ|D)
and is often practically impossible with standard integration
methods. For traditional numerical methods such as Gaus-
sian quadrature, the number of likelihood evaluations scales
as O(exp(Ndim)), where Ndim is the number of model pa-
rameters or dimensions, and can quickly become unfeasi-
ble. Instead, Bayesian analysis methods often rely on Monte-
Carlo methods such as Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC),
with emcee (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013) being one of the
most widely-used implementations in astronomy. In MCMC,
one generates a sequence, a Markov chain, of samples of Θ
that, on average, are distributed proportionally to P (Θ|D).
One can then estimate posterior quantities, such as one-
dimensional parameter uncertainties, using samples from the
Markov chain. While MCMC breaks the steep dimensional-
ity scaling of standard integration methods, it is still compu-
tationally expensive, often requiring millions of evaluations
of L(D|Θ). Furthermore, MCMC may require hand-tuning
algorithm hyper-parameters, and results must be carefully
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2 J. U. Lange

checked for convergence. Finally, MCMC by itself cannot be
used to estimate the Bayesian evidence, and it struggles with
multi-modal distributions with widely separated peaks.
Especially in astronomy and cosmology, nested sampling

(NS; Skilling 2004) has emerged as one of the most widely-
used alternatives to MCMC. In NS, we start by randomly
drawing a large number Nlive of “points” from the entire prior
set and evaluate their likelihood. These points form the so-
called live set. Afterwards, we iteratively update the live set
by drawing new samples from the prior. Whenever we draw
a new point with a likelihood higher than the lowest value
in the live set, Lmin, we replace the lowest-likelihood point
with the newly drawn one. Points that left the live set consti-
tute the inactive set. By construction, the live set will contain
points of ever-increasing likelihood. The NS algorithm stops
once the likelihood does not improve substantially anymore.
One can show that the volume that the live set represents
shrinks, on average, exponentially each time a point in the
live set is replaced. Using this property, one can combine live
and inactivate sets to produce samples from the posterior
and estimate the Bayesian evidence (Skilling 2004). Popu-
lar implementations of NS include MultiNest (Feroz et al.
2009), PolyChord (Handley et al. 2015) and and dynesty
(Speagle 2020).
In recent years, there has been increased interest in using

deep learning based on neural networks to improve Bayesian
Monte-Carlo methods (see, e.g. Jia & Seljak 2019; Moss 2020;
Karamanis et al. 2022b; To et al. 2023). Following this idea,
in this work, we present a new Bayesian inference algorithm
based on combining importance nested sampling (INS; Feroz
et al. 2019), an extension of traditional NS, with neural net-
works for efficient proposals. We show that this new algo-
rithm has several significant benefits over popular Bayesian
inference codes.
The outline of the paper is as follows. In section 2, we de-

scribe the INS algorithm and also introduce improvements
over the original algorithm described in Feroz et al. (2019).
In section 3, we explain how we can use neural networks to
boost the sampling efficiency of the algorithm further. After-
wards, in section 4, we test our algorithm as implemented
in the nautilus Python package against various established
Bayesian codes. Finally, we discuss our findings in section
5 and conclude in 6. Throughout this work, we use log to
denote the natural logarithm.

2 IMPORTANCE NESTED SAMPLING

Within Bayesian posterior and evidence estimation, we typi-
cally want to achieve several goals. First, we want to estimate
the region of parameter space Θ that exhibits the highest
likelihood L(D|Θ). Second, we want to draw random sam-
ples proportional to the posterior P (Θ|D) ∝ L(D|Θ)π(Θ).
And third, we may want to calculate the Bayesian evidence
Z(D) for Bayesian model comparison.
Naive implementations of the NS algorithm would suffer

from an extremely low sampling efficiency: as the volume of
the live set shrinks exponentially, so does the fractional vol-
ume compared to the prior. Always drawing new points from
the entire prior would quickly result in virtually no new live
points. Practical implementations of the NS algorithm such
as MultiNest (Feroz et al. 2009) thus typically use infor-

mation about the live set to make proposals from a much
smaller bounding sub-volume around the live points, keep-
ing sampling efficiency high as the live set volume decreases.
However, the expectation that the volume of the live set de-
creases exponentially is only valid if new points are proposed
uniformly from the entire live set volume. In other words, the
results of the NS algorithm would be biased if the proposal
volume does not fully encompass the so-called iso-likelihood
surface, the set of points for which L = Lmin. Given the diffi-
culty of estimating such volumes in high-dimensional spaces,
NS implementations typically weigh accuracy against sam-
pling efficiency. If the proposal volume for new points is larger
(smaller), one misses less (more) of the iso-likelihood surface
while having a smaller (larger) fraction of points accepted.
We refer the reader to Ashton et al. (2022) for a detailed
review of the NS algorithm and its implementations.

More recently, Feroz et al. (2019) introduced a variation of
the NS algorithm called INS. In essence, instead of relying
on the expectation that the live set volume shrinks exponen-
tially, we use the fact that with certain sampling strategies,
so-called region samplers, we can very accurately estimate
the distribution from which new points are proposed. Using
this distribution as a pseudo-importance function, one then
assigns a weight to all the points drawn, whether they ever
make it into the live set or not. Using this insight, compared
to the original NS algorithm, the INS algorithm can use all
points for which the likelihood was evaluated to estimate the
posterior and evidence, not just the small fraction that made
it into the live set. Another advantage of INS is that it is not
necessary for the proposal volume to fully encompass the iso-
likelihood surface for the results to be accurate. Thus, the
INS algorithm has the potential to produce more accurate
results than practical implementations of the NS algorithm.
The following gives an overview of the INS algorithm imple-
mented in this work. Although similar, we note a few essential
differences between the INS algorithm described here and the
one outlined in Feroz et al. (2019). This includes the ability
to draw additional samples after the initial algorithm ter-
minated, making our version a “dynamic” INS algorithm in
analogy to dynamic NS algorithms (Higson et al. 2019). As
a result, this new algorithm has two phases: an exploration
phase and an optional sampling phase. In this section, we
start by reviewing the aspect of importance sampling in the
proposed INS algorithm before describing the two phases.

