
Preprint

ENFR: EVIDENCE NETWORKS WITH FLOW-MATCHED
REFERENCES FOR AMORTIZED SIMULATION-BASED
MODEL INFERENCE

Kai Lehman1,2,3, Jameson Dong4, Carolina Cuesta-Lazaro2,5, Niall Jeffrey6,7,
Benjamin D. Wandelt4,8, Francisco Villaescusa-Navarro2,9, Sven Krippendorf10, Jochen Weller1,11,3
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ABSTRACT

The evidence, Z = p(x|M), of a data-generating model M is a powerful tool in
Bayesian frameworks: it enables model inference, model misspecification tests,
and goodness-of-fit assessment as an alternative to standard discrepancy statis-
tics, e.g. χ2. While versatile, the evidence is notoriously difficult to compute,
even when the likelihood is available. In both likelihood-based and simulation-
based inference, estimating Z provides an immediate solution to high-dimensional
goodness-of-fit or model misspecification tests: using Z(x) as the test statistic in-
duces a minimum-volume level-α test. Such tests are essential to assess model
fidelity, which is necessary to trust simulation-based parameter inference. Exist-
ing learned approaches largely target Bayes factors, which only measure evidence
ratios. Instead, we provide accurate, fast, and amortized estimates of the absolute
evidence. We present ENFR: Evidence Networks with Flow-matched References.
Building on the Evidence Network framework of Jeffrey & Wandelt (2024), the
proposed method first learns Bayes factors with respect to a flow-matched refer-
ence, from which the absolute evidence is recovered. We show improvement in
estimation of Z over the flow-based baseline in all applications considered and
the best performance of all density estimation methods considered in our bench-
marks. We furthermore introduce and provide the proof for an architecture that
jointly learns the individual evidences of a set of models {Mi}. We demonstrate
the performance and scaling behavior of these approaches on data from a variety
of scientific applications.

1 INTRODUCTION

Science is fundamentally tasked with modeling nature from first principles, and increasingly this
modeling is done with high-fidelity simulators that produce samples from a likelihood that cannot
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itself be evaluated (e.g. Agostinelli et al., 2003; Mesinger et al., 2011; Villaescusa-Navarro et al.,
2021). Simulation-based inference (SBI) has changed how such models are confronted with data:
instead of requiring a tractable likelihood, it enables likelihood-free inference directly from simu-
lator samples (Papamakarios & Murray, 2016; Alsing et al., 2018; Brehmer et al., 2020; Cranmer
et al., 2020). These methods have already unlocked information in the data that was previously
inaccessible (e.g. von Wietersheim-Kramsta et al., 2025; Thomsen et al., 2026, for recent scientific
applications), and are being readily adopted across scientific disciplines.

The focus of SBI so far has been parameter estimation. What we ultimately care about in science,
however, is assessing the relative fits of models when confronted to data. In a Bayesian framework
this is measured by the evidence p(x|M), which is the probability that the observed data x has been
produced by a physical or statistical model M. In parameterized settings it is common to express
the evidence as the marginal likelihood using the model parameters θ:

p(x|M) =

∫
p(x|θ,M)p(θ|M)dθ, (1)

where p(θ|M) denotes the prior on the parameters and p(x|θ,M) is the model likelihood. The
evidence serves this purpose in two ways. For model comparison, we are interested in the Bayes
factor logK = log p(x|M)

p(x|M0)
with respect to some reference model M0. Beyond model comparison,

the absolute evidence enables powerful tests of the data such as model misspecification tests, and an
alternative to χ2 goodness-of-fit tests in high dimensions that does not require summary statistics.

Estimating the evidence has not been the focus of SBI, and the methods to do so are correspond-
ingly less developed. Traditionally, computing the evidence has been a daunting task as the naive
estimation of the integral is quickly intractable in high dimensions. Computationally heavy methods
such as nested sampling (e.g. Feroz et al., 2009; Handley et al., 2015; Speagle, 2020) have been
developed for these cases, but they require the ability to evaluate the likelihood, and even then have
seen limited use in scientific applications due to computational infeasibility. How to evaluate the
model evidence and Bayes factors when the likelihood is intractable but a simulator is available has
remained a largely underexplored topic.

Jeffrey & Wandelt (2024) presented the application of neural network based density ratio estimators
to learn Bayes factors in this regime. We build on this previous work and introduce ENFR, Evi-
dence Networks with Flow-matched References, which combines flow-based models and evidence
networks: using a generative flow as the reference model, we obtain not only Bayes factors but
precise estimates of the absolute evidence. We furthermore introduce a new loss function to jointly
estimate the Bayesian evidence and Bayes factors of multiple models in Section 3.

Alongside the method, we introduce an evaluation framework built on scientifically relevant appli-
cations from a range of disciplines in Section 4. It includes cases with a known likelihood, where the
evidence can be estimated with nested sampling and our estimates can therefore be tested accurately
against a ground truth, as well as simulation-based cases where only the calibration of the Bayes
factors can be assessed. Across these applications, ENFR performs best of all learned estimators
considered.

2 RELATED WORK

Generative models for evidence estimation Flow based generative models can both obtain sam-
ples from the target distribution and evaluate its density. In recent years, generative models such
as flow matching (Lipman et al., 2023) or score-based diffusion (Song & Ermon, 2019; Song et al.,
2021) have been successfully pushed into very high-dimensional regimes. However, their primary
success criterion is often sample quality. An exact evaluation of the density is often not an explicit
goal and its quality is not a main concern. In cases where the estimated density is evaluated as a
metric, it is usually maximized, without a “true” value to aim for or any interpretable measure for
its quality. For evidence estimation, however, the evaluation of the density is the final goal without
any concerns of sample quality. Given the optimization objective in those two generative models,
the velocity field and the score, it seems clear that these models do not prioritize the evaluation of
the likelihood.
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Flow matching In this work we consider flow matching (Lipman et al., 2023), learning the ve-
locity field vϕ = dx

dt when mapping from samples of a known noise distribution z ∼ p(z) to data
samples x with learnable parameters ϕ and t parameterizing the path. Throughout this work we
consider linear interpolants for the flow, i.e. xt = tx + (1 − t)z. The density can then be obtained
via integration from the continuity equation (see Appendix B.1).

Evidence Networks Given a reference model M0, one can use classifiers to learn a density ratio,
or equivalently, the Bayes factor logK (Jeffrey & Wandelt, 2024). This can be achieved through a
variety of loss functions (Masnadi-shirazi & Vasconcelos, 2008). Jeffrey & Wandelt (2024) recom-
mend an exponential loss function which is given by:

L(x,m) = e(
1
2−m)Jα(fψ(x)) (2)

wherem ∈ {0, 1} denotes the model label (e.g. m = 1 if x ∼ p(x|M) andm = 0 if x ∼ p(x|M0))
and fψ is a neural network with trainable parameters ψ. Jα denotes the l-POP transform defined
as Jα(x) = x + sgn(x)|x|α which provides for more accurate computation of extreme evidence
ratios than cross-entropy loss. We explicitly show the minimizer of this loss to be the Bayes fac-
tor in Appendix E. The hyperparameter α can be chosen freely but is recommended by Jeffrey &
Wandelt (2024) to be set to α = 2. We follow this recommendation and will refer to this architec-
ture as an evidence network (EN). As we are fundamentally interested in evidences as opposed to
Bayes factors, we need to choose a reference model with known density to reconstruct an evidence:
log qψ(x|M) = logKψ + log p(x|M0).
The choice of the reference model can be critical for good evidence estimation: evidence networks
suffer from a well-known failure mode in the case where the distance between the two distributions
p(x|M) and p(x|M0) is very large (Rhodes et al., 2020). This is known in the literature as the
density chasm problem. In the following we describe approaches to mitigate this issue.

