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Abstract
Across many domains of science, stochastic mod-
els are an essential tool to understand the mecha-
nisms underlying empirically observed data. Mod-
els can be of different levels of detail and accu-
racy, with models of high-fidelity (i.e., high accu-
racy) to the phenomena under study being often
preferable. However, inferring parameters of high-
fidelity models via simulation-based inference is
challenging, especially when the simulator is com-
putationally expensive. We introduce MF-NPE, a
multifidelity approach to neural posterior estima-
tion that leverages inexpensive low-fidelity simu-
lations to infer parameters of high-fidelity simula-
tors within a limited simulation budget. MF-NPE
performs neural posterior estimation with limited
high-fidelity resources by virtue of transfer learn-
ing, with the ability to prioritize individual ob-
servations using active learning. On one statis-
tical task with analytical ground-truth and two
real-world tasks, MF-NPE shows comparable per-
formance to current approaches while requiring
up to two orders of magnitude fewer high-fidelity
simulations. Overall, MF-NPE opens new oppor-
tunities to perform efficient Bayesian inference
on computationally expensive simulators.

1. Introduction
Stochastic models are used across science and engineering
to capture complex properties of real systems through simu-
lations (Barbers et al., 2024; Nelson & Pei, 2021; Fadikar
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et al., 2018; Pillow & Scott, 2012). These simulators encode
domain-specific knowledge and provide a means to gener-
ate high-fidelity synthetic data, enabling accurate forward
modeling of experimental outcomes. However, inferring
model parameters from observed data can be challenging,
especially when simulators are stochastic, the likelihoods
of the simulators are inaccessible, or when simulations are
computationally expensive.

Bayesian inference offers a principled framework to address
the challenge of estimating parameters from stochastic ob-
servations by quantifying uncertainty in parameter estimates
while incorporating prior knowledge. However, classical
Bayesian methods are not applicable to cases where the
likelihood of the simulator is not accessible in closed form
(Tavaré et al., 1997). Simulation-based inference (SBI) has
emerged as a paradigm to tackle this by leveraging forward
simulations to infer the posterior distribution (Cranmer et al.,
2020).

The challenge of extending sampling-based SBI methods
like Approximate Bayesian Computation (ABC) (Tavaré
et al., 1997; Pritchard et al., 1999) to problems with large
numbers of parameters has driven significant advancements
(Cranmer et al., 2020). Modern SBI approaches aim for the
estimation of the posterior through amortized neural poste-
rior estimation (NPE) (Greenberg et al., 2019; Lueckmann
et al., 2017; Papamakarios & Murray, 2016), neural likeli-
hood estimation (Papamakarios et al., 2019), neural ratio
estimation (Hermans et al., 2020) and respective sequential
variants. These approaches have leveraged recent progress
in neural density estimation to improve the scalability and
accuracy of SBI, allowing parameter inference in problems
with higher dimensionality than was previously achievable
(Ramesh et al., 2021; Gloeckler et al., 2024).

Despite these advancements, SBI methods face computa-
tional challenges for scenarios involving expensive simu-
lations or high-dimensional parameter spaces, as state-of-
the-art methods often require extensive simulation budgets
to achieve reliable posterior estimates (Lueckmann et al.,
2021).

Multifidelity modeling offers a solution to this problem by
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Multifidelity Simulation-based Inference

balancing precision and efficiency. It combines accurate but
costly high-fidelity models (Hoppe et al., 2021; Behrens &
Dias, 2015) with faster, less accurate low-fidelity models.
Here, low-fidelity models could be simplifications made
possible through domain knowledge about the high-fidelity
models, low-dimensional projection of the high-fidelity
model, or surrogate modeling (Peherstorfer et al., 2018).
For example, Reynolds-averaged Navier-Stokes (RANS)
models simplify turbulent flow simulations in aerodynamics
(Han et al., 2013), while climate models often reduce com-
plexity by focusing on specific atmospheric effects (Held,
2005; Majda & Gershgorin, 2010). Similarly, mean-field
approximations are used to capture certain features of spik-
ing neural network dynamics (Vogels et al., 2011; Dayan &
Abbott, 2001). By exploiting this range of fidelities, recent
methods in inference, such as multifidelity Monte Carlo
approaches (Peherstorfer et al., 2016; Nobile & Tesei, 2015;
Giles, 2008; Zeng et al., 2023) have shown clear improve-
ments in computational efficiency through the incorporation
of coarse approximations as low-fidelity models. In the
context of SBI, we hypothesized that by leveraging the com-
plementarity of high- and low-fidelity simulators, it would
be possible to reduce the computational cost of inference
while retaining inference accuracy.

In this work, we present MF-NPE, a multifidelity approach
that improves the efficiency of amortized neural posterior
estimation for expensive simulators. MF-NPE reduces the
computational burden of posterior estimation by pre-training
a neural density estimator on low-fidelity simulations and
refining the inference with a smaller set of high-fidelity
simulations. Additionally, we extend our method with active
learning, facilitating targeted parameter space exploration to
effectively enhance high-fidelity posterior estimates given
single observations. We focus on multifidelity cases where
both models are simulators and where the low-fidelity model
is a simplified version of the high-fidelity model, designed
based on domain expertise.

We demonstrate that for one statistical task, with known
ground-truth posterior, and two computationally expensive
neuroscience simulators, MF-NPE can identify the posterior
distributions more efficiently than NPE.

The core contributions of our work are:

• A multifidelity approach for NPE. We propose a trans-
fer learning-based method to integrate low- and high-
fidelity simulators for efficient posterior estimation of
parameters of high-fidelity simulators.

• Sequential multifidelity NPE. We propose two active
learning schemes that focus computational resources
on the most relevant or informative high-fidelity simu-
lations, further improving computational efficiency.

2. Related work
2.1. Multifidelity methods for inference

Multifidelity has been widely explored in the context of
likelihood-based inference (Peherstorfer et al., 2018), from
maximum likelihood estimation approaches (Maurais et al.,
2023) to Bayesian inference methods (Vo et al., 2019;
Catanach et al., 2020).