2.1 Importance sampling

During the exploration phase, we sample points from expo-
nentially shrinking bounding volumes Bi. A schematic view
of this approach is shown in Fig. 1. Let us define the i-th
shell as the difference of Bi and all subsequent bounds Bk,

Si = Bi \
(
∪Nshells

k=i+1Bk

)
. (3)

When defined this way, no shells overlap, and the union of all
shells represents the entire prior space. Thus, each point in
the prior can be uniquely associated with a shell. If each shell
is uniformly sampled, we can define a pseudo-importance
sampling density g via

g(Θ) =
Ni

Vi
(4)
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Iteration 1 Iteration 2 Iteration 3

Figure 1. Schematic view of the exploration phase of the INS algorithm. We start by sampling the entire prior uniformly with random

points. Then, the points with the highest likelihood are identified, and the volume they represent is sampled further. This step is repeated

until a convergence criterion is met.

where Vi corresponds to the volume of the i-th shell and Ni

is the corresponding number of points sampled. While the
points evaluated by the INS algorithm sample g, we can make
them sample the posterior through an importance weighting
of each point,

w =
L(D|Θ)π(Θ)

g(Θ)
. (5)

Finally, the estimate for the evidence Z has a similarly simple
estimator,

Z(D) =
∑
k

wk . (6)

Fig. 2 gives a schematic view of how the results from differ-
ent shells are combined to estimate the posterior. During the
sampling phase, we can sample each shell further, i.e., add
more points, to enhance our estimates of the posterior and
the evidence. Even more, we can do so dynamically, adding
points to those shells that add the largest uncertainties to
our posterior and evidence estimates.
We note that the original INS algorithm presented in

Feroz et al. (2019) and implemented in MultiNest assumed
strictly shrinking bounding volumes, i.e., Bi ⊂ Bk for all
i > k. This allowed the algorithm not to store information
about all bounding volumes, only the most recent one. How-
ever, the above assumption is unlikely to be correct in non-
trivial INS applications. The boundaries that MultiNest
draws are based on multi-ellipsoidal decomposition and may
partially reach outside of previous bounds. We speculate that
this may be partially responsible for some of the apparent bi-
ases in the INS results of MultiNest reported in the litera-
ture (Lemos et al. 2023) and in seen in other tests conducted
by the author.

2.2 Exploration phase

In line with NS algorithms, we first assume that the prior
space Θ = (θ1, θ2, ..., θn) is an n-dimensional hypercube, i.e.,
0 ⩽ θi < 1 for all 1 ⩽ i ⩽ n, and that the prior on Θ is flat,
i.e., π(Θ) ≡ 1. While this is not true for general priors, in
many applications, i.e., those where the prior is separable, one
can achieve this via a prior transform where θi is transformed

into the value of the cumulative distribution function (CDF)
at θi,

θi =

θi∫
−∞

π(θ̃i)dθ̃i . (7)

By definition, the transformed parameter values are in the
unit range and have a flat prior. We note that not all priors
may be separable. We refer the reader to Alsing & Handley
(2021) for a detailed discussion of the prior transform for the
NS algorithm and how to implement arbitrary prior distribu-
tions using parametric bijectors. Additionally, in appendix B,
we describe a simple alternative approach of implementing
non-separable priors by absorbing the prior into the likeli-
hood (Feroz et al. 2009).

Algorithm 1 Exploration Phase

1: B ← Hypercube
2: Lmin ← 0
3: live set ← Nlive points from B
4: while flive > flive,max do
5: N ← 0
6: while N < Nupdate do
7: draw point Θ from B
8: if L(Θ) > Lmin then
9: N ← N + 1

10: end if
11: end while
12: live set ← Nlive points with highest L(Θ)
13: B ← new bound around live set
14: Lmin ← lowest L(Θ) of live set
15: end while

Algorithm 1 gives a schematic view of the exploration phase
of the INS algorithm. The two important parameters during
that phase are Nlive, the number of live points, and Nupdate,
the number of “updates” before a new bound is drawn. Here,
we define an update as drawing a point with a likelihood
higher than the lowest likelihood of the live set used to draw
the current bound. At the beginning of the INS algorithm,
the bound we draw from is the entire prior volume, the n-
dimensional hypercube. Without prior knowledge about the

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2022)
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Posterior Shell 1 Posterior Shell 2 Posterior Shell 3

Figure 2. Schematic view of how the INS algorithm estimates the posterior. For each shell, the volume is sampled uniformly so we can

assign a corresponding sampling density g. We then assign an importance weight to each point proportional to the ratio of its likelihood

L to the sampling density g. The total posterior is then estimated by summing the contributions from all shells. Although we receive a
weighted posterior sample, for visualization purposes, we downsampled points in the above figure according to the importance weight to

receive an equal-weighted posterior sample.

likelihood, the corresponding minimum likelihood we seek to
achieve is Lmin = 0. Thus, at the beginning of the INS al-
gorithm, we draw Nlive + Nupdate points sampled uniformly
from the unit hypercube. The first Nlive points initiate the
live set, and drawing Nupdate points leads to Nupdate updates
since any likelihood should be positive. Thus, we have suc-
cessfully filled the first bound, the unit hypercube. We now
define the new live set as the Nlive points with the highest
likelihood out of the Nlive +Nupdate points we already drew.
We then define a new sub-volume of the entire prior space
that encompasses all or most points of the live set and, ide-
ally, only a few points that did not make it into the current
live set. The lowest likelihood value we seek to achieve is
the lowest likelihood of the Nlive points, Lmin. With the new
bound defined, we draw points from this new bound until
Nupdate points have been drawn whose likelihood is larger
than Lmin at which point we build another bound centred on
the Nlive points with the highest likelihood. We then repeat
this procedure of drawing and filling new bounds until the
convergence criterion is met. We follow other NS algorithms
and base the stopping criterion on the evidence Zlive in the
live set, which can be estimated by summing the weights of
all live points, in analogy to eq. (6). By default, we will stop
the algorithm once flive, defined via

flive = Zlive/Z (8)

drops below 0.01, i.e., less than 1% of the evidence remaining
in the live set.
Note that our estimates of the posterior and the evidence

implicitly assume that each shell is uniformly sampled by
the points drawn in the INS algorithm. We note that at
each iteration i, newly drawn points are sampled uniformly
from bound Bi. However, it is not guaranteed that previously
drawn points falling into Bi sample it uniformly. In appendix
A, we describe this problem and how to solve it.

2.3 Sampling phase

Once the exploration phase is completed, we can add more
points to individual shells, thereby increasing the precision

Algorithm 2 Sampling Phase

1: while Neff ⩽ Neff,min do
2: i← argmaxi Zi/(Neff,iNi)

1/2

3: draw point Θ from Si

4: Ni ← Ni + 1
5: update Neff , Neff,i and Zi

6: end while

of our posterior and evidence estimates. We aim to increase
the effective sample size, Neff . This quantity is defined via

Neff =
[
∑

wk]
2∑

w2
k

, (9)

where the sum goes over all points and the weight assigned to
each point is defined in eq. (5). We can estimate the evidence
associated with each shell,

Zi = Vi⟨L⟩i = Vi

∑Ni
k=1 Lk

Ni
. (10)

as well as a corresponding effective sample size Neff,i. Let us
denote the sampling efficiency as

ηi = Neff,i/Ni , (11)

which can be defined for individual shells, as above, and anal-
ogously for the combination of all shells. An optimal sampling
strategy, one that maximises η, is to sample each shell propor-
tionally to Ziη

−1/2
i . This implies that we add new points to

the shell for which Ziη
−1/2
i N−1

i is maximal, as outlined in Al-
gorithm 2. Under this strategy, the total sampling efficiency

becomes η =
[∑

η
−1/2
i (Zi/Z)

]−2

. By default, we choose a

target of Neff > 10, 000. One can show that the relative un-
certainty in the evidence, ∆ logZ, is roughly N

−1/2
eff , i.e., by

default, we aim for ∆ logZ ≈ 0.01. As we will explore later,
sampling from the posterior at the sampling stage can be
very efficient, i.e., the effective sample size increases roughly
at the same speed as the number of likelihood evaluations,
η ∼ 0.1− 1.