Telescoping ratio estimation As a solution to the density chasm problem, an iterative proce-
dure has been proposed by Rhodes et al. (2020), in which intermediate waymark distributions are
constructed, to produce an array of reference distributions and to learn the Bayes factors (or equiva-
lently, density ratios) between consecutive waymark distributions. Choosing a known noise density
p(z), enables the reconstruction of the initial density. While Rhodes et al. (2020) have applied this
also to energy based modelling with a flow-based noise distribution they do not consider controlled
density-estimation benchmarks in which the reconstructed target density can be compared directly
to its known normalized pointwise density. Furthermore our work here differs in architecture.

Time Score Matching (CTSM) A related continuous formulation is given by Choi et al. (2022);
Yu et al. (2025); Chen et al. (2025), in which neural networks learn the time score s(x, t) =
∂t log p(xt). These models are in training similar to flow-matching, i.e. the target and noise dis-
tribution are connected with some interpolant. The learned time score can then be integrated to
obtain a density estimate: log q(x) = log p(z) +

∫ 1

0
s(x, t) dt. We train these models using the

conditional time score matching objective (CTSM) (for more details see Yu et al., 2025) with either
the variance preserving interpolant (VP) or the Schrödinger bridge interpolant (SB) (we show the
interpolants in Appendix B.3). We note that while these methods have been primarily formulated
for density ratio estimation, we evaluate them here as density estimators since we are fundamentally
interested in evidences rather than Bayes factors. In our experiments, we have found the variance
of the target to be very high close to the data distribution and to be limiting for the performance of
this method. We also note, that under imperfect training, the resulting probability density function
is not guaranteed to be normalized as opposed to flow-based generative models. In our numerical
experiments we compare with CTSM-VP, and CTSM-SB with a learned flow matching reference
distribution, which we call CTSM-SB + FlowRef.

Featurized Density Ratio Estimation Another related approach is featurized density ratio esti-
mation (Choi et al., 2021) which uses an invertible flow to learn a common feature space of samples
from two densities and to approximate the density ratio in this feature space. Again our work differs
as we are not only interested in density ratios, but also actual densities.

Flow contrastive estimation Gao et al. (2019) propose flow contrastive estimation, which
jointly trains an energy-based model and a normalizing flow through a noise-contrastive binary-
classification objective, with the flow serving as an adaptive noise distribution. The flow is brought
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iteratively closer to the data distribution. While they do present density estimation results, they do
not fully benchmark their density estimation for pointwise ground-truth examples beyond two di-
mensions. They furthermore show that maximizing the likelihood and improving sample quality do
not necessarily go together. Their method differs from ours both in architectural setup and training
method.

3 ENFR: EVIDENCE NETWORKS WITH FLOW-MATCHED REFERENCES

p(x | M1)

p(x | M2)

...

p(x | MN)

Simulator

xsinglesim ∼ p(x | Mi)
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xmulti
sim ∼ 1
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∑︁N
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p(x | Mj)
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log qmulti
ϕ (x)

}︄
= log p(z)−

∫︂ 1

0

∇x· vϕ(xt, t) dt
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log qϕ,ψ(x | Mi) ≈
{︄
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⏞ ⏟⏟ ⏞
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+
uψ

uψ,i − uψ,N+1⏞ ⏟⏟ ⏞
EN correction

SingleENFR

MultiENFR

Evidence Reconstruction

Simulation Training Inference

Figure 1: A visualization of our proposed SingleENFR and MultiENFR architectures. Given simu-
lated data from one or multiple models, we train flow matching once over all models. In a second
step, we use the simulated data and samples from the flow to train an evidence network classifier,
which learns all Bayes factors. Those can be combined with the evaluated flow density to obtain the
evidence under a given model.

Evidence Networks with Flow-matched References: ENFR Given that ENs are a powerful
method for the estimation of the evidence if a fitting reference model is present, we propose to learn
such a reference using a generative model (see Figure 1). We choose flow matching for this task. The
EN with learnable parameters ψ then only has to learn a correction logKψ from the flow estimate
to the true underlying density by discriminating simulations from flow samples:

log p(x|M) = log qϕ(x|M) + log
p(x|M)

qϕ(x|M)
≈ log qϕ(x|M) + logKψ. (3)

In this setup, we can benefit from the fact that we only need accurate sampling from the flow to
generate half of the training data for the evidence network. The flow density has to be evaluated
only at inference time. We call this setup SingleENFR.

We show that when the flow is already a very good fit to the data and no informative density-ratio
correction is available, the population-optimal constant correction is zero under balanced training in
Appendix F. While we could use any evidence network loss function for the estimation of logK, we
follow the recommendation of Jeffrey & Wandelt (2024) and choose l-POP. We note that in a similar
fashion, one can use a pre-trained flow as the base distribution for CTSM using the SB bridge which
has been used in Chen et al. (2025). We also compare to that case in our experiments, calling it
CTSM-SB + FlowRef.

ENFR with multiple models (MultiENFR) We further introduce a more streamlined way to
obtain an array of Bayesian evidences for a set of multiple models based on the l-POP loss function

4



Preprint

which we call MultiENFR (see Figure 1). Given N such models, we introduce the pairwise loss:

L(x,m) =
1

N − 1

∑

i̸=m

e−
1
2 (Jα(fψ,m(x))−Jα(fψ,i(x))). (4)

Theorem 1 (Asymptotic recovery of Bayes factors). Consider N ≥ 2 models {Mi}Ni=1 with ev-
idences pi(x) ≡ p(x | Mi), sampled with equal probability p(Mi) = 1/N . Let fψ,i(x) denote
the i-th output of the multiclass evidence network and let Jα be a fixed scalar link function, with
transformed outputs uψ,i(x) ≡ Jα(fψ,i(x)).
Suppose the network is trained with the pairwise exponential loss L(x,m) =

1
N−1

∑
j ̸=m exp[− 1

2 (uψ,m(x) − uψ,j(x))] (Equation 4). Assume that the densities pi(x) are
positive almost everywhere on the common support, that the population risk is finite, that the
transformed network class is sufficiently expressive to represent ui(x) = log pi(x) + c(x) for some
model-independent function c(x), and that asymptotic training reaches a global minimizer of the
population risk.

Then every global population-risk minimizer satisfies u∗i (x) = log p(x | Mi) + c(x) almost every-
where, where c(x) is independent of the model index. Consequently, for any pair of models Mi and
Mj ,

Jα(fψ∗,i(x))− Jα(fψ∗,j(x)) = log
p(x | Mi)

p(x | Mj)
= logKij(x). (5)

Proof. See Appendix G.