Currently, few studies tackle the scenario where the likeli-
hood is not explicitly available (Warne et al., 2022; Prescott
et al., 2024; Prescott & Baker, 2021). For instance, some
multifidelity sampling-based methods have been proposed
within the framework of ABC (Prescott & Baker, 2020)
or sequential Monte Carlo ABC (Prescott & Baker, 2021).
However, despite their potential for multifidelity inference,
these methods inherit limitations of ABC approaches, partic-
ularly in high-dimensional parameter spaces, where neural
density estimators offer more scalable alternatives to com-
plex real-world problems (Lueckmann et al., 2021).

Here, we combine multifidelity approaches with neural den-
sity estimation, enabling its application to inference prob-
lems with large numbers of model parameters.

2.2. Transfer learning and simulators

To facilitate learning in a target domain, transfer learning
borrows knowledge from a source domain (Panigrahi et al.,
2021). This is often done when the target dataset is smaller
than the source dataset (Larsen-Freeman, 2013) and has
successfully been applied to a range of machine learning
tasks, e.g., in computer vision (Jiang & Learned-Miller,
2017; Hussain et al., 2019).

In the context of numerical simulators, transfer learning
approaches have been used to lower the simulation budget,
for instance, in CO2 forecasting (Falola et al., 2023), sur-
rogate modeling (Wang et al., 2024) and model inversion
with physics-informed neural networks (Haghighat et al.,
2021). To the best of our knowledge, the potential of trans-
fer learning for computationally-efficient simulation-based
inference has not been realized yet.

2.3. Model misspecification

Our work has connections to the issue of model misspecifi-
cation, a fundamental and widely studied problem in SBI
(Gao et al., 2023; Ward et al., 2022; Huang et al., 2023;
Frazier et al., 2024; Adachi et al., 2010; Schmitt et al., 2024;
Cannon et al., 2022). The issue arises when the probability
over the true observation does not fall within the family of
estimated probability distributions defined by a model.

A misspecified model can be seen as a form of low-fidelity
model of the data-generating process (the high-fidelity
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model) since this will often rely on several simplifying
assumptions. With this perspective in mind, ROPE can be
considered a multifidelity approach to SBI (Wehenkel et al.,
2024): model misspecification is addressed by providing a
small set of real-world observations that re-calibrate through
optimal transport the posterior estimates of the misspecified
model. In contrast with our work, this scheme does not
allow the active sampling of high-fidelity simulations.

3. Methods
MF-NPE is a multifidelity approach to neural posterior es-
timation for computationally expensive simulators. We
present our approach in Section 3.1. In Section 3.2, we
discuss the evaluation metrics used to compare MF-NPE
with NPE (Greenberg et al., 2019). MF-NPE is summarized
in Algorithm 1 and Fig. 1.

3.1. Multifidelity NPE

We aim to infer the posterior distribution over the param-
eters θ of a computationally expensive high-fidelity sim-
ulator p(x|θ), with computational cost c. We designate
the simulator as high-fidelity if the model accurately cap-
tures the empirical phenomenon, but incurs high computa-
tional cost when generating simulations. We assume that
we have access to a low-fidelity simulator pL(xL|θ), de-
scribing a simplification of the phenomenon of interest with
cost cL ≪ c. We assume that both simulators operate over
the same domain of observations x, and the parameters of
the low-fidelity model form at least a subset (and at most
the entirety) of the high-fidelity parameters. Our goal is to
develop an estimator that leverages low-fidelity simulations
to infer the posterior distribution over parameters of the
high-fidelity model with limited high-fidelity simulations,
without access to a tractable likelihood for either simulator.

As with NPE (Papamakarios & Murray, 2016; Greenberg
et al., 2019), to estimate the posterior density over model
parameters θ for which the likelihood function is unavail-
able, we consider a sufficiently expressive neural density
estimator qϕ(θ|x), and train it to minimize the negative
log-likelihood loss:

L(ϕ) = Eθ∼p(θ)Ex∼p(x|θ) [− log qϕ(θ|x)] , (1)

where θ is sampled from the prior distribution and x denotes
the respective simulations (i.e., samples from p(x|θ)), and
ϕ are the network parameters. By minimizing L, the neural
density estimator approximates the conditional distribution
p(θ|x) directly (Papamakarios & Murray, 2016). Given
a true observation xo, we can then estimate the posterior
over parameters p(θ|xo). To ensure qϕ(θ|xo) closely ap-
proximates the true posterior p(θ|xo), the density estimator
must be sufficiently expressive. We use neural spline flows
(NSF) (Durkan et al., 2019), expressive normalizing flows

that have been shown empirically to be competitive for SBI
(Lueckmann et al., 2021).

3.1.1. TRANSFER LEARNING

MF-NPE leverages representations learned from low-fidelity
simulations to reduce the number of high-fidelity simula-
tions required to approximate a high-fidelity posterior. To
that end, MF-NPE performs transfer learning: MF-NPE pre-
trains a neural density estimator qψ(θ|xL) on low-fidelity
simulations, and uses the network parameters ψ as initializa-
tion for a high-fidelity density estimator qϕ(θ|x). We argue
that by pre-training on low-fidelity simulations, the density
estimator learns useful features up front – i.e., the feature
spaces of the low- and high-fidelity density estimators over-
lap –, so fewer high-fidelity simulations suffice to refine the
posterior estimates. Indeed, Tahir et al. (2024) show that
once networks learn suitable features for a given predictive
task, they drastically reduce the sample complexity for re-
lated tasks. Since we do not freeze the weights after transfer,
the network retains the flexibility to adapt to high-fidelity
simulations without losing the benefits of pre-training.