Finally, note that we call g, as defined in eq. (4), a pseudo-
importance sampling density. This is because g is defined
a posteriori when constructing each new bound during the

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2022)
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exploration phase, subtly violating the implicit assumption
that points are sampled randomly from each shell. This fact
can lead to small biases in the posterior and evidence esti-
mates, which we will explore later. However, this issue can
be overcome by discarding points drawn in the exploration
phase and drawing new ones during the sampling phase. This
is somewhat akin to discarding the so-called burn-in phase in
MCMC, though we will see that the pseudo importance bias
is often negligible in practice.

3 NEURAL NETWORK BOUNDS

The total sampling efficiency is maximal if, within each shell,
the variance of likelihood values is minimal. Thus, the effi-
ciency of the INS algorithms is maximal if the surfaces of
the shells trace the iso-likelihood surfaces. In other words, we
would like the new bounds to be very close to the volume of
the prior space where L > Lmin.

Several approaches to estimating the iso-likelihood surface
have been proposed in the literature and fall into two broad
categories: region and step sampling. In region sampling, we
directly sample uniformly from an analytically tractable vol-
ume. One popular approach is to draw multiple, possibly
overlapping ellipsoids around the live set, which is the ba-
sis for MultiNest (Feroz et al. 2009) and dynesty (Spea-
gle 2020) with uniform sampling. Another approach imple-
mented as the default in UltraNest is to sample from el-
lipsoids centred on each live point (Buchner 2016). In step
sampling, we sample points by starting from and perturbing
an existing random live point. As implemented in dynesty,
we may use a random walk with a fixed number of steps to
perform the perturbation. Another approach, slice sampling,
is the basis for PolyChord (Handley et al. 2015) and is also
available in dynesty and UltraNest. Recall that for the
NS algorithm to be unbiased, new points must be drawn uni-
formly from a volume fully encompassing the iso-likelihood
surface. In practice, region samplers tend to violate this re-
quirement by missing part of the space. Similarly, step sam-
plers may violate this assumption by creating samples with
non-negligile correlations with the live set.

3.1 Neural networks

Fortunately, sampling from a volume not fully encompass-
ing the equi-likelihood surface will not necessarily bias the
INS algorithm, only reduce its efficiency. However, we re-
quire estimates of the size of the proposal volumes. Thus,
we choose a sampling strategy falling into the class of region
samplers. However, a problem with existing region sampling
strategies is that they only consider a small subset of the
available information: the coordinates of points in the live
set. Existing methods ignore information about the positions
and likelihood values of points not in the live set as well as
the likelihood values of points in the live set. Here, we present
a new algorithm that uses all the available information ob-
tained during the exploration phase. The basic steps of this
algorithm are illustrated in Fig. 3.

(i) When constructing a new bound, first identify the live
set among all points evaluated thus far.

(ii) Draw an ellipsoid around the live set and identify all

points that fall within that ellipsoid, whether in the live set
or not. The ellipsoid is constructed by first drawing an ap-
proximate minimum-volume enclosing ellipsoid1 around the
live set and then expanding it by an enlargement factor ε in
each dimension.

(iii) Use Cholesky decomposition to transform the initial
coordinates Θ of all points into the coordinate system of the
ellipsoid. By construction, the transformed coordinates Θ̃ of
all points in the ellipsoid obey |Θ̃| ⩽ 1. Similarly, normalise
the likelihood values by assigning a likelihood score. For all
points not in the live set, the score is sL = 0.5pL, where pL is
the percentile of each point’s likelihood among the points not
in the live set. Similarly, for the live set, the score is defined
as sL = 0.5(1 + pL), with the percentile being defined with
respect to points in the live set.

(iv) Train an ensemble of nnetwork independent fully con-
nected neural network regressors on the dependence of sL on
Θ̃. By taking the average of the prediction of the nnetwork

networks, we can predict likelihood scores ŝL for arbitrary
points in parameter space.

(v) Analyse the distribution of true versus mean estimated
likelihood scores and determine the average estimated likeli-
hood score ŝL,min of points at the edge of the live set, i.e.,
those with sL = 0.5.

(vi) Sample new points by sampling uniformly from the
bounding ellipsoid and then only allowing points for which
the predicted likelihood score ŝL is equal or larger than
ŝL,min.

When sampling new points in step (vi), the neural network
will accept only a fraction fnetwork of points drawn from the
bounding ellipsoid. An estimate for the volume of the bound
is thus fnetworkVell, where Vell is the volume of the ellipsoid
from which points are drawn, which can be calculated ana-
lytically.

3.2 Multi-ellipsoid decomposition

The straightforward algorithm above can slow down substan-
tially in high dimensions and for complex likelihoods when
a single bounding ellipsoid would be much larger than the
volume probed by live set. If that is the case, the neural net-
work may accept only a negligible fraction of points in the
ellipsoid. Additionally, the predictive performance of the net-
works might decrease since the likelihood scores would change
on scales much smaller than order unity in Θ̃. Thus, we also
employ an ellipsoidal decomposition to pre-select interesting
target volumes before refining that selection with neural net-
work regression. Fortunately, we can be very conservative in
constructing the multi-ellipsoidal decomposition since draw-
ing points from ellipsoids and evaluating their likelihood score
is extremely fast, i.e., of order O(µs) on average on a modern
computer.

First, at step (ii), we draw multiple ellipsoids around the
live set if those ellipsoids do not overlap. This may be ex-
pected if the posterior shows multiple distinct modes. We
then perform subsequent steps for each volume or mode sep-
arately, e.g., train multiple neural networks for each mode

1 http://www.mathworks.com/matlabcentral/fileexchange/

9542
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Figure 3. Diagram depicting how new proposal volumes during the exploration phase are constructed. For this example, we chose the

two-dimensional Rosenbrock likelihood. The steps are as follows. (1) The set of Nlive points with the highest likelihood, the so-called

live set, is identified. (2) One or multiple non-overlapping bounding ellipsoids are drawn around the live set. (3) The coordinates Θ of
points in the ellipsoid are transformed into the ellipsoid coordinates Θ̃ using a Cholesky decomposition. Similarly, likelihood values are

converted into likelihood scores 0 ⩽ sL ⩽ 1. (4) The transformed coordinates and likelihood scores are used to train a neural network. (5)

A cut ŝL,min in the predicted likelihood score is determined that corresponds to the likelihood score of the live set. (6) The new proposal
volume is defined as that part of the bounding ellipsoid where the predicted likelihood score is above ŝL,min.

separately. Thus, every ensemble of networks only needs to
characterize a single mode of the likelihood surface.