In order to handle the density chasm problem, we introduce one more class, which is given by
synthetic data samples from a flow qmulti

ϕ with trainable parameters ϕ. The generating flow is pre-
trained on simulated data from all the other models: x ∼ 1

N

∑N
n=1 p(x|Mn). We note that this

is a fundamentally different flow density target than in SingleENFR, as the result is no longer an
evidence estimate in itself. It is rather an estimate of the mixture of the evidences of many models.
We use this flow reference as an additional model in our multiclass evidence network: there are
therefore N + 1 classes to discriminate. We generate an equal share of training data from this
pretrained flow. The learned Bayes factor with respect to the flow class along with the evaluated
flow density then delivers the evidence log p(x|Mi) = logKi,N+1 + log qϕ(x).

4 RESULTS

In this section we benchmark the performance of our proposed ENFR architecture and compare
them to other learned evidence estimates on a variety of different scientific applications.

4.1 ANALYTICAL EVIDENCE: GAUSSIAN MIXTURE MODEL

We begin with a Gaussian mixture model (GMM) where the true evidence is analytically known
and we compare root mean square errors (RMSE) of our simulation-based estimates with respect to
the ground truth. In the known ground truth case we generate data from a d-dimensional correlated
Gaussian mixture model (GMM) with three components. The details of the experimental setup are
given in Appendix A.1.

Figure 2 shows that in our scaling tests the SingleENFR setup consistently outperforms the other
tested models. We also find that CTSM is highly outperformed by all other methods. Using CTSM
with a flow matched reference model, does not improve the flow significantly in all combinations
tested here. A comparison of the RMSE values of the evidence estimates with respect to the ground
truth is given in Table 11. We also find that our model learns only minor improvements starting at
512 dimensions.
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Figure 2: Scaling of density-estimation accuracy with (a) data dimensionality and (b) number of
training simulations on the Gaussian mixture model of Appendix A.1, for which the true density is
known analytically. We report the RMSE between estimated and true log-density over 200 held-out
test points. In (a) the simulation budget is fixed at 5 × 106; in (b) the dimensionality is fixed at 64.
The line shows the mean across three trained models and the errorbars show the estimated standard
deviation. SingleENFR (orange) improves on the flow it is built on (blue) at every point and is
the most accurate of all estimators considered, while CTSM-VP (yellow) is consistently the least
accurate.

Table 1: RMSE of our learned log-evidence estimates against the likelihood-based log-evidence
estimate over 100 held out BAO test simulations (lower is better). Our Models SingleENFR and
MultiENFR consistently outperform both the flow and CTSM-SB with a flow reference.

Simulation flow SingleENFR (ours) MultiENFR (ours) CTSM-SB + FlowRef

ΛCDM 1.34 0.53 0.52 2.74
wCDM 1.40 0.76 0.67 2.46
w0waCDM 1.16 0.83 0.81 3.79
νCDM 1.41 0.47 0.46 1.77
ΩkCDM 1.52 0.54 0.78 2.29

4.2 ANALYTICAL LIKELIHOOD APPLICATIONS

In this section we present examples where the true underlying likelihoods are known, such that
the evidences can be estimated with established likelihood-based frameworks. We benchmark the
models by comparing the simulation-based evidences to the likelihood-based estimates via the root
mean square error (RMSE) of the log probabilities. For our likelihood-based estimates we run nested
sampling using the dynesty library Speagle (2020).

4.2.1 BARYONIC ACOUSTIC OSCILLATIONS

We further test on a scientific example from cosmology. In the early Universe, sound waves propa-
gated through the tightly coupled photon baryon plasma, driven by the competition between gravity
and radiation pressure. When photons decoupled from baryons, these waves froze in and imprinted
a characteristic length scale, the sound horizon rd, on the correlations between cosmic structures.
Baryonic acoustic oscillations (BAO) thus provide a standard ruler: measuring its apparent size
along and across the line of sight at different redshifts constrains the expansion history H(z), and
therefore the nature of the dark energy that drives the late-time accelerated expansion.

In the standard cosmological model, ΛCDM, dark energy is a cosmological constant with a fixed
equation of state w = −1. Whether this description is sufficient is currently an open question, and
different extensions have been proposed: a constant but free equation of state (wCDM), a time-
evolving one parameterized as w(a) = w0 + wa(1 − a) (w0waCDM), as well as one-parameter
extensions that free the neutrino mass sum (νCDM) or the spatial curvature (ΩkCDM). Recent
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Table 2: Evidence estimates using MultiENFR on the DESI DR2 observed data. For MultiENFR we
also quote the estimate of the standard deviation over the ensemble of 5 members. We can reproduce
the likelihood-based evidence estimates of the DESI DR2 data with our simulation-based framework
within the ensemble scatter.

Model Likelihood-based analysis MultiENFR ∆ MultiENFR logK

ΛCDM -13.99±0.16 -14.07±0.34 -0.08 0.00
wCDM -16.41±0.18 -16.00±0.35 0.40 -1.94
w0waCDM -15.63±0.18 -15.46±0.40 0.17 -1.40
νCDM -14.06±0.16 -14.01±0.30 0.04 0.06
ΩkCDM -15.88±0.17 -15.72±0.23 0.16 -1.65

BAO measurements from DESI Abdul Karim et al. (2025) have renewed interest in dynamical dark
energy, making a principled comparison of these models a timely application. We compare the
evidences of these five models for BAO data vectors (more details in Appendix A.2).

Table 1 shows the resulting evidences and Bayes factors on 100 held out test simulations for the dif-
ferent cosmological models. We find that our models SingleENFR and MultiENFR are consistently
outperforming both the flow, and CTSM-SB with the flow reference. Table 2 shows the evidence
estimates of our best model, MultiENFR, on the state-of-the-art measurement DESI DR2 (Abdul
Karim et al., 2025). The estimates on the data agree on the order of the nested sampling error bars.

4.2.2 TIME SERIES FROM AN ODE

In this example we apply our method to a 64 dimensional time series from an ordinary differential
equation (ODE). The data consists of noisy measurements of the value x(t) at the 64 evenly spaced
time steps. We consider the harmonic (β = 0, γ = 0), damped(β = 0, γ ̸= 0), and Duffing
(β ̸= 0, γ ̸= 0) oscillators:

d2x

dt2
= −2γ

dx

dt
− ω2x− βx3. (6)

At each time step we add noise ϵ ∼ N (0, (0.1)2). The priors are given in Table 4.

Figure 3a shows that our MultiENFR model outperforms all other models tested here. Both Mul-
tiENFR and SingleENFR evidence estimates are significantly more precise than those of the flow.
We present our full results in Table 5, where we find again that the combination of CTSM-SB with
a flow reference has the highest RMSE, i.e. the worst performance of the models tested.

4.2.3 DIFFUSION DRIFT SDE

We present an application from neuroscience, modeling the decision process of a brain. We integrate
an SDE that collects information about a particular state of the world:

dx = (v + λx)dt+ dW, (7)

where we differentiate between the constant drift (λ = 0) and leaky drift (λ < 0) models. The
prior is chosen such that the models are not nested and are shown in Table 6. We integrate until we
hit a collapsing symmetric boundary B(t) = ±Be−κt. We record the reaction time of hitting this
boundary as the result of the run, with ± indexing whether the positive or negative boundary was hit.
We also add the non-decision time as an additional parameter to the recorded decision time, which
accounts for delays in the decision making process. For each parameter combination, we simulate
400 times and record the reaction times. The data vector is the set of those 400 times. In order to
respect exchangeability, we use permutation equivariant / invariant neural networks for the flow and
the EN / CTSM.