We apply MF-NPE to cases where the low-fidelity model
has fewer parameters than the high-fidelity model. In this
setting, the parameters that are exclusive to the high-fidelity
model are treated as dummy variables in the pre-trained
density estimator, although it would be possible to further
improve this pre-conditioning by adapting the network ar-
chitecture (Papamakarios et al., 2021). We note that the
pre-conditioning with the dummy variables leads to the pre-
trained neural density estimator to effectively estimate the
prior distribution over the respective parameters (see Ap-
pendix B.3). As shown below, MF-NPE shows competitive
performance compared to NPE, even when the dimension-
ality of the low- and high-fidelity model are substantially
different (e.g., Section 4.3, where the low- and high-fidelity
models have 12 and 14 parameters, respectively).

3.1.2. SEQUENTIAL TRAINING

In addition to learning amortized posterior estimates with
NPE, our approach naturally extends to sequential train-
ing schemes when estimating the non-amortized posterior
qϕ(θ|xo). Rather than sampling simulation parameters
from the prior, sequential methods introduce an active learn-
ing scheme that iteratively refines the posterior estimate for
a specific observation xo.

These methods – known as Sequential Neural Posterior
Estimation (Papamakarios & Murray, 2016; Lueckmann
et al., 2017) – have shown increased simulation efficiency
when compared to NPE (Lueckmann et al., 2021). However,
applying these methods with flexible neural density estima-
tors requires a modified loss that suffers from instabilities
in training and posterior leakage (Greenberg et al., 2019).
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Figure 1. Multifidelity Neural Posterior Estimation (MF-NPE). MF-NPE proceeds by dense sampling from the prior distribution,
running the low-fidelity simulator (visualized as a 3D sinusoidal), and training a neural density estimator with a negative log-likelihood
loss. MF-NPE then retrains the pre-trained network on sparse samples from the same prior distribution and respective high-fidelity
simulations (visualized as a falling waterdrop simulator with exponential decay). Given empirical observations xo, MF-NPE estimates
the posterior distribution given the high-fidelity model. In the sequential case, the parameters for high-fidelity simulations are drawn from
iterative refinements of the prior distribution within the support of the current posterior estimate, at some observation xo.

Truncated Sequential Neural Posterior Estimation (TSNPE)
mitigates these issues by sampling from a truncated prior
distribution that covers the support of the posterior. This
leads to a simplified loss function and increased training
stability, while retaining performance (Deistler et al., 2022).

We apply our multifidelity approach to TSNPE. First, the
high-fidelity density estimator is initialized from the learned
network parameters of a low-fidelity density estimator.
Then, high-fidelity simulations are generated iteratively
from a truncated prior, within the support of the current
posterior. We refer to this method as MF-TSNPE (complete
description of the algorithm in Appendix F.1).

3.1.3. ACQUISITION FUNCTION

To further enhance the efficiency of our sequential algorithm,
we explore the use of an acquisition function to supplement
our round-wise samples from the TNSPE proposal. In par-
ticular, we generate simulations for round i with a set of
parameters θ(i) = {θ(i)

prop ∪ θ
(i)
active} where θ(i)

prop are sam-

ples from the the proposal distribution at round i, and θ
(i)
active

are the top B values according to an acquisition function.

Following Järvenpää et al. (2019); Lueckmann et al. (2019),
we select an acquisition function that targets the variance of
the posterior estimate with respect to the uncertainty in the

learned parameters ϕ|D.

θ∗ = argmax
θ

Vϕ|D[qϕ(θ|xo)] (2)

We realize this as the sample variance across an ensemble
of neural density estimators trained independently on the
same dataset D — as done in Lueckmann et al. (2019).
Alternatively, one could estimate ϕ|D using other methods
of uncertainty quantification such as Monte Carlo dropout
as demonstrated in Griesemer et al. (2024).

The addition of an acquisition function raises the possibility
of biasing the proposal distribution, causing the density
estimate to diverge from the true posterior. In principle, this
could be addressed by using atomic proposals (Greenberg
et al., 2019), but given that such an approach suffers from
posterior leakage, we do not introduce a proposal correction
in order to retain the well-behaved loss function in TNSPE.
We hypothesized that the benefit of informative samples
would outweigh the potential bias, as long as the percentage
of samples selected from the acquisition function would be
small compared to the proposal samples, and indeed, our
empirical results support this. We refer to this algorithm as
A-MF-TSNPE (full description in Appendix F.2).

3.2. Evaluation metrics

We evaluate the method on observations xo from the high-
fidelity simulator, with parameter values drawn from the
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Algorithm 1 MF-NPE
Input: N pairs of (θ,xL); M pairs of (θ,x); condi-
tional density estimators qψ(θ|xL) and qϕ(θ|x) with re-
spectively learnable parameters ψ and ϕ; early stopping
criterion S.
L(ψ) = 1

N

∑N
i=1 − log qψ

(
θi|xL

i

)
.

for epoch in epochs do
train qψ to minimize L(ψ) until S is reached.

end for
Initialize qϕ with weights and biases of trained qψ .
L(ϕ) = 1

M

∑M
i=1 − log qϕ (θi|xi).

for epoch in epochs do
train qϕ to minimize L(ϕ) until S is reached.

end for

prior distribution. This ensured a fair evaluation of how
much the low-fidelity simulator helps to infer the posterior
distribution given the high-fidelity model.

All methods were evaluated for a range of high-fidelity
simulation budgets (50, 102, 103, 104, 105), on posteriors
given the same data set of observations xo.

Known true posterior We evaluate the method with the
Classifier-2-Sample Test (C2ST) (Friedman, 2004; Lopez-
Paz & Oquab, 2017), which allows evaluating the accuracy
of posterior distributions in cases when the ground-truth
posterior is known (Lueckmann et al., 2021). Here, a value
close to 0.5 means that a classifier does not effectively dis-
tinguish the two distributions, and therefore, the posterior
estimate is close to the ground-truth posterior. A value close
to 1 means that the classifier can distinguish the distributions
very well, indicating a poor posterior estimation. This frame-
work is not applicable in most practical SBI settings, since
it requires samples from the true posterior and is primarily
used in toy examples (e.g., Section 4.1).

