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ABSTRACT

Strong gravitational lenses are a singular probe of the universe’s small-scale structure — they are
sensitive to the gravitational effects of low-mass (< 1010M⊙) halos even without a luminous counter-
part. Recent strong-lensing analyses of dark matter structure rely on simulation-based inference (SBI).
Modern SBI methods, which leverage neural networks as density estimators, have shown promise in
extracting the halo-population signal. However, it is unclear whether the constraining power of these
models has been limited by the methodology or the information content of the data. In this study,
we introduce an accelerator-optimized simulation pipeline that can generate lens images with realis-
tic subhalo populations in a matter of milliseconds. Leveraging this simulator, we identify the main
methodological limitation of our fiducial SBI analysis: training set size. We then adopt a sequen-
tial neural posterior estimation (SNPE) approach, allowing us to iteratively refine the distribution
of simulated training images to better align with the observed data. Using only one-fifth as many
mock Hubble Space Telescope (HST) images, SNPE matches the constraints on the low-mass halo
population produced by our best non-sequential model. Our experiments suggest that an over three
order-of-magnitude increase in training set size and GPU hours would be required to achieve an equiv-
alent result without sequential methods. While the full potential of the existing strong lens sample
remains to be explored, the notable improvement in constraining power enabled by our sequential
approach highlights that the current constraints are limited primarily by methodology and not the
data itself. Moreover, our results emphasize the need to treat training set generation and model
optimization as interconnected stages of any cosmological analysis using simulation-based inference
techniques.

1. INTRODUCTION

The small-scale structure underlying our Universe
plays a crucial role in distinguishing the fiducial cold,
collisionless dark matter (CDM) model from alternative
theories. Under CDM, the Universe’s initial matter over-
densities collapse into dark matter ‘halos’. These ha-
los are predicted to form hierarchically (White & Rees
1978; Moore et al. 1999), range in mass from cluster-
scale (1015M⊙) to planetary masses (Navarro et al. 1996,
1997; Green et al. 2004), and have an abundance that
inversely scales with mass (Bode et al. 2001; Kaplinghat
2005; Bullock & Boylan-Kolchin 2017; Buckley & Peter
2018; Tulin & Yu 2018). As a consequence, low-mass ha-
los (< 1010M⊙) should be found both as gravitationally
isolated structures — ‘line-of-sight’ halos — and as rem-
nants within larger halos — ‘subhalos’. Popular alterna-
tives to CDM, including warm dark matter (Shi & Fuller
1999; Viel et al. 2005; Schneider et al. 2012; Lovell et al.
2014), self-interacting dark matter (Carlson et al. 1992;
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Bullock & Boylan-Kolchin 2017; Kummer et al. 2018; Vo-
gelsberger et al. 2019), and fuzzy dark matter (Hu et al.
2000; Schive et al. 2016; Hui et al. 2017), significantly
alter the formation history and properties of low-mass
halos (Bechtol et al. 2022). Therefore, the abundance,
distribution, and profiles of these halos directly constrain
the physics of dark matter.
Among astrophysical probes of low-mass halos, galaxy–

galaxy strong lensing is atypical in that it directly mea-
sures the gravitational influence of dark matter struc-
ture. A strong lensing image is created when the path
of light from a distant ‘source’ galaxy is curved by a
‘main deflector’ galaxy to produce multiple images. In
addition to the main deflector, the light’s path is influ-
enced by the line-of-sight halos it encounters along its
path and the subhalos that reside in the main deflec-
tor. These additional perturbations produce a measur-
able signal that depends only on the mass distribution of
the halos. Most alternative probes, including measure-
ments of the Lyman-α forest (e.g. Rogers & Peiris 2021),
the UV galaxy luminosity function (e.g. Rudakovskyi
et al. 2021), and the Milky Way’s satellites (e.g. Nadler
et al. 2021), rely instead on a luminous tracer of the
dark matter structure7. Connecting low-mass dark mat-
ter structure to luminous tracers introduces significant
uncertainties. By directly measuring the mass distribu-
tion, strong lensing provides an excellent complement to