We show our results for the flow, SingleENFR and MultiENFR in Figure 3b. We find that the flow
alone can already produce precise estimates of the evidence for both the constant drift and the leaky
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drift model. Adding the SingleENFR correction however again improves the resulting estimates in
RMSE. Our best model is MultiENFR, which produces the highest precision in evidence estimates.
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Figure 3: (a) Evidence estimation for noisy observations of an ODE driven time series using flow
matching and our ENFR models. MultiENFR outperforms the other models. (b) Diffusion drift
application of standard flow matching and our ENFR networks. MultiENFR shows the best perfor-
mance and good evidence estimation over a large dynamical range.

4.3 SIMULATION-BASED APPLICATIONS

In this section we present examples where the true likelihood is not available, and therefore no
likelihood-based estimate of the evidence can be compared to. As we have no way of assessing the
evidence estimates in this case, we instead perform blind coverage testing to test the resulting Bayes
factors (Zadrozny & Elkan, 2002; Niculescu-Mizil & Caruana, 2005; Jeffrey & Wandelt, 2024).
Given the evidence estimate, we compute the model posteriors pi = p(Mi|x). For a given model
Mi, we can then bin the model posterior predictions for a sample of test simulations in probability
bins. Among simulations assigned posterior probability pi to model Mi, approximately a fraction
pi should actually have been generated from that model. As we know the underlying ground truth
model to each simulation we can perform such a test.

4.3.1 THE HODGKIN-HUXLEY MODEL

The Hodgkin-Huxley model is a biophysical model for the behavior of biological neurons. The
neuron membrane is modeled as an electrical circuit and the observed quantity is the membrane
voltage V (t), whose dynamics are given by an SDE:

CmdV =
(
Iext(t)− INa − IK − IL − z0IM − z1ICaL

)
dt+ σdW, (8)

where Cm is a capacitance, and I are currents induced by present elements. Each I except for IL
and Iext are described by so-called gating variables which are defined by a system of coupled ODEs
driven by the voltage, forming one coupled system. We consider four different models Mz0z1 , the
first of which only contains the sodium (Na), potassium (K) and leak (L) contributions (M00). The
other three models are extensions adding the slow potassium (M) (M10), and L-type calcium (CaL)
(M01) contributions, or both (M11). We give more details in Appendix A.6. Figure 4a shows the
blind calibration test for our MultiENFR model. We find that the resulting Bayes factors are well
calibrated.

4.3.2 GALAXY ASSEMBLY BIAS

In cosmology, we observe the 3D distribution of galaxies in the Universe as a biased tracer of the
underlying dark matter density field. However, theoretical predictions can only accurately model
the dark matter distribution. It is therefore of major interest to model the connection between dark
matter and galaxies, the so-called bias, and understand what are its major drivers. We compare two
bias models using 362-dimensional summary statistics from simulated galaxy catalogs: a mass-only
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Figure 4: Blind coverage testing for the simulation-based applications for (a) the Hodgkin-Huxley
application, and (b) the Galaxy assembly bias application. As we do not have access to a likelihood-
based evidence estimate for our simulation based models we test whether the resulting Bayes factors
are well calibrated. We find that our MultiENFR architecture is well calibrated in both cases. The
error bars show 2σ binomial errors.

model and an extension with assembly and phase-space bias. Details and parameter priors are given
in Appendix A.7. Figure 4b shows that the MultiENFR model is well calibrated and could be used
to determine the underlying bias model from observations in a likelihood-free way.

5 FAST EVIDENCES IN ACTION: HYPOTHESIS TESTING
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Figure 5: Evidence estimates of the MultiENFR
model on prior predictive simulations and the
DESI DR2 data under the ΛCDM model. While
46.1% of simulations have lower evidence than
the data, no simulation has lower evidence than
the toy w(z) model, and we can clearly pick up
on the model misspecification.

As all of the models presented here can esti-
mate evidences extremely fast once they are
trained, we can use the evidence in tradition-
ally intractable ways. For example, we can turn
the evidence into a test statistic and run a hy-
pothesis test (Box, 1980). We conduct such
an analysis by drawing 1000 samples from the
prior predictive of our baryonic acoustic oscil-
lations application, and use our trained Multi-
ENFR model to estimate the evidence of each
simulation under the ΛCDM model. We con-
sider this our null hypothesis. Comparing this
to the evidence estimate of the data, allows us
to quantify a prior predictive p-value:

ppplower = P [qϕ,ψ(xpp|M) ≤ qϕ,ψ(xobs|M)],
(9)

i.e. we can estimate how many simulations
have lower evidence than the data under a given
model. We use the finite sample estimator
p̂pplower =

R+1
n+1 , where R is the number of simu-

lations with lower or equal evidence.

Figure 5 shows the evidence estimates of 1000 test simulations from the prior predictive as well as
the evidence estimate of the DESI DR2 data for the ΛCDM model. We infer ppplower = 0.461 finding
no indication of model misspecification for our dataset. We also show a simulation with a very
non-standard dark energy parameterization (see Appendix A.3) and could reject the null hypothesis
at ppplower = 0.001.
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6 LIMITATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

Two main limitations remain. First, in our GMM scaling test the flow reference degrades beyond
∼ 500 dimensions and the evidence network recovers only a small correction. High-dimensional
density estimation remains a bottleneck. Second, our benchmarks use O(105) simulations per
model, which many scientific simulators cannot afford. Encouragingly, the evidence-network cor-
rection is most effective precisely in the small data regime (Figure 2b), so the method is well placed
for the simulation-limited settings where it is needed most.

Within these limits, ENFR provides a practical framework for simulation-based estimation of the
Bayesian evidence by combining a flow-matched reference with an evidence network. The single-
model version (SingleENFR) improves on the flow it is built on in every benchmark, and the multi-
model version (MultiENFR), based on a new pairwise l-POP loss for which we prove asymptotic
recovery of all Bayes factors, is the most accurate estimator across our scientific applications. Be-
cause inference is amortized, the evidence becomes cheap enough to use as a test statistic, which we
demonstrated with a prior predictive misspecification test on DESI DR2 data. Our work pushes the
simulation-based paradigm beyond parameter estimation, unlocking more of the standard Bayesian
toolkit for the simulation-based case: principled model misspecification testing, goodness-of-fit as-
sessment, and model comparison through the Bayesian evidence.
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Pieri, C. Poppett, F. Prada, D. Rabinowitz, A. Raichoor, C. Ramı́rez-Pérez, M. Rashkovetskyi,
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differentiable simulation enables large-scale training of detailed biophysical models of neural
dynamics. Nature Methods, pp. 1–9, 2025.

F. Feroz, M. P. Hobson, and M. Bridges. MULTINEST: an efficient and robust Bayesian inference
tool for cosmology and particle physics. MNRAS, 398(4):1601–1614, October 2009. doi: 10.
1111/j.1365-2966.2009.14548.x.

Ruiqi Gao, Erik Nijkamp, Diederik P. Kingma, Zhen Xu, Andrew M. Dai, and Ying Nian Wu.
Flow contrastive estimation of energy-based models. 2020 IEEE/CVF Conference on Com-
puter Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), pp. 7515–7525, 2019. URL https://api.
semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:208527348.