Similarly, at step (vi), we do not propose new points from
the bounding ellipsoids used at step (ii). Instead, we repeat-
edly split the largest ellipsoid into two smaller ellipsoids if
the volume of the union of all ellipsoids is larger than β εNdim

times the volume of the live set and the two resulting ellip-
soids have a volume smaller than the original one. Here, β
is a free parameter determining how aggressively ellipsoids
are split and ε is the ellipsoid enlargement factor mentioned
earlier. By breaking the boundary into smaller and smaller el-
lipsoids, we ensure that the network accepts roughly one out
of every β εNdim points drawn randomly from the ellipsoid
union. To perform the splitting, we need to know the volume
of the live set, which one can estimate from the fraction of the
live set in each bound. To draw new points uniformly from the
ellipsoid union, we randomly select an ellipsoid with a prob-
ability proportional to its volume. If a newly drawn point is
part of n > 1 ellipsoids, we reject the points with probability
1 − 1/n. Finally, we can use the fraction of rejected points
due to ellipsoid overlap together with the individual ellipsoid
volumes to estimate the volume of the ellipsoid union Vell

and, ultimately, the volume of the bound.

4 APPLICATION

In this section, we test the neural network-boosted INS algo-
rithm on various challenging problems, both synthetic likeli-
hoods and real-world applications.

4.1 Bayesian sampling codes

We have implemented the proposed algorithm in an MIT-
licensed, open-source code called nautilus. In this work,
we use nautilus version 0.7. By default, nautilus uses
Nlive = 2000, Nupdate = Nlive, ε = 1.1 and β = 100. Fur-
thermore, for the exploration phase, we require flive < 0.01
and for the sampling phase we require Neff > 10, 000. Fi-
nally, we use the neural network regressor as implemented
in the MLPRegressor class in scikit-learn version 1.1.1. For
the network, we use three hidden layers with 100, 50, and
20 neurons, each with ReLU activation functions and the
Adam optimiser for training (Kingma & Ba 2014). We test
nautilus with (nautilus-r) and without (nautilus) discarding
points drawn in the exploration phase, as described in section
2.3.

We compare nautilus against other widely-used codes, in-
cluding the NS codes dynesty (Speagle 2020) version 2.0.3
and UltraNest (Buchner 2016) version 3.5.7 as well as
the Preconditioned Monte-Carlo (Karamanis et al. 2022b)

MNRAS 000, 1–15 (2022)
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code pocoMC (Karamanis et al. 2022a) version 0.2.4. For
dynesty, we run the dynamic sampler separately with uni-
form sampling (dynesty-u), random walk sampling (dynesty-
r) and slice sampling along preferred orientations (dynesty-
s). With dynesty and UltraNest being NS codes, the
hyper-parameters Nlive, flive and Neff can be defined in the
same manner as for nautilus. dynesty, by default, uses
Nlive = 500 and requires flive < 0.01 and Neff > 10, 000,
the same as nautilus. For UltraNest, we use the dynamic
sampler with the MLFriends region sampler (UltraNest-m).
We note that UltraNest also supports step samplers, in-
cluding several slice sampling modes, but we do not test this
here. In principle, we would expect results UltraNest with
slice sampling to be qualitatively similar to those of dynesty
with slice sampling. By default, UltraNest uses Nlive = 400
and requires flive < 0.01, Neff > 400 and an evidence uncer-
tainty of 0.5 or less in logZ.
pocoMC’s underlying algorithm, Preconditioned Monte-

Carlo (Karamanis et al. 2022b), is based on combining Se-
quential Monte Carlo (SMC) with normalising flows. In
essence, pocoMC evolves a sample of Np particles from
an initial distribution, typically the prior, to the posterior
distribution via a series of intermediate distributions. In-
terestingly, this SMC approach shares strong similarities to
NS (Salomone et al. 2018; Ashton et al. 2022). When run-
ning pocoMC, we use Np = 1000. We refer the reader to
(Karamanis et al. 2022b) for a discussion of the other hyper-
parameters of the algorithm. After the initial sampling, we
add 9000 particles for a total of 10, 000 particles and use
the Gaussianised Bridge Sampling (Jia & Seljak 2019) sam-
pling technique implemented in pocoMC to estimate the
evidence. The posterior samples returned by pocoMC are
equal-weighted and, ignoring correlations between samples,
we approximate Neff = 10, 000.
Unless otherwise noted, we run all samplers in their default

configurations since tuning each sampler to each individual
problem is beyond the scope of this work. In most cases, tun-
ing the hyper-parameters of the samplers results in trade-offs
between accuracy, sampling efficiency, and the total number
of likelihood evaluations. For example, for NS algorithms with
step sampling, i.e., dynesty with random walk or slice sam-
pling and PolyChord, we may increase the number of steps
(also called walks or repeats) before a new point is accepted
into the live set. This is expected to increase accuracy at the
cost of requiring more likelihood evaluations (see Lemos et al.
2023, for an example in cosmology). Given all these considera-
tions, in the following, one should simultaneously consider all
aspects of the samplers, i.e., speed, accuracy, and efficiency,
instead of focusing on single characteristics in isolation.

4.2 Comparison metrics

In the following, we will discuss the different test problems
and results from the samplers. Two metrics we study are
the total number of likelihood evaluations Nlike and the total
sampling efficiency η, defined as Neff/Nlike. Average numbers
for these two metrics for all samplers and problems tested are
shown in Fig. 4. However, we note that our estimates for the
effective sample size are approximate as eq. (9) is only valid
for independent samples. As we will see later, the effective
sample size reported by nautilus is fairly accurate, whereas
the estimates for dynesty with random walk sampling and

pocoMC are likely too high. In addition to the total number
of likelihood evaluations and sampling efficiency, Table 1 com-
pares the different Bayesian evidence estimates for different
problems regarding their means and scatters over repeated
runs. Additionally, we compare the estimated Bayesian Model
Dimensionality (BMD, Handley & Lemos 2019) d in Table
2, which can be defined as

d

2
= ⟨logL2⟩ − ⟨logL⟩2 , (12)

where ⟨⟩ denotes the average over the posterior. This statistic
can be straightforwardly estimated from the posterior distri-
bution and is independent of estimates of the evidence. Typ-
ically, a too-low BMD estimate signals underestimated pos-
terior uncertainties. Finally, we visually inspect the average
one-dimensional posteriors. Unless stated otherwise, the re-
ported results come from averaging 200 repeated applications
of the samplers to a given problem.

4.3 LogGamma likelihood

The so-called LogGamma likelihood has been identified as
a challenging likelihood to sample from with NS algorithms
(Feroz et al. 2019). This likelihood, for which we use the def-
inition given in Buchner (2016), can be defined for arbitrary
dimensionality Ndim ⩾ 2. Along the first dimension, the like-
lihood is given by

L1(θ1) =
1

2

[
flog Γ

(
θ1

∣∣∣∣1, 13 , 1

30

)
+ flog Γ

(
θ1

∣∣∣∣1, 23 , 1

30

)]
(13)

where flog Γ(x|α, µ, σ) denotes the value of the probability
density function (PDF) of a log-gamma distribution with
skew α, location µ and scatter σ. Along the second dimension,
the likelihood is

L2(θ2) =
1

2

[
fN

(
θ2

∣∣∣∣13 , 1

30

)
+ fN

(
θ2

∣∣∣∣23 , 1

30

)]
, (14)

with fN (x|µ, σ) being the value of the PDF of a normal dis-
tribution with mean µ and scatter σ. For all other parameter
dimensions i from 3 to less or equal 0.5Ndim+1, the likelihood
is