Unknown true posterior The average Negative Log prob-
ability of the True Parameters (NLTP; −E[log q(θo|xo)] ) is
a commonly reported metric in simulation-based inference
for problems where the true posterior is unknown (Green-
berg et al., 2019; Papamakarios & Murray, 2016; Durkan
et al., 2020). In the limit of a large number of pairs (θo,xo),
the average over the log probability of each pair (θo,xo) ap-
proaches the expected KL divergence between the estimated
and the true posterior (up to a term that is independent of the
estimated posterior), as shown in (Lueckmann et al., 2021).

4. Results
We evaluate the performance of our multifidelity approach
to simulation-based inference on three tasks. We start with
the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process, for which the likelihood

function is available in closed form, and follow with two
challenging neuroscience problems with computationally
expensive simulators and for which no likelihood is avail-
able: a multicompartmental neuron model, and a neural
network model with synaptic plasticity.

4.1. Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process

Consider a drift-diffusion process of a particle starting at
position X(0) and drifting towards an equilibrium state. In
this task, the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck (OU) process is the high-
fidelity model of this phenomenon and has four parameters:
the long-term mean µ, volatility σ, rate of mean reversion γ,
and µoffset, which is the distance between the initial position
X(0) and µ. As low-fidelity model, we chose i.i.d. samples
from a Gaussian distribution, parametrized by µL and σL
(Fig. 2; Appendix B for details).

High-fidelity Low-fidelityA B

Figure 2. (A) High-fidelity model: Time-dependent Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck process with four parameters. (B) Low-fidelity model:
Time-independent i.i.d. Gaussian samples with two parameters.

The Ornstein-Uhlenbeck (OU) process has a tractable likeli-
hood, which is given by

pexact(X | µ, σ, γ, µoffset) = p(X(0))

n∏
t=1

1
√
πgσ

expKt ,

(3)
where K is defined as

Kt = − 1

gσ2

(
(µ−Xt)−

√
1− γg (µ−Xt−1)

)2

,

p(X(0)) = N (µ + µoffset, 1) is the distribution over ini-
tial conditions, and g = (1− exp(−2γ∆T ))/γ (details in
Appendix B.1) (Kou et al., 2012).

To evaluate MF-NPE, we compared the estimated densities
to the respective reference posterior, estimated from the
exact likelihood with rejection sampling (Martino et al.,
2018). We quantified the performance with the Classifier-2-
Sample Test (C2ST) over 30 observations and 10 network
initializations per observation.

First, we evaluated our multifidelity approach in a setting
where the low- and high-fidelity models have the same num-
ber of parameters (Fig. 3). Second, we gradually increased
the number of parameters of the high-fidelity model by
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Figure 3. MF-NPE is sample efficient. (A) Posterior density estimates for a single observation from the OU process with two free
parameters (OU2). The orange contour lines contain 68% of the probability mass of the true posterior distribution. (B) C2ST averaged
over 10 network initializations: means and 95% confidence intervals. MF-NPE3 is pre-trained on a low-fidelity dataset of size 103, while
MF-NPE4 and MF-NPE5 use datasets of 104 and 105 low-fidelity simulations, respectively. MF-NPE improves its performance with a
larger number of low-fidelity samples, and all variants of our method perform better than NPE.

adding the mean reversion γ and µoffset, resulting in a setup
with three and four parameters for the high-fidelity model
versus two for the low-fidelity model. We designate the
three experiments OU2, OU3 and OU4, respectively.

Across experiments, we observed a consistent increase in
performance with MF-NPE compared to NPE, especially
in low simulation budgets from the high-fidelity model (50-
1000 simulations) (Fig. 3). In addition, we found that having
a higher number of low-fidelity samples improved perfor-
mance, reinforcing that low-fidelity simulations were indeed
advantageous for pre-training the neural density estimator
for the downstream task. Note that in this task, we did
not observe a substantial increase in MF-NPE performance
between the setting with 104 and 105 low-fidelity samples,
suggesting that we might have reached an upper bound re-
garding pre-training efficacy.

We expected that adding parameters to the high-fidelity
model that are not present in the low-fidelity model, in-
creased the complexity of the inference problem for MF-
NPE, and indeed observed a decrease in MF-NPE perfor-
mance, although MF-NPE still performed better than NPE.

As described in Section 3, we enhanced the sequential al-
gorithm TSNPE (Deistler et al., 2022) with a first round
of MF-NPE, and designated this approach as MF-TSNPE.
We found that MF-TSNPE (with 5 rounds; more details
in Appendix F.1) performs better than the amortized MF-
NPE, especially in regimes with low budget of high-fidelity
simulations, further confirming previous findings that se-
quential methods have substantially higher performance in
non-amortized scenarios (Lueckmann et al., 2021).

Finally, we found that A-MF-TSNPE shows minor improve-
ments compared to MF-TSNPE. Such an approach is sub-
stantially more costly to run (given the ensemble of density

estimators) and has a larger number of hyperparameters to
tune. We cannot exclude the hypothesis that larger perfor-
mance gains could be obtained from such an approach by a
more extensive hyperparameter search.

Overall, the results of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck task suggest
that MF-NPE and MF-TSNPE have the potential to lead to
substantial performance gains compared to NPE.

4.2. Multicompartmental neuron model

The voltage response of a morphologically-detailed neuron
to an input current is typically modeled with a multicompart-
ment model wherein the voltage dynamics of each compart-
ment are based on the Hodgkin-Huxley equations (Hodgkin
& Huxley, 1952; Hay et al., 2011; Druckmann et al., 2007).
The higher the number of compartments of the model, the
more accurate the model is, but the higher the simulation
cost.

In this task, we aimed to infer the densities of ion chan-
nels ḡNa and ḡK on a morphologically-detailed model of
a thick-tufted layer 5 pyramidal cell (L5PC) containing
8 compartments per branch (Fig. 4A) (Van Geit et al.,
2016). We injected in the first neuron compartment a
noisy 100 ms step current with mean Im = 0.3 nA: Ie =
Im+ϵ, ϵ ∼ N (0, 0.01). The voltage response of the neuron
was recorded over 120 ms, with a simulation step size of
0.025 ms and 10 ms margin before and after the current
injection. We defined the high-fidelity model to have 8 com-
partments per branch and the low-fidelity model to have 1
compartment per branch, and both the high and low-fidelity
models had the same injected current and ion channel types.