12

https://arxiv.org/abs/1607.03155
https://doi.org/10.2307/2982063
https://www.pnas.org/content/117/10/5242
https://www.pnas.org/content/117/10/5242
https://github.com/rtqichen/torchdiffeq
https://github.com/rtqichen/torchdiffeq
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v267/chen25aj.html
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v161/choi21a.html
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v161/choi21a.html
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v151/choi22a.html
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:208527348
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:208527348


Preprint
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Cornelius Schröder and Jakob H. Macke. Simultaneous identification of models and parameters of
scientific simulators. In Proceedings of the 41st International Conference on Machine Learning,
volume 235 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pp. 43895–43927. PMLR, 2024. URL
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v235/schroder24b.html.

Maxwell Shinn, Norman H Lam, and John D Murray. A flexible framework for simulating and
fitting generalized drift-diffusion models. eLife, 9:e56938, aug 2020. ISSN 2050-084X. doi:
10.7554/eLife.56938. URL https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.56938.

Yang Song and Stefano Ermon. Generative modeling by estimating gradients of the data distribu-
tion. Curran Associates Inc., Red Hook, NY, USA, 2019.

Yang Song, Jascha Sohl-dickstein, Diederik P. Kingma, Abhishek Kumar, Stefano Ermon, and Ben
Poole. Score-based generative modeling through stochastic differential equations. 2021. URL
https://openreview.net/forum?id=PxTIG12RRHS.

Joshua S. Speagle. DYNESTY: a dynamic nested sampling package for estimating Bayesian poste-
riors and evidences. MNRAS, 493(3):3132–3158, April 2020. doi: 10.1093/mnras/staa278.

A. Thomsen, J. Bucko, T. Kacprzak, V. Ajani, J. Fluri, A. Refregier, D. Anbajagane, F. J. Castander,
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A.1 GMM

Our GMM is defined as follows:

p(x) =

3∑

k=1

wkN (x | µk,Σk) w = (0.45, 0.35, 0.20). (10)

The components are placed on a sphere of radius r = 3.8, i.e. µk = r uk with uk sampled uniformly
from the unit sphere. Each covariance is constructed as

Σk = Dk + β LkL
T
k + ϵI, (11)

where Dk is a diagonal matrix with entries dk,i ∼ U [0.7, 1.8], Lk ∼ N (0, 1/
√
3) ∈ Rd×3 is a

random factor, β = 0.55 controls correlation strength and is fixed in our analysis, and ϵ = 0.15 is a
jitter term ensuring positive definiteness and stable inverses.

For the dimensionality scaling we draw 5M samples. 4.5M are used for training and 500k for
the evaluation set for the flow. EN and CTSM use 4M for training and 1M for validation for the
dimensionality scaling. We test on 200 more fresh draws from the GMM, which are not used in
training or evaluation. We preprocess the data by standardizing it with parameters estimated from
the training set:

x =
xraw − µtrain

σtrain
, (12)

where µtrain is the estimated mean of the training set and σtrain is the estimated standard deviation
of the training set. As we end up estimating densities, we have to take into account the Jacobian J
of this transformation:

log p(xraw) = log p(x) + log |det J | . (13)

The entire runtime for the dimensionality scaling of all models for one of the seeds presented here
was ∼ 55 hours in wall clock, where we trained on a single NVIDIA A40 48GB VRAM.

A.2 BAO AND PRIORS

Baryonic acoustic oscillations are a characteristic scale in the Universe that is set by traveling sound
waves in the early Universe. At some point, due to temperature changes, these sound waves can no
longer propagate and are frozen in. This imprints the sound horizon scale which is the distance of
how far a sound wave could have traveled until it is frozen. Today, we can still observe this scale by
measuring the statistics of the galaxies that have formed.

The observed BAO scale depends on the expansion history of the Universe. Along the line of sight,
it is related to the Hubble distance,

DH(z) =
c

H(z)
, (14)

while perpendicular to the line of sight it is related to the transverse comoving distance,

DM (z) =





c

H0

√
Ωk

sinh

[√
Ωk

H0DC(z)

c

]
, Ωk > 0,

DC(z), Ωk = 0,

c

H0

√
|Ωk|

sin

[√
|Ωk|

H0DC(z)

c

]
, Ωk < 0,

(15)
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Table 3: Boundaries of the uniform priors for the parameters of the five cosmological models used
in our BAO example. The six base parameters of the ΛCDM model are shared by every model. Each
extension introduces either one or two more parameters.

Parameter ΛCDM wCDM w0waCDM νCDM ΩkCDM

Base parameters (shared)
H0 [20, 100]
Ωbh

2 [0.005, 0.1]
Ωch

2 [0.001, 0.99]
τ [0.01, 0.8]
log(1010As) [1.61, 3.91]
ns [0.8, 1.2]

Extension parameters
w (or w0) — [−3, −0.333] [−3, 1] — —
wa — — [−3, 2] — —∑
mν [eV] — — — [0.06, 2] —

Ωk — — — — [−0.3, 0.3]

Number of Parameters 6 7 8 7 7

where

DC(z) = c

∫ z

0

dz′

H(z′)
. (16)

Here, c is the speed of light, z is the redshift, and H(z) is the Hubble expansion rate at redshift z.
When the BAO signal is measured isotropically, these two distances are combined into the volume-
averaged distance,

DV (z) =
[
z DH(z)D2

M (z)
]1/3

. (17)

BAO measurements therefore constrain the dimensionless combinations DH(z)/rd, DM (z)/rd, or
DV (z)/rd, depending on the analysis, where rd is the sound horizon at the baryon drag epoch. The
data vector consists of 13 of these quantities measured at 7 different redshifts.

Table 3 shows the boundaries of our uniform priors on the parameters of the cosmological models.
We follow the choices by Ong et al. (2026). We run simulations using the Gaussian likelihood and
the DESI DR2 covariance Abdul Karim et al. (2025) using the cobaya (Torrado & Lewis, 2021)
code. We run 500k simulations of each model for training and 2k for evaluation. For each model we
run nested sampling for an additional 100 simulations per model. Due to the presence of outliers in
the data, before applying Equation 12, we apply the transform:

x = asinh

(
xraw −median(xraw)

IQR

)
, (18)

where IQR is the range between the 25th and 75th percentile. We subsequently standardize accord-
ing to Equation 12. For density estimation, the Jacobian of this transformation is taken into account
in our experiments.

We ran the BAO experiments on a single NVIDIA A40 with 48GB VRAM.

A.3 TOY DARK ENERGY MODEL

As a toy model for late-time model misspecification, we consider a smooth transition in the dark-
energy equation of state,

w(z) = −1 +
∆w

2

[
1− tanh

(
z − zt
∆z

)]
. (19)
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Table 4: Prior distributions for the ODE oscillator models. All priors are independent uniforms;
parameters shared between models have identical priors.

Parameter Prior Harmonic Damped Duffing

x0 U(−2, 2) ✓ ✓ ✓
v0 U(−2, 2) ✓ ✓ ✓
ω U(0.4, 2.5) ✓ ✓ ✓
γ U(0, 0.4) ✓ ✓
β U(−0.8, 0.8) ✓

Table 5: RMSE of the learned evidence against nested sampling (dynesty) on the ODE oscillator
benchmark, over 10 held-out simulations per model.