Li(θi) = flog Γ

(
θi

∣∣∣∣1, 23 , 1

30

)
(15)

and for all other dimensions it is

Li(θi) = fN

(
θi

∣∣∣∣23 , 1

30

)
. (16)

With the final likelihood defined via

L(Θ) = 10Ndim ×
Ndim∏

1

Li(θi) , (17)

the Bayesian evidence Z can be calculated to be logZ = 0 if
we assume a flat prior over [−5,+5] in all dimensions. The dif-
ficulty of this likelihood stems from the use of multiple heavy-
tailed log-gamma distributions. As indicated previously, ellip-
soidal region samplers, such as the one employed by Multi-
Nest, tend to incorrectly exclude parts of the iso-likelihood
surface at each iteration, leading to a too fast “shrinking”
of the live set and an overall overestimated evidence (Buch-
ner 2016) while simultaneously under-estimating posterior
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Figure 4. Number of likelihood evaluations (left) and sampling efficiency (right) for each sampler on a given problem. The sampling

efficiency is defined as the effective sample size Neff divided by the number of likelihood evaluations. All samplers were run in their default

configurations.

Sampler LogGamma30 Funnel20 Rosenbrock10 Cosmology Galaxy Exoplanet

analytic 0 0 – – – –

nautilus −0.035± 0.029 −0.100± 0.003 −43.145± 0.023 −24.663± 0.007 +395.783± 0.007 −98.899± 0.006

nautilus-r −0.003± 0.009 −0.002± 0.007 −43.176± 0.024 −24.689± 0.008 +395.789± 0.010 −98.902± 0.008
dynesty-u – +0.046± 0.298 – −24.680± 0.165 – –

dynesty-r +2.832± 0.420 +0.322± 0.398 −43.175± 0.747 −24.587± 0.304 +395.883± 0.357 −98.771± 0.229

dynesty-s −0.021± 0.333 +0.049± 0.331 −43.108± 0.551 −24.647± 0.198 +395.857± 0.263 −98.902± 0.163
pocoMC −1.001± 0.210 −1.179± 1.015 −43.745± 0.222 −24.739± 0.017 +395.707± 0.021 −99.029± 0.040

UltraNest-m – +0.032± 0.415 −43.290± 0.317 −24.691± 0.190 +395.771± 0.197 –

Table 1. Logarithm of the Bayesian evidence reported by different samplers for the problem discussed in this work. We report the mean

and spread from repeated runs of each sampler on a given problem. We also state the analytically calculated evidence, if known.

Sampler LogGamma30 Funnel20 Rosenbrock10 Cosmology Galaxy Exoplanet

nautilus 33.49± 1.08 199.19± 1.41 18.01± 0.21 7.15± 0.05 5.76± 0.04 18.03± 0.10

nautilus-r 34.20± 0.37 198.09± 2.58 17.96± 0.28 7.14± 0.08 5.72± 0.09 17.88± 0.18

dynesty-u – 198.96± 10.57 – 7.11± 0.18 – –
dynesty-r 32.87± 1.16 198.89± 14.42 17.08± 2.43 6.84± 0.32 5.50± 0.39 17.21± 0.95

dynesty-s 34.23± 1.22 199.67± 10.60 17.50± 2.30 6.96± 0.22 5.65± 0.27 17.92± 0.53

pocoMC 26.59± 1.05 137.12± 24.23 16.31± 0.83 6.68± 0.23 5.17± 0.21 16.56± 0.54
UltraNest-m – 198.20± 12.18 18.43± 0.91 7.12± 0.25 5.79± 0.23 –

Table 2. Same as Table 1 but for the BMD.

uncertainties. More recent NS codes with region sampling,
e.g., UltraNest with MLFriends and dynesty with uni-
form sampling, have implemented leave-out cross-validation
of the bounds to minimise this issue (Buchner 2016; Speagle
2020). While this noticeably increases accuracy, it also results
in substantially larger numbers of likelihood evaluations, es-
pecially in higher dimensions (Buchner 2016). In fact, we were
unable to test dynesty with uniform sampling and Ultra-
Nest with MLFriends for Ndim = 30 due to their excessively
long runtimes (also see Buchner 2016).

First, we test the LogGamma problem in Ndim = 30 di-

mensions. When averaging the results over repeated runs, all
samplers are able to recover one-dimensional posterior esti-
mates that are close to the true posterior, which can be calcu-
lated analytically. In Fig. 5 we show the posterior estimates
of the tenth parameter, which is representative of the overall
performance of the different samplers. We see that nautilus
after re-sampling as well as dynesty with slice sampling are
able to recover very accurate posterior estimates, even in the
tails of the distribution. Without re-sampling, the posterior
estimated with nautilus is very slightly biased due to us-
ing a pseudo-importance function. The results from pocoMC
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Figure 5. Estimated marginalised posterior distribution of the
tenth parameter of the 30-dimensional LogGamma distribution.

In all cases, the results of individual samplers are averaged over

repeated runs. We also overplot the analytic result. The bottom
panel shows the ratio of the estimated marginal posterior distri-

butions to the analytic result.

and dynesty with random walk sampling show much more
significant biases. On average, for this likelihood problem,
pocoMC and dynesty with random walk sampling under-
estimate one-dimensional posterior uncertainties by around
6% and 4%, respectively. Similarly, pocoMC produces sub-
stantially lower estimates of the BMD than other samplers,
as shown in Table 2. Looking at the evidence estimates in
Table 1, we see that nautilus can recover the expected evi-
dence to very high accuracy, especially after re-sampling the
points in the initial exploration phase. In the latter case,
the results are accurate to within at least sub-percent ac-
curacy. dynesty with slice sampling can also recover accu-
rate evidence estimates albeit with 30 times larger uncer-
tainties. Contrary, dynesty with random walk sampling and
pocoMC are both unable to recover the proper evidence,
clustering around logZ ∼ +3 and −1, respectively.
Looking at the runtime and efficiency numbers in Fig. 4,

we see that nautilus needs the lowest number of likelihood
evaluations of all the samplers tested and also provides the
highest sampling efficiency. The sampling efficiency of nau-
tilus run with re-sampling is nominally much lower than
the default run. That is because we consider all likelihood
estimates in the exploration and sampling phase when calcu-
lating the efficiency, even though points from the exploration
phase are discarded. If we calculated the sampling efficiency
taking only into account new likelihood evaluations during
the sampling phase, the efficiency would be even higher. On
average, after the initial exploration phase, nautilus needs
only roughly 40, 000 likelihood evaluations to increase the
effective posterior sample size by 10, 000. Similar results re-
garding sampling efficiency after the exploration phase hold
for the other problems in this section. As noted previously,
our effective sample size estimates using eq. (9) are not al-
ways fully accurate since the posterior samples are correlated.
This is especially true for dynesty with random walk sam-
pling and pocoMC since they use step samplers. We verified
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Figure 6. The dependence of the total number of likelihood eval-
uations on the dimensionality of the LogGamma problem.

that the effective sample sizes are indeed overestimates by
looking at the scatter of the posterior estimates between dif-
ferent runs. We do not find this to be the case for dynesty
with slice sampling or for nautilus.