To simulate the neuron models, we used Jaxley, a Python
toolbox that makes use of GPU acceleration for efficiently
simulating multicompartment single neurons with biophys-
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ical detail (Deistler et al., 2024). In this setting, the simu-
lation time for the high-fidelity model is approximately 7
times higher than that of the low-fidelity model.

We characterized the neural response with four summary
statistics that have been commonly used when fitting bio-
physical models of single neurons to empirical data: number
of spikes, mean resting potential, standard deviation of the
resting potential, and the voltage mean (Gonçalves et al.,
2020; Gao et al., 2023).

The performances of MF-NPE and NPE were evaluated with
NLTP on 103 pairs of θo and respective simulation outputs
xo (see Section 3.2), averaged over 10 different random
network initialization and fixed simulation data set.

In line with the results in the OU process task, MF-NPE
showed much better performance than NPE in terms of
NLTP, in particular with higher low-fidelity simulation bud-
gets (Fig. 4B,C). Furthermore, posterior predictives of MF-
NPE closely matched the empirical data, in contrast with
NPE, even when NPE was trained on a higher number of
high-fidelity simulations (Fig. 4D; Appendix C). Finally, we
ran simulation-based calibration tests and found that both
MF-NPE and NPE estimates are relatively well calibrated
(Fig. 4E) (Talts et al., 2020).

4.3. Recurrent Spiking Network

Finally, we applied MF-NPE to a particularly challenging
and timely problem in neuroscience: the inference of synap-
tic plasticity rules that endow large spiking neural networks
with dynamics reminiscent of experimental data. This prob-
lem has been recently tackled with an SBI method (filter
simulation-based inference, fSBI) that progressively nar-
rows down the search space of parameters given different
sets of summary statistics (Confavreux et al., 2023). fSBI
was successful in obtaining manifolds of plasticity rules
that ensure plausible network activity, but the compute re-
quirements were reported to be very large. Here, we aim
to test whether this problem can be efficiently tackled with
MF-NPE.

The high-fidelity simulator consisted of a recurrent net-
work of 4096 excitatory (E) and 1024 inhibitory (I) leaky
integrate-and-fire neurons connected with conductance-
based synapses (Fig. 5A, B). Each synapse type in this
network (E-to-E, E-to-I , I-to-E and I-to-I) was plastic
with an unsupervised local learning rule. For each synapse
type, six parameters governed how the recent pre- and post-
synaptic activity were used to update the synapse, for a total
of 24 free parameters across all 4 synapse types, following
previous work (Confavreux et al., 2023). The networks were
simulated using Auryn, a C++ simulator (Zenke & Gerstner,
2014) (additional details in Appendix D).

Mean-field theory can be applied to the dynamical system
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Figure 4. (A) A thick-tufted layer 5 pyramidal cell from the neo-
cortex, containing 1 or 8 compartments per branch, respectively
for the low- and high-fidelity models. (B) NLTP evaluated on 1000
pairs of observations and respective true parameters. Different
colors of MF-NPE correspond to different numbers of low-fidelity
samples used to pre-train the model (respectively 103, 104, 105;
same naming convention as in Fig. 3). (C) Posterior distributions
across 4 methods, trained on 103 high-fidelity samples (dotted box
in panel B). (D) Posterior predictives, where NPE and MF-NPE
have been trained on 103 high-fidelity samples. (E) Simulation-
based calibration for NPE and MF-NPE trained on 103 samples.

above to obtain the steady-state activities of the excitatory
and inhibitory populations as a function of the parameters
of the plasticity rules embedded in the network. Though
such analysis is widely performed in the field (Vogels et al.,
2011; Confavreux et al., 2023; Gerstner & Kistler, 2002;
Gerstner et al., 2014), it has never been used as a low-fidelity
model to help with the inference of the high-fidelity model
parameters (additional details in Appendix D). Since there
are no dynamics to simulate with the mean-field model, the
simulation was almost instantaneous, while the high-fidelity
model took approximately 5 minutes to generate a 2-minute
long simulation on a single CPU.
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Figure 5. (A) Example raster plots of the neural activities in a re-
current plastic network over 1s time window. (B) Schematics of
the low- and high-fidelity models of a spiking network. (C) Perfor-
mance of NPE and MF-NPE evaluated on 1000 true observations
with NLTP, and averaged over 10 network initializations, with 95%
confidence intervals.

Summary statistics for both the low- and high-fidelity mod-
els were two-dimensional: the average firing rates of the
excitatory and inhibitory neurons at steady state (after 2
minutes of simulation in the high-fidelity model). Plastic
networks were considered plausible if the measured firing
rates were between 1 and 50Hz (Dayan & Abbott, 2001;
Confavreux et al., 2023).

Note that in our task, the low-fidelity model focuses solely
on theE-to-E andE-to-I rules from the high-fidelity model,
thereby having 12 out of the 24 parameters of the high-
fidelity model. This setup allows us to demonstrate the per-
formance of MF-NPE on problems with different parameter
spaces, highlighting MF-NPE’s flexibility and advantages.

We found that MF-NPE has better performance than NPE
in terms of NLTP (Fig. 5C). Furthermore, MF-NPE leads
to an increase of almost 30% in the proportion of posterior
samples within the target firing rate bounds (Table 1), rein-
forcing that MF-NPE is a practical and effective method for
simulation-based inference of costly real-world simulators.

Table 1. Comparison between methods. MF-NPE4 is pretrained
on 104 low-fidelity samples, and MF-NPE5 on 105 samples.