Method harmonic damped Duffing All
flow 6.13 3.69 3.91 4.71
SingleENFR 2.54 2.44 2.60 2.53
MultiENFR 2.36 0.94 2.17 1.93
flow + CTSM-SB (ens.) 135.47 26.23 7.96 79.80

We choose
∆w = 0.4, zt = 0.6, ∆z = 0.15. (20)

The model therefore approaches w = −1 at high redshift, while at low redshift it transitions to
w ≃ −0.6.

A.4 ODE APPLICATION DETAILS AND PRIORS

Table 4 shows the priors on the parameters. We generate a training set of 1M simulations per
model, 10% of which is used as validation data. We apply the preprocessing transformation from
Equation 12. We quote our results in Table 5.

A.5 DDM

We show the priors of our DDM experiment in Table 6, adopting the parameter prior ranges of
Schröder & Macke (2024). The likelihood is available by solving the corresponding Fokker-Planck
equation. We use the pyDDM implementation for this and refer to its documentation for further
details (Shinn et al., 2020). We generate 500k simulations for each model for training out of which
we split 10% for validation. We apply the preprocessing transformation from Equation 18. We show
our results in Table 7.

A.6 HODGKIN-HUXLEY

The currents are defined as follows:

INa = gNam
3h(V − ENa)

IK = gKn
4(V − EK)

IL = gL(V − EL)

IM = gMp(V − EK)

ICaL = gCaq
2r(V − ECa),

(21)

where g are the maximal conductances, E are reversal potentials and m,h, n, p, q, r ∈ [0, 1] are
gating variables. The gating variables xgate,a ∈ {m,h, n} are obtained by a first order differential
equation: ẋgate,a = αx(V − Vt)(1 − xgate,a) − βx(V − Vt)xgate,a, where α and β are voltage-
dependent rate functions as defined in Pospischil et al. (2008). The gating variables xgate,b ∈ {q, r}
evolve according to ẋgateb = αx(V )(1 − xgateb) − βx(V )xgate,b. p is obtained through ṗ =
(p∞(V )− p)/τp(V ) where p∞ and τp are defined by:
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Table 6: Prior distributions for the drift-diffusion models.

Parameter Description Prior M0 M1

v drift rate U(0, 5) ✓ ✓
λ leak rate U(−20, −5) ✓
B initial boundary height U(0.3, 2) ✓ ✓
κ boundary collapse rate U(0.5, 1.5) ✓ ✓
tnd non-decision time [s] U(0.1, 0.3) ✓ ✓

Table 7: Estimated evidence against nested sampling (dynesty) on the DDM benchmark, over 50
held-out datasets from each model.

Model RMSE under M0 RMSE under M1

flow 4.0 5.5
SingleENFR 2.4 3.5
MultiENFR 1.8 1.7
flow + CTSM-SB 20.3 115.4

p∞ = 1/(1 + e−(V+35)/10)

τp = τM/(3.3e
(V+35)/20 + e−(V+35)/20).

(22)

All gates are initialized at V (0) = −70mV. The injected current is a step of 2µAcm−2 between
225 and 1225 ms with added noise, Iinj(tk) = Istep(tk) + σ ξk/

√
∆t where ξk ∼ N (0, 1). We

integrate the voltage using a Crank–Nicolson integrator at ∆t = 0.025 ms.

From each simulation we extract 13 hand-picked summaries: resting potential, spike latency, inverse
first/mean/median inter-spike interval, two ISI-adaptation indices, two AP-amplitude adaptation in-
dices, AP amplitude, inverse AP width, and the coefficient of variation and Fano factor of the AP
amplitudes. Some summaries are undefined in some of the simulations, e.g. due to the absence of
spikes. In that case they are set to their physical limit (latency 1000 ms, inverse ISI and inverse width
0, adaptation indices 1, amplitude, CV and Fano factor 0).

We use the jaxley Deistler et al. (2025) library for implementation. We generate 400k simulations
of each model for training and use 10% of that for validation. We adopt the parameter prior ranges
of Schröder & Macke (2024), which were originally adapted from Gonçalves et al. (2020). We
present those prior choices in Table 8 and list fixed parameters in Table 9. We preprocess using
Equation 12.

A.7 GALAXY ASSEMBLY BIAS

We populate halo catalogs from 2000 high-resolution Quijote Latin-hypercube simula-
tions (Villaescusa-Navarro et al., 2020) at z = 0.5 in periodic cubes of side length 1000h−1Mpc.
Model M0 uses a mass-only halo occupation distribution (HOD) (Zheng et al., 2007), implemented
with Halotools (Hearin et al., 2017), and baseline mean occupations

µcen(M) =
1

2

[
1 + erf

(
log10M − log10Mmin

σlogM

)]
,

µsat(M) = µcen(M)

(
M −M0

M1

)α
, M > M0,

(23)

with µsat = 0 otherwise. Central and satellite counts are drawn separately from Bernoulli and Pois-
son distributions. Centrals follow the halo centers and bulk velocities while satellites have Navarro–
Frenk–White radial profiles and Jeans-equilibrium velocities. Model M1 adds concentration-
dependent occupation at fixed mass using a decorated HOD (Hearin et al., 2016), with strengths
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Table 8: Prior distributions for the Hodgkin–Huxley models.

Parameter Prior Unit

gL U(10−6, 3× 10−4) S cm−2

EL U(−80, −60) mV
gK U(1.5× 10−3, 1.5× 10−2) S cm−2

Vt U(−70, −50) mV
gNa U(8× 10−3, 8× 10−2) S cm−2

σ U(10−4, 0.15) µAcm−2 ms1/2

gM U(10−5, 6× 10−4) S cm−2

τM U(200, 2000) ms

gCa U(5× 10−5, 10−3) S cm−2

Table 9: Fixed parameters for the Hodgkin–Huxley simulations.

Quantity Value Unit

ENa 50 mV
EK −90 mV
ECa 120 mV
Cm 1 µF cm−2

Compartment length / radius 10 / 1 µm
Step current density (225–1225 ms) 2 µAcm−2

Trace duration / integration step 1450 / 0.025 ms

Acen and Asat. It also includes velocity bias (e.g. Guo et al., 2015) and a rescaled satellite con-
centration: central velocity dispersion αcVvir, satellite velocity multiplier αs relative to the halo,
and satellite concentration cgal = Fsatchalo. For more details on the HOD models see Zheng et al.
(2007); Hearin et al. (2016).

Table 10 lists the priors in our analysis. Shared parameters have identical priors and the models have
equal prior probability. For log10Mmin, we uniformly sample the z = 0.5 entries of 106 stored
draws from an empirical prior separately constrained using the redshift distribution of the BOSS
DR12 CMASS North Galactic Cap sample (Alam et al., 2017). Other HOD parameters are drawn
independently as tabulated. No HOD redshift evolution is used.

The LHID-disjoint dataset split contains 64,000 training simulations (32,000 per model), 8,000 val-
idation simulations and 8,000 frozen test simulations; the estimators also reserve internal validation
subsets from the training partition. A single flow-matching model is fitted to the pooled training set,
and 32,000 generated samples form a third class alongside the two equally sized real-model classes.
We train a five-member ensemble of three-output multiclass Evidence Networks with the pairwise
loss, using standardization from Equation 12 for both the flow and the networks.