7 Future precision measurements of gaps in stellar streams (e.g.
Banik et al. 2021; Aganze et al. 2024) also have the potential to
detect dark halos, in a way that is complementary to strong lensing.
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existing probes and has the potential to yield unprece-
dented insights into the nature of dark matter.
While the theory behind the strong lensing effect is

well understood, inferring the low-mass halo population
from images poses statistical and computational chal-
lenges. Most strong lensing problems aim to model only
the light sources and the main deflector, allowing ‘tradi-
tional’ Markov chain Monte-Carlo methods to be effec-
tive. However, the low-mass halo population can include
thousands of line-of-sight halos and subhalos, each with
parameters characterizing its position, mass, and profile.
These hundreds of thousands of parameters will not be
tightly constrained by the less than 20, 000 pixels in the
image. There are two approaches to circumventing this
limitation. ‘Direct’ detection methods only search for the
individual low-mass halos that significantly improve the
model’s fit to the data (Mao & Schneider 1998; Mous-
takas & Metcalf 2003; Koopmans 2005; Vegetti & Koop-
mans 2009; Hezaveh et al. 2013). These methods have
been able to find subhalos in three strong lensing systems
(Vegetti et al. 2010, 2012; Hezaveh et al. 2016b; Vegetti
et al. 2018; Sengül et al. 2022). However, direct detec-
tion is insensitive to halos below 109M⊙ (O’Riordan et al.
2023). While individual halos at these mass scales may
not impart a statistically significant signal, the popula-
tion can impart a collective signal that direct detection
ignores.
“Statistical” detection methods forgo constraining the

exact distribution of low-mass halos and instead attempt
to measure the properties of the entire population (Dalal
& Kochanek 2002; Hezaveh et al. 2016a; Cyr-Racine et al.
2016; Birrer et al. 2017a; Dı́az Rivero et al. 2018; Diaz
Rivero et al. 2018; Brehmer et al. 2019; Anau Montel
et al. 2023). In fact, effects of alternative dark mat-
ter models are best understood in terms of statistical
changes to the population, e.g. a depletion of halos be-
low a certain mass scale (Viel et al. 2005; Schneider et al.
2012; Lovell et al. 2014), or a modification to the ra-
dial distribution of subhalos (Bullock & Boylan-Kolchin
2017)). Most statistical modeling approaches focus on
the abundance of subhalos as a function of mass, re-
ferred to as the subhalo mass function (SHMF). Modeling
the SHMF introduces far fewer parameters and connects
more directly to the physics of interest. However, fram-
ing the analysis in terms of the parameters of the SHMF
makes evaluating the likelihood intractable. Even evalu-
ating a single SHMF requires marginalizing over a broad
range of configurations for thousands of subhalos. With-
out a likelihood, traditional modeling approaches are out
of reach.
To overcome this challenge, statistical detection has

focused on simulation-based inference (SBI) techniques8.
Broadly, SBI techniques leverage a simulator to implic-
itly define the likelihood. The classical method in the
SBI family, approximate Bayesian computation (ABC)
(Rubin 1984), has already been used to constrain both
alternative dark matter models (Gilman et al. 2020a)
and properties of the CDM model (Gilman et al. 2020b).
While ABC has shown success applied to data, it ne-
cessitates low-dimensional ‘summary’ statistics that fun-
damentally limit the information that can be extracted.
Recently, a new family of SBI methods has turned to us-

8 Historically, SBI has also been called likelihood-free inference.

ing neural density estimators (see Cranmer et al. 2020
for a review). These networks attempt to approximate
either the likelihood (NLE) (Papamakarios et al. 2019),
the posterior (NPE) (Lueckmann et al. 2017), or the
likelihood ratio (NRE) (Mohamed & Lakshminarayanan
2016). In all cases, the resulting models take in the full
data vector and are therefore not intrinsically limited
by a compressed statistic. These methods are already
prevalent in the strong lensing literature: they have been
used to infer the parameters of the main deflector (Per-
reault Levasseur et al. 2017; Wagner-Carena et al. 2021;
Pearson et al. 2021) and the external convergence (Park
et al. 2023). In the low-mass halo context, Brehmer
et al. (2019) used NRE to infer a Gaussian random field
representing the subhalo population, Anau Montel et al.
(2023) used NRE to constrain warm dark matter param-
eters, and Zhang et al. (2024) used NRE to infer the
density profile of subhalos. Wagner-Carena et al. (2023)
combined NPE with the most realistic simulation to-date
to infer the SHMF normalization with up to one hundred
lenses. Of these analyses, only Zhang et al. (2024) has
placed constraints on the data.
While these initial results are promising, they are