Finally, we investigate the scaling of the different codes
with the dimensionality of the problem up to Ndim = 50 in
Fig. 6. We see that UltraNest and dynesty with uniform
sampling, the two nested sampling implementations with re-
gion sampling, have a steep scaling with Ndim. Codes based
on step sampling, such as dynesty with random walk and
slice sampling, as well as pocoMC, have a more mild scal-
ing. Interestingly, nautilus has a scaling very similar to that
of codes with step sampling despite being based on region
sampling. While nautilus scales slightly stronger with Ndim

than dynesty with random walk sampling and pocoMC, the
latter two start producing significantly inaccurate evidence
estimates around Ndim = 10. For example, for Ndim = 50,
dynesty with random walk sampling and pocoMCreport
logZ = +11 and −5, respectively, whereas nautilus af-
ter re-sampling still reports logZ ≈ 0. We find that be-
yond Ndim = 50, nautilus starts slowing down consider-
ably, both in terms of computational overhead as well as sam-
pling efficiency. Some of this may be overcome by adjusting
hyper-parameters. However, we expect other samplers such as
nested sampling with slice sampling or Hamiltonian Monte-
Carlo to be more suitable for problems with a large number
of parameters, i.e. Ndim ∼ O(100).

4.4 Correlated funnel likelihood

The correlated funnel likelihood, a variant of Neal’s funnel
(Neal 2003), is given in Karamanis & Beutler (2020) and can
also be defined for arbitrary dimensions. In the first dimen-
sion, the likelihood follows a normal distribution with 0 mean
and unit variance,

L1(θ1) = fN (θ1|0, 1) . (18)

The likelihood along all other dimensions is given by a multi-
variate normal distribution with 0 mean and covariance Σ(θ1)

L>1(θ2, . . . , θN|θ1) = fN (θ2, . . . , θN|0,Σ(θ1)) , (19)
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where

Σ(θ1) = exp(θ1)×


1 0.95 . . . 0.95 0.95

0.95 1 . . . 0.95 0.95
...

...
. . .

...
...

0.95 0.95 . . . 1 0.95
0.95 0.95 . . . 0.95 1

 . (20)

With the likelihood defined as

L(Θ) = 20Ndim × L1(θ1)× L>1(θ2, . . . , θN|θ1) , (21)

the Bayesian evidence Z can be calculated to be logZ = 0
if we assume a flat prior over the range [−10,+10] for all di-
mensions. This likelihood problem is challenging because at
θ1 < 0 the posterior covers a small volume with high like-
lihood and whereas it covers a large volume with low likeli-
hood for θ1 > 0. This leads to large auto-correlation times
for MCMC samplers (Karamanis & Beutler 2020). Similarly,
this problem presents a challenge for NS algorithms with re-
gion sampling since the proposal volume likely misses parts
of the low-θ1 iso-likelihood surface due to the large volume
differences along the first dimension. Here, we test the 20-
dimensional version of the correlated funnel distribution.
We find that all samplers except pocoMC can recover very

accurate posterior estimates. As an example, we show the
mean marginalised posterior estimate for the first parameter
in Fig. 7. Similarly, as shown in Table 1, all samplers except
pocoMC produce very accurate Bayesian evidence estimates.
As for the LogGamma likelihood, the evidence estimate pro-
duced by nautilus is significantly more precise than that of
other samplers by a factor of at least 30. While not shown
in Fig. 7, the results from pocoMC can be made much more
accurate by increasing the number of MCMC steps in each
iteration at the cost of increasing the overall runtime. When
comparing all samplers, nautilus again needs the fewest like-
lihood evaluations by a factor of several and also has by far
the highest sampling efficiency, similar to what was found for
the LogGamma problem.
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Figure 8. Average marginalised posterior estimates for the eighth
parameter of the 10-dimensional Rosenbrock likelihood.

4.5 Rosenbrock likelihood

The Rosenbrock function is a popular test function for op-
timisation algorithms. We can define a corresponding likeli-
hood function for arbitrary dimensions via

logL(Θ) =

Ndim−1∑
i=1

[
(1− θi)

2 + 100
(
θi+1 − θ2i

)2]
. (22)

The difficulty of this likelihood problem lies in the strongly
curved degeneracies between all parameters. Note that defi-
nition of the Rosenbrock likelihood in higher dimensions used
here is more challenging compared to the one used in Kara-
manis & Beutler (2020) and Jia & Seljak (2019), which rep-
resents Ndim/2 uncoupled two-dimensional Rosenbrock like-
lihoods. In this work, we test the 10-dimensional Rosenbrock
likelihood and employ a prior range of [−5,+5]. We chose
not to run dynesty with uniform sampling due to exces-
sively long runtimes. Note that the likelihood definition and
prior is the same as used in Moss (2020) where MultiNest
and PolyChord were tested along NNest, an NS algorithm
using normalising flows for proposals.

In Fig. 8, we show the one-dimensional posterior of the
eighth parameter, as estimated by the different samplers, as
an example. We find that all five samplers tested produce
different results. We compare the results against the ones of
the MCMC code emcee (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013), using
1000 walkers and 108 iterations, i.e., 1011 likelihood evalua-
tions in total. This is necessary for a converged and accurate
result since the auto-correlation time is of order 106 steps.
nautilus produces results that come very close to the true
posterior, whereas dynesty with random walk sampling and
pocoMC show more substantial biases. While the results of
nautilus are biased in the default configuration, the pos-
teriors converge quickly when the number of live points is
increased. In Fig. 9, we show the one and two-dimensional
posteriors of all even parameters. We compare the results
of emcee with the estimates of nautilus run with 10, 000
live points in Fig. 9 and find that they are fully consistent,
providing further evidence that both are producing accurate
results. In this case, nautilus needs around 8×105 likelihood
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and the estimates of nautilus by the filling. We show the 68%, 95% and 99.7% containment ranges for the two-dimensional projections.

evaluations, several orders of magnitude fewer than emcee.
While pocoMC and dynesty with random walk sampling
need similar numbers of likelihood evaluations, their results
are almost certainly very inaccurate.

Finally, Moss (2020) find that MultiNest, PolyChord
and NNest need roughly 3.9 × 105, 9.7 × 106 and 1.5 × 106

likelihood evaluations for the same problem, respectively.
In particular, MultiNest needs very few likelihood evalu-
ations, of the same order as nautilus. However, we can-

not verify here whether any of the results obtained in Moss
(2020) were unbiased. Given that MultiNest estimates
logZ ≈ −42.1 whereas PolyChord, UltraNest with ML-
Friends, dynesty with slice sampling, NNest and nautilus
all favour ∼ −43.2, it seems unlikely that the MultiNest
posterior and evidence estimate reported in Moss (2020) is
accurate.
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4.6 Cosmology application

As an example of a real-world application to cosmology, we
re-perform the analysis reported in Zentner et al. (2019) by
fitting parameters of the so-called galaxy–halo connection
(Hearin et al. 2017) to galaxy clustering data. Specifically,
we are fitting the Mr < −20 sample using updated clustering
measurements from Guo et al. (2015) with an assembly bias
model. This likelihood problem has seven dimensions. We re-
fer the reader to Zentner et al. (2019), particularly Fig. 6,
for a presentation of the posterior. To speed up the calcula-
tion, we use TabCorr (Lange et al. 2019) version 1.0.0 to
make fast and accurate galaxy clustering model predictions
(Zheng & Guo 2016). In their original analysis, Zentner et al.
(2019) used the emcee package for posterior analysis and re-
ported needing around 3−10×106 likelihood evaluations for
converged results. This problem represents a less challenging
example than the synthetic likelihood discussed above. Con-
sequently, all samplers provide very similar and likely highly
accurate posterior and evidence estimates. Among all sam-
plers, nautilus needs the fewest likelihood evaluations by
a factor of several, requiring only ∼ 80, 000 likelihood es-
timations, two orders of magnitude fewer than in Zentner
et al. (2019). Similarly, nautilus has the highest sampling
efficiency by an order of magnitude and produces the most
precise evidence estimate together with pocoMC.