B ARCHITECTURES

We present the architectures of the neural networks used in this work. All networks are implemented
in PyTorch (Paszke et al., 2019). We have also made use of the numpy (Harris et al., 2020),
scipy (Virtanen et al., 2020), sklearn (Pedregosa et al., 2011), torchdiffeq (Chen, 2018),
and matplotlib (Hunter, 2007) libraries.

Software and data licenses PyTorch, NumPy, SciPy, and scikit-learn are used under their BSD-3-
Clause licenses; dynesty, pyddm, and torchdiffeq under the MIT license; Cobaya under LGPL-3.0-
or-later with its stated additional conditions; jaxley under the Apache 2.0 licence; and Matplotlib
under the Matplotlib license. The DESI data products are used under CC BY 4.0.
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Table 10: Priors for the Quijote galaxy-bias comparison. U(a, b) denotes a uniform distribution and
T N (0, 0.22; [−1, 1]) a zero-mean Gaussian of standard deviation 0.2, truncated to [−1, 1]. Mass
logarithms are base ten with masses in h−1M⊙. Numerical constants denote fixed values. The
HOD mass M1 is distinct from the model label M1.

Parameter M0 M1

Ωm U(0.1, 0.5) U(0.1, 0.5)
Ωb U(0.03, 0.07) U(0.03, 0.07)
h U(0.5, 0.9) U(0.5, 0.9)
ns U(0.8, 1.2) U(0.8, 1.2)
σ8 U(0.6, 1.0) U(0.6, 1.0)
log10 Mmin NGC empirical prior NGC empirical prior
σlogM U(0.1, 0.6) U(0.1, 0.6)
log10 M0 U(13, 15) U(13, 15)
log10 M1 U(13, 15) U(13, 15)
α U(0, 1.5) U(0, 1.5)

Acen 0 T N (0, 0.22; [−1, 1])
Asat 0 T N (0, 0.22; [−1, 1])
αc 0 U(0, 0.7)
αs 1 U(0.2, 2.0)
Fsat 1 U(0.2, 2.0)

B.1 FLOW MATCHING

We parameterize the velocity field of the flow matching algorithm with a 256 unit, 4 hidden layer
fully connected multilayer perceptron using SiLU activation functions. We train with uniform time
sampling, using the Adam Kingma & Ba (2014) optimizer with a batch size of 256 for the Hodgkin
and DDM applications and 128 for all other applications. For the GMM and ODE models we use
a learning rate of 10−4, for the BAO, DDM and Hodgkin models 10−3. For density estimation via
integration of the flow, we use the dopri5 integrator implemented in torchdiffeq to solve

log qϕ(x|M) = log p(z)−
∫ 1

0

∇ · vϕ(xt, t) dt, (24)

where xt follows the learned ODE trajectory. We leave the impact of a thorough hyperparameter
search and of a different optimizer to further study.

For the DDM application we use permutation equivariant DeepSets (Zaheer et al., 2017). First we
apply a neural network to each dimension:

hi = ϕ(xi, t), (25)

to the outputs of which we apply permutation invariant aggregation functions:

A =
[
h, maxi hi, mini hi, stdi(hi)

]
. (26)

The velocity field is then learned from a concatenation of these aggregated features with the indi-
vidual observation:

vi = ρ
(
xi, hi, A, t

)
. (27)

The neural networks ϕ and ρ are parameterized as MLPs with 256 neurons in each of the 3 layers.
The output dimension of ϕ is also 256.
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B.2 ENFR

The evidence networks are fully connected neural networks. For the GMM example we use a rather
large network with 1024 x 4 neurons with the SiLU activation function. For the BAO example
we use a substantially smaller network with 128x2 neurons for MultiENFR and 128x3 neurons for
SingleENFR with the ReLU activation function. For the ODE application we use 256x4 neurons
with ReLU activation. For the Hodgkin application we use 128x2 neurons with ReLU activation. In
all examples except for the GMM we train an ensemble of 5 evidence networks with equal weight,
while the GMM test only shows single networks. Batch sizes are 128 (GMM,BAO), 256 (Hodgkin,
DDM), and 1024 (ODE).

We train using the Adam Kingma & Ba (2014) optimizer with a learning rate of 10−4.

For the DDM experiment MultiENFR is a permutation invariant DeepSet (Zaheer et al., 2017). A
first neural network delivers

hi = ϕ(xi), (28)

where xi are the simulated signed decision times. The output is then aggregated:

A =
[
h, maxi hi, mini hi, stdi(hi)

]
, (29)

and fed into a second network

yj = ρ(A). (30)

ρ and ϕ are parameterized with MLPs with two and three layers respectively, with 128 neurons in
each layer, using a ReLU activation function. We train an equally weighted 5 member ensemble
with learning rate 10−4 batch size 256 and patience 10 in early stopping.

B.3 CTSM

The CTSM models are also fully connected multilayer perceptrons. There are two different inter-
polants we use, the variance preserving bridge (VP):

xt =
√

1− t2z + tx1 with z ∼ N (0, 1), (31)

and the Schrödinger bridge (SB):

xt = (1− t)x0 + tx1 + σ
√
t(1− t)ϵ with ϵ ∼ N (0, 1), (32)

where x0 ∼ qϕ(x) is drawn from the flow reference and x1 ∼ p(x|M) are data samples. We choose
the noise scale σ to be 1.

In all CTSM runs, the architectures have always been identical to the corresponding SingleENFR
runs.

C RESULTS OF THE GMM SCALING EXPERIMENT

We show the results of the GMM scaling in Table 11. We further show an example plot of the
improvement that comes from adding the evidence network in 128 dimensions in Figure 6.

D BAYES FACTOR ANALYSIS FOR DESI DR2 DATA

Table 12 shows the explicit comparison of our MultiENFR Bayes factors compared to the likelihood-
based analysis.
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Table 11: RMSE values of the estimated density log q(x) with respect to the true density log p(x)
over 200 held out test draws (lower is better) averaged over the three seeds. The SingleENFR
combination consistently outperforms the other models. The flow is shared at each seed.

Example Flow CTSM-VP SingleENFR CTSM-SB + FlowRef

GMM 64D 0.76 2.14 0.45 1.06
GMM 128D 2.30 7.70 1.32 2.46
GMM 256D 6.61 27.87 3.04 6.57
GMM 512D 15.79 65.36 14.44 15.87
GMM 1024D 34.99 163.21 33.44 35.01
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−230
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flow (RMSE 2.38)

SingleENFR (RMSE 1.32)

Figure 6: The performance on test points in 128 dimensions for the flow and SingleENFR.

Table 12: Bayes factors w.r.t. ΛCDM on the DESI DR2 data. The error of our simulation-based
estimate is largely comparable to the error of the likelihood-based estimate in three of the four
models.

Model Likelihood Based Analysis MultiENFR ∆

wCDM -2.42±0.24 -1.94 +0.48
w0waCDM -1.64±0.24 -1.40 +0.25
νCDM -0.07±0.22 0.06 +0.13
ΩkCDM -1.89±0.23 -1.65 +0.24
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E PROOF OF MINIMIZER OF EVIDENCE NETWORKS

We present the proof that the minimizer of the risk of the l-POP loss is indeed the Bayes factor if the
models are weighted equally a priori.