still limited in their constraining power. For example,
Wagner-Carena et al. (2023) found only a weak corre-
lation between the true and inferred SHMF parameters,
and Zhang et al. (2024) found a similarly weak correla-
tion for the subhalo density slope. As these methods are
pushed to the data, they will need to incorporate addi-
tional modeling and observational uncertainties that are
likely to further degrade the constraints. Most of these
analyses have also narrowed their focus to one or two
population parameters, marginalizing over priors derived
from simulations or external probes for the remaining
parameters. Preferably, strong lensing would test these
probes and simulations rather than depend on them. All
neural density methods should extract the true, max-
imally constraining posterior, but only under idealized
limits. This leads us to the central question we seek to
answer: have neural-density-based SBI methods already
reached the information limit of the data, or are there
methodology choices imposing artificial bottlenecks?
In this paper, we identify the main methodological lim-

itation behind the previous NPE analysis and leverage
sequential neural posterior estimation (SNPE) to dras-
tically improve the constraining power of the data. We
build a new, accelerator-optimized simulation tool that
allows us to generate batches of strong lensing images
at the same rate as the optimization step of our neural
network. Leveraging this ‘infinite’ data limit, we explore
four likely limitations to the results of Wagner-Carena
et al. (2023): the complexity of the neural network
model, the optimization strategy for gradient descent,
the number of computing cycles dedicated to training the
network, and the size of the training dataset. We focus
our analysis on the normalization of the SHMF. Build-
ing on these results, we apply a sequential methodology
(SNPE) that allows us to actively modify the proposal
distribution from which training examples are drawn.
We explore how steering the proposal distribution to-
wards the observations affects model performance. Fi-
nally, we conduct a hierarchical analysis of a test popu-
lation of thirty-two lenses and compare the constraints
on the normalization of the SHMF for each method.
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This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we dis-
cuss the parameterization we use to simulate our strong
lensing systems and present our new, jax-optimized sim-
ulation package. Section 3 introduces the simulation-
based inference techniques we use throughout the paper,
including neural posterior estimation (NPE), our hier-
archical inference scheme, and the sequential extension
to NPE (SNPE). Using our new simulator, we explore
potential limitations of the NPE methods in Section 4.
Given the results of Section 4, in Section 5 we imple-
ment the SNPE approach and contrast the resulting loss
with that of NPE. To further compare the results of our
sequential and non-sequential methods, in Section 6 we
run both on a test population of thirty-two mock ob-
servations and extract the population-level constraints
on the SHMF normalization. We discuss the limitations
and future potential of our analysis in Section 7. Sec-
tion 8 concludes by summarizing our results and contex-
tualizing our findings within the broader scope of SBI
applications for cosmological analysis.

2. SIMULATION METHODS

The methodology tests we conduct in this paper re-
quire simulations that are representative of the data and
can be generated in milliseconds. In the subsections that
follow, we describe the parameterizations used to gener-
ate our lensing configuration and briefly outline paltax
– the new accelerator-optimized simulation tool we have
built for this work. The parameterization of the lensing
system we use in this work follows that of Wagner-Carena
et al. (2023) with minor modifications. Our lensing sys-
tem can be broken into five components: the main deflec-
tor (Section 2.1), the subhalos of the main deflector (Sec-
tion 2.2), the source light (Section 2.3), the line-of-sight
halos (Section 2.4), and the observational effects (Sec-
tion 2.5). The details of our simulation pipeline, which
is implemented using jax9 (Bradbury et al. 2018), are
discussed in Section 2.6. All of the code used in this
work has been thoroughly documented and tested.

2.1. Main Deflector

The main deflector is modeled using a combination of
power-law elliptical mass distribution (PEMD) and ex-
ternal shear. The PEMD profile (Kormann et al. 1994;
Barkana 1998) is given by the convergence:

κ(x, y) =
3− γlens

2

(
θE√

qlensx2 + y2/qlens

)γlens−1

, (1)

where γlens is the logarithmic power-law slope, θE is the
Einstein radius, and qlens is the ellipticity. The x- and
y-coordinates in Equation 1 are defined along the major
and minor axes of the PEMD profile. Therefore, there
are three remaining degrees of freedom: the center of the
PEMD profile, given by xlens and ylens, and the orienta-
tion of the PEMD profile, given by ϕlens. The external
shear is given by a modulus γext and orientation angle
ϕext (Keeton et al. 1997). The center of the external
shear component is kept fixed at the center of the image.
We transform our main deflector parameterization to

avoid inferring the two cyclical parameters, γext and γlens.