4.7 Galaxy application

The observed broad-band photometry or spectral energy dis-
tribution (SED) of a galaxy can be used to estimate its physi-
cal properties, such as redshift, stellar mass or star formation
rate. At the same time, the observed galaxy SED often al-
lows for strong, sometimes multi-modal degeneracies between
different model parameters and can exhibit strong dependen-
cies on assumed priors and model assumptions (Pacifici et al.
2023). Therefore, rigorously quantifying posterior uncertain-
ties is critical when studying the properties of large popula-
tions of observed galaxies. Unfortunately, the computational
cost of fully Bayesian error quantification can be quite high,
given the number of galaxies observed in modern galaxy sur-
veys. For example, Leja et al. (2019) used 1.5 million CPU
hours to quantify the properties of just ∼ 60, 000 galaxies.
While advanced machine learning-based approaches exist to
overcome this problem (Alsing et al. 2020; Hahn & Melchior
2022), those require domain knowledge and often a large com-
putational upfront cost, making them primarily suitable for
analysing extremely large galaxy populations. Thus, more ef-
ficient Bayesian sampling would make fully Bayesian SED
analyses more widely applicable. In this work, we test fitting
the SED of a random galaxy in the CANDELS GOODS-
South catalog (Guo et al. 2013) with the spectral and SED
fitting code bagpipes (Carnall et al. 2018) version 1.0.0. In
this example, the model has seven free parameters. Due to the
long runtimes, we did not run dynesty with uniform sam-
pling, and only 40 runs with UltraNest. All the samplers
tested produce very similar results regarding the posterior
and evidence. Among all samplers tested, nautilus has the
shortest runtime, needing around 100, 000 likelihood evalua-
tions, and the highest sampling efficiency.

4.8 Exoplanet application

A star’s observed radial velocity (RV) can be used to detect
the presence of one or several exoplanets orbiting it. In ad-
dition to computing the posterior distribution of exoplanet
parameters such as mass, we might be particularly interested
in estimating the Bayesian evidence. For example, by com-
paring the evidence ratio of a model with n to a model with
n+ 1 exoplanets, one can quantify the detection significance
of an additional exoplanet (Nelson et al. 2020). Here, we test
the ability of different algorithms to estimate posteriors and
Bayesian evidences when analysing the RV curve of K2-24
with a model for two planets, K2-24b and K2-24c (Petigura
et al. 2016). This problem, which has 14 free parameters, is
also described in the documentation of the exoplanet pack-
age version 0.5.4 (Foreman-Mackey et al. 2021). We did not
run dynesty with uniform sampling and UltraNest on this
problem due to the long runtime.

We find that all samplers produce very similar posterior
distributions. As in the previous examples, pocoMC and
dynesty with random walk sampling tend to report lower
parameter uncertainties by 1 to 2%, which can also be seen
in the lower estimates of the BMD in Table 2. All samplers
report very similar Bayesian evidence estimates, agreeing to
within ∆ logZ = 0.2 when comparing averages over repeated
runs. Finally, nautilus needs the fewest likelihood evalua-
tions, fewer than 100, 000 on average, to arrive at a result,
and also has the highest sampling efficiency.

5 DISCUSSION

The results in the previous section demonstrate the excellent
performance of the neural network-boosted INS algorithm as
implemented in nautilus. For all problems considered, by
default, nautilus always needs fewer likelihood evaluations
and has a substantially higher sampling efficiency than all
other samplers tested, including dynesty, UltraNest and
pocoMC. In fact, after the initial exploration phase, nau-
tilus has often constructed an importance function so close
to the posterior that the latter can be sampled with 25% to
near 100% efficiency. At the same time, the posterior and ev-
idence estimates are highly accurate and/or agree well with
that of other robust samplers such us dynesty with slice
sampling. In particular, we do not observe any apparent bias
in the evidence estimates, unlike for the INS implementation
in MultiNest (see, e.g. Lemos et al. 2023). Furthermore, we
do not observe any strong biases of the results due to us-
ing a pseudo-importance function. In any case, we also show
how to remove that residual bias by re-sampling points ob-
tained during the exploration phase in case of percent accu-
racy on the posterior or evidence being required. Besides the
good sampling performance in the problems tested here, the
boosted INS algorithm is also embarrassingly parallelisable
by distributing likelihood evaluations over multiple CPUs. It
should scale well up to ∼ Nupdate, i.e., thousands of CPUs.

5.1 Sampling performance

Many popular Bayesian sampling codes based on MCMC,
NS and PMC have two drawbacks. First, only a fraction
of calculated likelihood values is used to directly estimate
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posterior and evidence, while most proposals are commonly
rejected. Second, only a fraction of the likelihood computa-
tions is used to inform new proposals. For example, MCMC
algorithms typically base new proposals only on the current
state of the chain, not past iterations. Similarly, NS imple-
mentations typically only use the positions of points in the
live set to construct new samples but ignore rejected and
inactive points and any detailed information on the likeli-
hood of individual points. The INS algorithm presented in
Feroz et al. (2019) naturally overcomes the first issue, allow-
ing us to use all likelihood evaluations to inform posterior
and Bayesian evidences directly. In this work, in addition to
presenting an improved INS algorithm, we show in section
3 how we can further boost the INS algorithm’s efficiency
with deep learning. In particular, this allows us to address
the second issue: new proposals are informed by all previous
likelihood evaluations. We believe these two key differences
qualitatively explain the excellent properties of the neural
network-boosted INS algorithm. We note that during the
preparation of this manuscript, Williams et al. (2023) intro-
duced a different INS implementation based on deep learning
with normalising flows, i-nessai. While i-nessai can also use
all proposals for posterior and evidence estimation, it only
uses the positions of points in the live set to make new pro-
posals. There are also other differences between i-nessai and
nautilus such as the construction of the importance func-
tion. We leave a detailed comparison to future work.