Method # simulations rates 1–50 Hz

NPE HF: 103 66.4%
MF-NPE4 HF: 103; LF: 104 94.2%
MF-NPE5 HF: 103; LF: 105 95.6%

5. Discussion
We proposed a new method for simulation-based inference
that leverages low-fidelity models to efficiently infer the
parameters of costly high-fidelity models. By incorporating
transfer learning and multifidelity approaches, MF-NPE
substantially reduces the simulation budget required for
accurate posterior inference. This addresses a pervasive
challenge across scientific domains: the high computational
cost of simulating complex high-fidelity models and linking
them to empirical data. Our empirical results demonstrate
MF-NPE’s competitive performance in SBI across statistical
benchmarks and real-world applications, as compared to a
standard method such as NPE.

Despite MF-NPE’s advantages, the method comes with
some challenges. First, the effectiveness of MF-NPE re-
lies on the similarity between the low-fidelity and high-
fidelity models. Fortunately, in many situations, domain
experts will know beforehand whether low-fidelity models
are poor approximations of high-fidelity models. Second,
MF-NPE and MF-TSNPE inherit the limitations of NPE and
TSNPE, respectively, in particular regarding the scalability
of simulation-based inference to high-dimensional parame-
ter spaces. How to balance exploration of high-dimensional
parameter spaces and computational cost in a simulation-
based inference setting remains a topic of active research.

We identify two promising research directions in the realm
of multifidelity simulation-based inference. First, we expect
that the scalability and expressivity of MF-NPE can be im-
proved by utilizing the same approaches of multifidelity and
transfer learning presented here with neural density estima-
tors other than normalizing flows, such as diffusion models
(Gloeckler et al., 2024). Second, similar to past efforts
in developing a benchmark for simulation-based inference,
it will be beneficial for the SBI community to develop a
benchmark for multifidelity problems, with new tasks, algo-
rithms and evaluation metrics. This will promote rigorous
and reproducible research and catalize new developments
in multifidelity SBI, and in SBI more generally. Our work
and codebase are a step in this direction.

Conclusion Overall, MF-NPE is a method for simulation-
based inference that leverages low-fidelity models and trans-
fer learning to infer the parameters of costly high-fidelity
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models, thus providing an effective balance between com-
putational cost and inference accuracy.

Impact Statement
This paper presents work whose goal is to advance the field
of Machine Learning. There are many potential societal
consequences of our work, none which we feel must be
specifically highlighted here.
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A. Further experimental details
A.1. Training procedure

All methods and evaluations were implemented in PyTorch (Paszke et al., 2019). We used Zuko package (Roset, 2024)
implementations of Neural Spline flows (NSF) (Durkan et al., 2019) and SBI package (Boelts et al., 2024) for additional
functions. The parameters were logit-transformed for numerical stability, and the summary statistics were z-scored to
improve the performance of the Normalizing Flows.

The Normalizing Flows had 5 transformations, each parametrized with 50 hidden units and 8 bins, the default settings in the
SBI package (Boelts et al., 2024). All results were obtained over an ensemble of 10 networks with a fixed training dataset
and a random train-test split.

A.2. Data generation and transformations for increased network performance

During the performance evaluation, we encountered numerical instabilities, particularly with NPE in low-simulation budgets:
a substantial proportion of the estimated probability density was placed outside of the uniform prior bounds, a phenomenon
dubbed ‘leakage’ that has been previously documented (Greenberg et al., 2019; Deistler et al., 2022). Logit-transforming
the model parameters before training the density estimator resolved the issue.

This transformation creates a mapping from a bounded to an unbounded space, resulting in a density estimation within
the prior bounds after the inverse transformation. In addition, the summary statistics of the simulations were z-scored for
improved performance of the density estimator, the default setting in the SBI package (Boelts et al., 2024).
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B. Task 1: Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process
B.1. High-fidelity model: Ornstein-Uhlenbeck Process

OU process 

(High fidelity model)

Figure 6. The four parameters of the
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process: the mean
µ, standard deviation σ, convergence rate
γ, and µoffset, which is the difference be-
tween the initial condition X(0) and the
mean.

The Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process models a drift-diffusion process of a particle
starting at position X(0) and drifting towards an equilibrium state. The model has
two main components: a drift term and a diffusion term:

dXt = γ(µ−Xt)dt︸ ︷︷ ︸
drift

+ σdWt︸ ︷︷ ︸
diffusion

,

where µ is the mean of the asymptotic distribution over positions X, σ is the
magnitude of the stochasticity of the process and γ is the convergence speed.
X(0) is the initial position of the process, which we assume to be stochastic:
X(0) ∼ N (µ+ µoffset, 1). The parameters of interest that we aim to estimate are
µ, σ, γ, µoffset.

The Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process was approximated with the Euler-Maruyama
method:

X(t+ δt) = X(t) + fdrift(t,X) δt+ fdiffusion(t,X)
√
δtN (0, 1).

Starting from the exact likelihood for the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process given by
Kou et al. (2012):

fexact hi(X | µ, γ, σ) =
n∏
t=1

1
√
πgσ

exp

{
− 1

gσ2

(
(µ−Xt)−

√
1− γg (µ−Xt−1)

)2
}
,

where g = (1− exp(−2γ∆T ))/γ, we modify it by incorporating an additional parameter µoffset to account for a stochastic
X(0).

The full likelihood fexact hi(X | µ, σ, γ, µoffset) is given by

fexact hi(X | µ, σ, γ, µoffset) =
1√
2π

exp

{
− (x− (µ+ µoffset))

2

2

} n∏
t=1

1
√
πgσ

exp

{
− 1

gσ2

(
(µ−Xt)−

√
1− γg (µ−Xt−1)

)2
}

i.i.d gaussian samples 

(Low fidelity model)

Figure 7. i.i.d. Gaussian samples with
mean µL and standard deviation σL.

B.2. Low-fidelity model: i.i.d. Gaussian Samples

At convergence, the distribution over Xt approaches a Gaussian distribution with
mean µ and standard deviation σ√

2γ
. In our setup, we chose a low-fidelity model

that corresponds to time-independent random draws from a Gaussian distribution
with mean µlo and standard deviation σlo:

Xt ∼ N (µlo, σ
2
lo) (4)

The posterior distribution over the parameters of the low-fidelity model has a
biased mean influenced by the initial position µoffset and convergence speed γ.