Proposition. For a sample (x,m) with m ∈ {0, 1}, the l-POP exponential loss is

L(x,m) = exp

[(
1

2
−m

)
u(x)

]
,

using the shorthand notation u(x) = Jα(fψ(x)). Assuming equal model sampling probabilities, the
population optimum satisfies

u∗(x) = log
p(x | M)

p(x | M0)
= logK,

with the ∗ superscript indicating at minimizing parameters ψ = ψ̂.

Proof. Consider the population risk as a functional of u(·). Under equal sampling probabilities for
the two models,

P (M0) = P (M) =
1

2
,

the expected loss is

R[u] =
1

2

∫ [
p(x | M0)e

u(x)/2 + p(x | M)e−u(x)/2
]
dx.

We proceed with standard variational calculus, differentiating with respect to some perturbation ε at
ε = 0:

δR[u; η] =
d

dε
R[u+ εη]

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

.

Thus,

δR[u; η] =
1

4

∫ [
p(x | M0)e

u(x)/2 − p(x | M)e−u(x)/2
]
η(x) dx.

At a minimizer u∗, the variation must vanish so we find

p(x | M0)e
u∗(x)/2 − p(x | M)e−u

∗(x)/2 = 0

Hence,

p(x | M0)e
u∗(x)/2 = p(x | M)e−u

∗(x)/2.

Multiplying by eu
∗(x)/2 gives

p(x | M0)e
u∗(x) = p(x | M),

and therefore

eu
∗(x) =

p(x | M)

p(x | M0)
.
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Taking logarithms,

u∗(x) = log
p(x | M)

p(x | M0)
= logK.

Thus,

u∗(x) = logK .

Without the shorthand this delivers

Jα(f∗(x)) = logK .

F EN CORRECTION TO THE FLOW UNDER CONSTANT PREDICTION

We use the l-POP loss EN to correct the density estimates of a generative flow. It is interesting to
examine the case where the EN cannot learn anything from the data and just returns a minimizing
constant, i.e. f(x) = const. In this case we can show, that the EN correction asymptotically does
not degrade the flow’s evidence estimate under equal model weights.

Consider again the population risk of the l-POP loss of a constant predictor u(x) = Jα(fψ(x)) = c
under model priors which are reflected by the training class probabilities p(M) and p(M0):

R[c] =

∫
p(M0)p(x | M0)e

c/2 + p(M)p(x | M)e−c/2 dx = p(M0)e
c/2 + p(M)e−c/2.

We consider the variation

δR[c; a] =
d

dε
R[c+ εa]

∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

,

which delivers

δR[c; a] =
a

2

[
p(M0)e

c/2 − p(M)e−c/2
]
.

At the variational optimum c∗, the variation must vanish so

p(M0)e
c∗/2 − p(M)e−c

∗/2 = 0,

which implies

ec
∗
=

p(M)

p(M0)
.

Hence the optimal constant correction is

c∗ = log
p(M)

p(M0)
.

For equal model weights,

p(M0) = p(M),
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and therefore

c∗ = 0 .

The asymptotically optimal EN therefore does not degrade a well-trained flow in this case.

G PROOF OF MINIMA OF THE MULTICLASS EVIDENCE NETWORK

We present the proof that the multiclass evidence network loss function is minimized by the Bayes
factors.

Proposition. Consider N models

M1, . . . ,MN

and define

ui(x) = Jα(fi(x)).

For a sample x generated from model Mm, consider the pairwise loss

L(x,m) =
1

N − 1

∑

j ̸=m

exp

[
−1

2
(um(x)− uj(x))

]
.

Assume that the models are sampled with equal probability,

p(Mi) =
1

N
.

Then the population-risk functional, up to the positive constant factor 1/[N(N − 1)], is

R[u] =

∫ N∑

i=1

p(x | Mi)
∑

j ̸=i

exp

[
−1

2
(ui(x)− uj(x))

]
dx.

Define

pi(x) ≡ p(x | Mi).

Adding the diagonal terms i = j, which contribute only

∑

i

pi(x)

and are independent of u, we may equivalently minimize

R̃[u] =

∫ (∑

i

pi(x)e
−ui(x)/2

)
∑

j

euj(x)/2


 dx.

For compactness, define

A(x) =
∑

i

pi(x)e
−ui(x)/2, B(x) =

∑

i

eui(x)/2.
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Then

R̃[u] =

∫
A(x)B(x) dx.

Again we follow variation of the functional:

δR̃[u;η] =
d

dε
R̃[u+ εη]

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

.

Using the product rule, we first apply this to each term separately:

Aε(x) =
∑

i

pi(x)e
−[ui(x)+εηi(x)]/2,

and therefore

dAε
dε

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

= −1

2

∑

i

pi(x)e
−ui(x)/2ηi(x).

Similarly for the second term,

Bε(x) =
∑

i

e[ui(x)+εηi(x)]/2,

so that

dBε
dε

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

=
1

2

∑

i

eui(x)/2ηi(x).

Now according to the product rule we can write

δR̃ =

∫
[δA(x)B(x) +A(x) δB(x)] dx

=
1

2

∫ N∑

k=1

[
A(x)euk(x)/2 −B(x)pk(x)e

−uk(x)/2
]
ηk(x) dx.

To find the extremum we set the variation to 0:

δR̃[u∗;η] = 0.

By the fundamental lemma of the calculus of variations, this implies, for each k,

A(x)eu
∗
k(x)/2 −B(x)pk(x)e

−u∗
k(x)/2 = 0.

Thus

A(x)eu
∗
k(x)/2 = B(x)pk(x)e

−u∗
k(x)/2.

Multiplying by eu
∗
k(x)/2 gives

A(x)eu
∗
k(x) = B(x)pk(x),

and therefore
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eu
∗
k(x) = pk(x)

B(x)

A(x)
.

Taking logarithms,

u∗k(x) = log pk(x) + log
B(x)

A(x)
.

The second term is independent of the model index k. Hence the stationary solutions have the form

u∗k(x) = log p(x | Mk) + c(x) ,

where c(x) is a common, non-identifiable offset.

Taking the difference between any two outputs eliminates this common offset:

u∗i (x)− u∗j (x) = log p(x | Mi)− log p(x | Mj).

Therefore,

u∗i (x)− u∗j (x) = log
p(x | Mi)

p(x | Mj)
= logKij(x) ,

and removing the shorthand notation

Jα(f∗i (x))− Jα(f∗j (x)) = logKij(x) .

To verify that this stationary family gives the global minimum, note that at each x,

A(x)B(x) =

(∑

i

pi(x)e
−ui(x)/2

)(∑

i

eui(x)/2

)
.

By the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality,

A(x)B(x) ≥
(∑

i

√
pi(x)

)2

.

Equality holds if and only if

√
pi(x) e

−ui(x)/4 = λ(x)eui(x)/4

for every i, which is equivalent to

ui(x) = log pi(x)− 2 log λ(x) ≡ log pi(x) + c(x).

Thus the variational stationary family obtained above attains the pointwise lower bound of the
population-risk integrand and is therefore a global minimizer. The common function c(x) remains
undetermined because the loss depends only on pairwise differences ui − uj .
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