5.2 Computational overhead

The algorithm proposed here and implemented in nautilus
requires training several neural networks on the fly. However,
the computational overhead introduced by this is limited. For
example, for the real-world applications in this work, the time
spent on training the networks is of the order of a few minutes
on a Ryzen 27000U laptop CPU from 2018. In fact, even for
likelihoods with virtually no computational costs, such as the
synthetic likelihoods in section 4, nautilus typically needed
roughly the same wall time as, for example, dynesty or Ul-
traNest. The overhead may be further reduced by, for exam-
ple, implementing neural networks on GPUs or more efficient
neural network implementations than the one used in scikit-
learn. Similarly, Moore’s law will increase the computational
power available to Bayesian studies over time. While this al-
lows for the evaluation of computationally more expensive
likelihoods, the overhead of the boosted INS algorithm re-
mains approximately constant and, over time, will constitute
a smaller and smaller fraction of the total runtime. Overall,
we do not expect neural network training to represent a sig-
nificant bottleneck when running the boosted INS algorithm.
Nonetheless, we see nautilus as particularly well suited for
expensive likelihood and if high accuracy or precision, i.e.,
large Neff , is required. For computationally inexpensive like-
lihoods where one only needs an approximate answer, other
low-overhead, potentially more approximate algorithms such
as MultiNest with a small number of live points and high
target efficiency may get results with lower computational
costs (see, e.g., Feroz et al. 2009, section 7.3).

5.3 Dimensionality scaling

In Fig. 6, we explored how nautilus scales with dimension-
ality, finding that it behaves similarly to region slice sam-
plers. However, we note that the actual scaling will also de-
pend on the difficulty of the likelihood surface, i.e., how ac-
curately the neural networks can approximate it. Thus, for
certain low-dimensional problems, nautilus may have com-
paratively large runtime. In any case, parts of the algorithm
presented here will not perform well for a large Ndim. As
described in section 3, to propose new points, we first draw
points from a union of ellipsoids and then only consider those
that the neural network estimates to have a high likelihood.
For large Ndim, the ratio between the volume of the ellipsoids
and the volume of the parameter space where the network
predicts a high likelihood may become negligibly small. In
this case, a large fraction of the wall time would be spent on
sampling and rejecting points from the ellipsoid union with-
out evaluating likelihoods. For this reason, we do not expect
the current version of nautilus to work well for Ndim ≳ 50.
In the future, one may use normalising flows instead of multi-
dimensional ellipsoids to generate new proposals for the neu-
ral network regressor, potentially eliminating this bottleneck.
We leave such studies to future work.

5.4 Convergence and accuracy

Finally, we want to stress the need for convergence studies
like for any other Bayesian sampler. As shown in the Rosen-
brock example, the algorithm can produce inaccurate results
under certain circumstances. In the case of the Rosenbrock
function, part of the high-likelihood region was missed during
the exploration phase. In theory, all parts of the parameter
space have a non-zero sampling probability such that impor-
tance weighting is expected to give an accurate result. In
practice, part of the high-likelihood region may be assigned
such a low sampling probability that they are effectively never
sampled. We suggest that scientific studies using nautilus
should ensure that results are robust with respect to chang-
ing hyper-parameters, particularly the number of live points.
Additionally, we recommend discarding points drawn during
the exploration phase if using the results for scientific pub-
lications. As shown in section 4, not doing so may result in
percent-level biases on the posterior and evidence estimates.

6 CONCLUSION

Given the prevalence of Bayesian inference in astronomy and
cosmology and its computational cost, there is great demand
for efficient and accurate Bayesian sampling algorithms. In
this work, we have presented an updated version of the im-
portance nested sampling (INS, Feroz et al. 2019) algo-
rithm. Compared to the initial INS algorithm implemented
in MultiNest, our new algorithm allows for additional high-
efficiency sampling after the initial algorithm is finished, akin
to dynamic nested sampling (Higson et al. 2019) as imple-
mented in, e.g., dynesty. Furthermore, we introduced a new
method to utilise deep learning to boost the sampling effi-
ciency further. This allows the boosted INS algorithm to use
the information about all previously sampled points to decide
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where new points are proposed. Another strength of this al-
gorithm is that it is embarrassingly parallel and should scale
well up to hundreds of CPUs. We also introduce an open-
source, MIT-licensed implementation of the algorithm called
nautilus.
We tested nautilus against a variety of established sam-

plers, including dynesty,UltraNest, and pocoMC, in syn-
thetic problems and real-world applications. We find that in
all example applications, nautilus needs by far the fewest
likelihood evaluations among all samplers tested. Similarly,
it always has the highest sampling efficiency, returning the
largest effective posterior sample size for a given number of
likelihood evaluations. Likewise, nautilus delivers by far the
most precise evidence estimates with a relative scatter of only
∼ 1%. Most importantly, it achieves all this while returning
highly accurate results for the benchmark problems. Compar-
ing nautilus only against samplers of similar accuracy, such
as dynesty with slice sampling, the reduction in the total
number of likelihood evaluations is even greater. Given the
results in our example applications, we believe the boosted
INS algorithm as implemented in nautilus and available at
https://github.com/johannesulf/nautilus can be a valu-
able resource for researchers performing Bayesian inference
studies.
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Figure A1. Cartoon depicting potential problems when trying
to sample bound uniformly. Even if B1, B2 and B3 were sampled

uniformly, points from B1, B2 and B3 falling into B4 do not sample

B4 uniformly. See the text for details.

case, as illustrated in the cartoon in Fig. A1. In this example,
the INS algorithm has constructed four bounds and sampled
the first three of them. However, B4 is not a subset of B3 and
instead also overlaps, for example, with B1 \B2. As a result,
the volumes B4 ∩ B3 and B4 ∩ (B1 \ B2) will be sampled at
different densities. As described in the following, this kind
of issue can be resolved straightforwardly. Let us assume we
populate bound Bl. We can define the l−1 volumes Si|l−1 as
the parts of the prior space that were shells if only considering
the first l − 1 bounds, i.e.

Si|l−1 = Bi \
(
∪l−1

k=i+1Bk

)
. (A1)

We initially remove all points that fall into Bl and put them
into a “replacement set”. For points in the replacement set,
we can determine which previous shell Si|l−1 it belongs to.
We then start to sample from Bl uniformly. If a newly sam-
pled point belongs to the same shell Si|l−1 as a point in the
replacement set, we disregard it and replace it with the one
from the replacement set. The likelihood of this point from
the replacement set is already known and does not need to be
re-evaluated. If, on the other hand, no point in the replace-
ment set belongs to the same shell Si|l−1 as the newly drawn
point, we evaluate the newly drawn point.

APPENDIX B: ARBITRARY PRIORS

In certain situations, the prior π(Θ) may not be easily separa-
ble and the approach introduced by Alsing & Handley (2021)
not be desirable or feasible. In this case, one can work with an
alternative flat, normalized and separable prior π̃ over some
volume that fully covers the original prior. One can now de-
fine an alternative likelihood that incorporates the original
prior, i.e. L̃(Θ) = L(Θ)π(Θ). The evidence of this alterna-
tive prior and likelihood is Z̃ = ZV −1, where V is the volume
covered by π̃. Similarly, samples drawn from this alternative
prior and likelihood combination are statistically the same as
those drawn from the original combination. However, as dis-
cussed in (Feroz et al. 2009) may increase the overall runtime
since a larger part of parameter space has to be explored.
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