The summary statistics from both the high-fidelity and low-fidelity models con-
sisted of 10 subsamples drawn from a trace of 100 timesteps. Parameters and
summary statistics are described in Fig. 7.
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B.3. Posterior distribution over different dimensionalities

When the low-fidelity has lower number of parameters than the high-fidelity model, we pre-train the low-fidelity density
estimator with dummy parameter values in the dimensions exclusive to the high-fidelity model. Effectively, the pre-
conditioning with the dummy variables leads to the pre-trained neural density estimator to effectively estimate the prior
distribution over the respective parameters (Figure 8A). Despite the different dimensionalities, the posterior estimates from
MF-NPE are closer to the ground-truth posterior than NPE (Figure 8B,C).

MF-NPE3 (LF model)A B CMF-NPE3 (MF model) NPE

Figure 8. Posterior distributions for the OU process. (A) Posterior distribution under the low-fidelity (i.e., pre-trained) model estimated
with MF-NPE. Blue contours contain 68% of the true posterior mass for the low-fidelity model. Vertical bars and dots correspond to
the value of the true parameters. Note the different scale in the x-axis with respect to panels (B) and (C). (B) Density estimation with
MF-NPE3, after retraining the low-fidelity model on high-fidelity samples. Blue contours contain 68% of the true posterior mass for the
high-fidelity model.(C) Density estimation with NPE. Blue contours contain 68% of the true posterior mass for the high-fidelity model.
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C. Task 2: Multicompartmental single neuron model
The response of a morphologically detailed neuron to an input current is typically modeled with a multicompartmental
neuron model wherein the voltage dynamics of each compartment µ are based on Hodgkin-Huxley equations (Hodgkin &
Huxley, 1952):

cm
dVµ
dt

=− iµm +
Iµe
Aµ

+ gµ,µ+1 (Vµ+1 − Vµ)

+ gµ,µ−1 (Vµ−1 − Vµ) .

(5)

The total membrane current im for a specific compartment is the sum over different types of ion channels i, such as sodium,
potassium and leakage channels:

im = ḡNam
3h(V − ENa) + ḡKn

4(V − EK) + ḡL(V − EL) + ḡMp(V − EM) (6)

We are interested in inferring the densities of two prominent ion channels ḡNa and ḡK. The low- and high-fidelity models
differ in the number of compartments per branch: the low-fidelity model has a single compartment per branch, while the
high-fidelity model consists of eight compartments per branch.

All simulations were performed using Jaxley (Deistler et al., 2024) over 120 ms. The injection current is a step current of
0.55mV over 100 ms, with a delay of 10ms. The step size of the simulator is 0.025.

When sampling from the prior distribution over parameters, approximately 0.1% of the respective simulations had clearly
unrealistic summary statistics: these simulations were iteratively replaced by random draws from the prior distribution until
we collected a desired number of valid simulations.

C.1. Posterior distributions

Posterior distributions over the parameters of the multicompartmental neuron model trained on 10k high-fidelity simulations.

NPE Mfi-NPE5

NPE MFi-NPE

1

posterior ranks

em
pi

ri
ca

l c
df

1

posterior ranks

em
pi

ri
ca

l c
df

NPE Expected under uniformityMFi-NPE5

2000

Figure 9. Simulation-based calibration and respective posterior distributions for the multicompartmental neuron model trained on 10k
high-fidelity simulations.
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C.2. Posterior Predictive Checks

MF-NPE gives similar results as NPE with a training set of high-fidelity simulations up to two orders of magnitude smaller
than NPE.

NPE MF-NPE4
(1000 HF simulations) (50 HF simulations)

00

-50

50

120 120t [ms]

V
 [

m
V

]

t [ms]

Figure 10. Posterior predictives for the multicompartmental neuron model.

17



Multifidelity Simulation-based Inference

D. Task 3: Spiking network model
D.1. High-fidelity model

We considered a recurrent spiking network of 5120 neurons (4096 excitatory, 1024 inhibitory), with parameters taken from
Confavreux et al. (2023). The membrane potential dynamics of neuron j, excitatory (E) or inhibitory (I), followed

τm
dVj
dt

= − (Vj − Vrest)− gE
j (t) (Vj − EE)− gI

j(t) (Vj − EI) , (7)

A postsynaptic spike was generated whenever the membrane potential Vj(t) crossed a threshold V th
j (t), with an instantaneous

reset to Vreset. This threshold V th
j (t) was incremented by V th

spike every time neuron j spiked and otherwise decayed following

τth
dV th

j

dt
= V th

base − V th
j . (8)

The excitatory and inhibitory conductances, gE and gI evolved such that

gE
j (t) = agAMPA

j (t) + (1− a)gNMDA
j (t) and

dgI
j

dt
= −

gI
j

τGABA
+

∑
i∈Inh

wij(t)δi(t)

with
dgAMPA
j

dt
= −

gAMPA
j

τAMPA
+

∑
i∈Exc

wij(t)δi(t) and
dgNMDA
j

dt
=
gAMPA
j (t)− gNMDA

j

τNMDA
,

(9)

with wij(t) the connection strength between neurons i and j (unitless), δk(t) =
∑
δ(t− t∗k) the spike train of pre-synaptic

neuron k, where t∗k denotes the spike times of neuron k, and δ the Dirac delta. All neurons received input from 5k Poisson
neurons, with 5% random connectivity and constant rate rext = 10Hz in each simulation. The recurrent connectivity was
instantiated with random sparse connectivity (10%). All recurrent synapses in the network (E-to-E and E-to-I , I-to-E,
I-to-I) underwent variations of spike-timing dependent plasticity (STDP) (Gerstner & Kistler, 2002; Confavreux et al.,
2023). Given the learning rate η, the weights between the neurons i and j of connection type X-to-Y evolved over time as:

dwij
dt

=η [δpre(t) (α+ κxpost(t))

+δpost(t) (β + γxpre(t))] .
(10)

with variables xi(t) and xj(t) describing the pre- and postsynaptic spikes over time:

dxi
dt

= − xi
τpreXY

+ δi(t) and
dxj
dt

= − xj

τ post
XY

+ δj(t) (11)

with τ pre
XY and τ post

XY the time constants of the traces associated with the pre- and postsynaptic neurons, respectively.