9 https://github.com/google/jax

We adopt an eccentricity/Cartesian coordinate system
for our ellipticity/shear:

e1 =
1− qlens
1 + qlens

cos(2ϕlens) (2)

e2 =
1− qlens
1 + qlens

sin(2ϕlens) (3)

γ1 = γext cos(2ϕext) (4)

γ2 = γext sin(2ϕext). (5)

For the remaining details on the main deflector, see
Wagner-Carena et al. (2023).

2.2. Subhalos

The main deflector’s subhalos follow the distribution
introduced by Gilman et al. (2020a) along with the mod-
ifications from Wagner-Carena et al. (2023). The mass
function of our subhalos is given by:

d2Nsub

dA dmsub
= Σsub

mγsub

sub

mγsub+1
pivot,sub

, (6)

where Σsub is the normalization of our SHMF, γsub is
the slope of our SHMF, msub is our subhalo mass ac-
cording to the M200,c mass definition (White 2001), dA
is the differential area element, and mpivot,sub is the
pivot mass. Subhalos are rendered between a minimum
subhalo mass, mmin,sub, and a maximum subhalo mass,
mmax,sub. For details on the mass–concentration rela-
tionship, radial distribution, and profile of the subhalos,
see Wagner-Carena et al. (2023).

2.3. Source

For the source light in our simulations, we use galaxy
images drawn from the HST COSMOS survey (Koeke-
moer et al. 2007). The source galaxies are selected from
postage stamps used in the GREAT3 gravitational lens-
ing challenge (Mandelbaum et al. 2012, 2014) with fur-
ther cuts imposed on the minimum cutout size, apparent
magnitude, half-light radius, and redshift. The cuts im-
posed are identical to those used in Wagner-Carena et al.
(2023), resulting in a catalog of 2,262 source images10.
Of those galaxy images, 2,163 are used to generate train-
ing images, and 99 are reserved for generating validation
images. Any step that involves updating the weights of
the neural network (including for the sequential meth-
ods) uses the 2,163 training images. All of the metrics
reported in this paper use the 99 validation images.
The model for the source light is a linear interpolation

of our pixelated galaxy images. Three parameters are in-
troduced with the linear interpolation: the center of the
source, given by xsource and ysource, and the orientation
of the galaxy, given by ϕsource. We keep the physical size
of the galaxy fixed to the COSMOS observation, with
the angular size rescaled to the simulated source redshift,
zsource. Throughout this work, the source is assumed to
be at a constant redshift of zsource = 1.5. For the ampli-
tude, we scale the measured flux to zsource and apply a
k-correction. In lieu of a more complex modeling of the

10 We refer the reader to Wagner-Carena et al. (2023) for a more
detailed discussion of the source selection cuts and the COSMOS
survey.

https://github.com/google/jax
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NPE

SNPE

Draw from n p( | 0),
Simulate xn g(x| n)

Draw from n p( | i),
Simulate xn g(x| n)

Specify prior
p( | 0)

Train model to predict posterior:
q ( |x, 0) p( |x, 0)

NPE: ( ) = log q

SNPE: ( ) = log [q × Reweighting]

Predict posterior on 
observed image xobs

q ( |xobs, 0)

Trained
Model

Generate new proposal
distribution: p( | i)
p( | i) q ( |xobs, 0)

Fig. 1.—: A schematic diagram comparing our two inference methods: neural posterior estimation (NPE, Section 3.1)
and sequential neural posterior estimation (SNPE, Section 3.2). Filled orange arrows with green outlines represent
shared steps between NPE and SNPE. Green arrows are steps unique to SNPE. The i index in the figure represents
the ith iteration of sequential inference. In this figure, g represents our stochastic simulator, qϕ is a conditional density
estimator with parameters ϕ, and L is the loss function. The distributions p(θ|Ω) represent the prior on our parameters
θ given the hyperparameters Ω, and p(θ|x,Ω) represents posterior on our parameters given an observation x. For more
details, see Section 3.

galaxy spectra, the k-correction is calculated assuming a
flat spectral wavelength density. We also correct the off-
set in the zeropoint between the COSMOS observations
and our target detector. The COSMOS galaxies were
measured using the HST Advanced Camera for Surveys
(ACS) with the F814W filter (Ryon 2021). For our cat-
alog, we assume a fixed AB zeropoint of 25.95, which is
the average ACS zeropoint during the COSMOS survey
(Koekemoer et al. 2007; Mandelbaum et al. 2014; Ryon
2021). Finally, we allow a multiplicative correction to
the amplitude, given by asource.