The 24 free parameters of interest were τpre, τpost, α, β, κ, γ multiplied by the number of synapse types (e.g.,
αEE , αII , αEI , αIE), following previous work (Confavreux et al., 2023).

D.2. Low-fidelity model

Following previous work (Confavreux et al., 2023; Vogels et al., 2011; Dayan & Abbott, 2001), a (partial) mean-field theory
applied to the E-to-E and E-to-I connections in the model described above gave:

r∗E =
−αEE − βEE

λEE
and r∗I =

−αEIr
∗
E

βEI + λEIr∗E
(12)

with r∗E and r∗I the firing rates of the excitatory (resp. inhibitory) population at steady state, and

λXY = κXYτ
post
XY + γpre

XY (13)

With type (X,Y ) ∈ {E, I}. For all synapse types, we assume (−αXY − βXY) > 0 and λXY > 0, as a second-order stability
condition (Confavreux et al., 2023). Note that in this low-fidelity model, we only considered 2 of the 4 plastic conditions,
and thus 12 of the 24 free parameters of the high-fidelity model.
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E. Prior bounds across tasks
For the OU process task, we chose a uniform prior with bounds that would lead to a range of different outputs. For the
multicompartment neuron model task, we chose a uniform prior with bounds based on the work of Deistler et al. (2022). For
the spiking network model task, we chose a uniform prior with bounds based on the work of Confavreux et al. (2023).

Table 2. Prior bounds for i.i.d. Gaussian samples and the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process.

PARAMETER NAME LOWER BOUND UPPER BOUND

µ 0.1 3.0
σ 0.1 0.6
γ 0.1 1.0

µoffset 0.0 4.0

Table 3. Prior bounds for the single- and multicompartmental neuron model.

PARAMETER NAME LOWER BOUND UPPER BOUND

ḡNA 0.005 0.8
ḡK 10−6 0.15

Table 4. Prior bounds for each synapse type (E-to-E, E-to-I , I-to-E and I-to-I) for the spiking neural network and mean-field model.

PARAMETER NAME LOWER BOUND UPPER BOUND

τpre 0.01 0.1
τpost 0.01 0.1
α −2 2
β −2 2
γ −2 2
κ −2 2
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F. Sequential Algorithms
F.1. MF-TSNPE

Algorithm 2 MF-TSNPE
Input: N pairs of (θ,xL); conditional density estimators qψ(θ|xL) and qϕ(θ|x) with learnable parameters ψ and ϕ;
early stopping criterion S; simulator pH(x|θ); prior p(θ); number of rounds R; ϵ that defines the highest-probability
region (HPRϵ); number of high-fidelity simulations per round M .
Output: posterior estimate qϕ(θ|x)
L(ψ) = 1

N

∑N
i=1 − log qψ

(
θi|xL

i

)
.

for epoch in epochs do
train qψ to minimize L(ψ) until S is reached.

end for
Initialize p̃(θ) as p(θ)
Initialize qϕ with weights and biases of trained qψ .
for r in R do

θ(r) ∼ p̃(θ), sample parameters from proposal
x(r) ∼ pH(x|θ(r)), generate high-fidelity simulations
for epoch in epochs do
L(ϕ) = 1

M

∑M
i=1 − log qϕ

(
θ
(r)
i |x(r)

i

)
.

train qϕ to minimize L(ϕ) until S is reached.
end for
Compute expected coverage (p̃(θ), qϕ)
p̃(θ) ∝ p(θ) · 1θ∈HPRϵ

end for

All experiments were ran with R = 5 rounds and ϵ = 1e−6. More details about TSNPE at Deistler et al. (2022).
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F.2. A-MF-TSNPE

Algorithm 3 A-MF-TSNPE
Input: N pairs of (θ,xL); conditional density estimator qψ(θ|xL) with learnable parameters ψ and and ensemble of
conditional density estimators {qeϕ(θ|x)}eE , each with independent ϕ; early stopping criterion S; simulator pH(x|θ);
prior p(θ); number of rounds R; ϵ that defines the highest-probability region (HPRϵ); number of high-fidelity simulations
per round M .
Output: Ensemble posterior estimate qϕ(θ|x) = 1

E

∑E
e=1 q

e
ϕ(θ|x)

L(ψ) = 1
N

∑N
i=1 − log qψ

(
θi|xL

i

)
.

for epoch in epochs do
train qψ to minimize L(ψ) until S is reached.

end for
for e ∈ Ensemble do

Initialize qeϕ with weights and biases of trained qψ .
end for
θpool ∼ p(θ)
Initialize p̃(θ) as p(θ)
for r in R do

θ(r)
prop ∼ p̃(θ), generate M −B samples from proposal

θ
(r)
active = top B values from θpool using the acquisition function eq. (2)

θ(r) = {θ(r)
prop ∪ θ

(r)
active}

x(r) ∼ pH(x|θ(r)), generate high-fidelity simulations
for e ∈ Ensemble do

for epoch in epochs do
L(ϕ) = 1

M

∑M
i=1 − log qeϕ

(
θ
(r)
i |x(r)

i

)
.

train qϕ to minimize L(ϕ) until S is reached.
end for

end for
Compute expected coverage (p̃(θ), 1

E

∑
qeϕ(θ|x))

p̃(θ) ∝ p(θ) · 1θ∈HPRϵ

end for

All experiments were ran with R = 5 rounds, ϵ = 1e−6, and an ensemble of 5 networks. We set B = .2M to mitigate the
concern of biasing the posterior with parameters selected with the acquisition function.
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