2.4. Line-Of-Sight Halos

In Wagner-Carena et al. (2023), the line-of-sight halos
were included in the lensing simulations. Currently, the
implementation of line-of-sight halos in paltax does not
correct for the mean expected convergence. This would
result in sightlines whose matter density is systematically
higher than the universe’s average (Birrer et al. 2017b).
For now, rather than introduce this bias to our simula-
tions, we have elected to exclude the line-of-sight halo
population. We hope to add this feature and thereby
include line-of-sight halos in future work. Note that, in
Wagner-Carena et al. (2023), it was shown that shift-
ing the distribution of line-of-sight halos did not induce
a detectable bias in the inferred subhalo mass function
normalization.

2.5. Observational Effects

Our simulations include observational effects to emu-
late the HST Wide Field Camera 3 (WFC3) UVIS chan-
nel with the F814W filter. This includes a pixel size
of 0.40 arcsec/pixel (Gennaro 2018, section 1.1), a read
noise of 3e−(Gennaro 2018, section 5.1.2), an AB mag-
nitude zeropoint of 25.127 (Calamida et al. 2021), and

a sky brightness11 of 21.83 magnitude/arcsec2. For the
point spread function (PSF), we assume a simple Gaus-
sian PSF with a full width at half maximum of 0.04′′.
Unlike in Wagner-Carena et al. (2023), we do not assume
our images have gone through HST’s drizzling pipeline,
and therefore we keep the native pixel scale of 0.04′′ for
our final images.

2.6. paltax Implementation

The main performance improvements of our simula-
tion package over previous work come from the imple-
mentation of the full simulation pipeline in jax. This
includes an implementation of a code for basic cosmolog-
ical and large-scale-structure calculations, a ray-tracing
code for the gravitational lensing calculations, a code
that implements the observational effects from the tele-
scope, and a code that samples the underlying lensing
configuration to be simulated. The exact implementa-
tion details can be found in the github repository12. The
functionalities contained in paltax were previously di-
vided among three packages: paltas13 (Wagner-Carena
et al. 2023), lenstronomy14 (Birrer & Amara 2018; Bir-
rer et al. 2021), and colossus15 (Diemer 2018). With
all the functionality under one package, we can leverage
jax to seamlessly compile and vectorize the full simula-
tion code. Note that the paltax repository also includes
a robust test suite, including direct comparison to the re-
sults of paltas, lenstronomy, and colossus.
The timing improvement provided by our package is

summarized in Table 1. In Appendix A, we outline some

11 Calculated using https : / / etc . stsci . edu / etc / input /
wfc3uvis/imaging/.

12 https://github.com/swagnercarena/paltax
13 https://github.com/swagnercarena/paltas
14 https://github.com/lenstronomy/lenstronomy
15 https://bitbucket.org/bdiemer/colossus

https://etc.stsci.edu/etc/input/wfc3uvis/imaging/
https://etc.stsci.edu/etc/input/wfc3uvis/imaging/
https://github.com/swagnercarena/paltax
https://github.com/swagnercarena/paltas
https://github.com/lenstronomy/lenstronomy
https://bitbucket.org/bdiemer/colossus


A Strong Gravitational Lens Is Worth a Thousand Dark Matter Halos 5

Batch Size paltax Timing paltas Timing

1 9 milliseconds 6 seconds

2 13 milliseconds 13 seconds†

8 31 milliseconds 47 seconds†

32 103 milliseconds 198 seconds†

TABLE 1: Timing Comparison for paltax and paltas
Note. — A comparison of the timing between paltax and pal-

tas. Timing with paltax was calculated using a NVIDIA Tesla
V100 GPU. Timing with paltas was calculated using a CPU with
16 cores.
†: The paltas code is not parallelized, so all images are generated
serially.

of the implementation choices required to achieve this
performance. As a point of comparison, the fiducial net-
work architecture we present in Section 4 takes 35 mil-
liseconds16 for a single training step on a batch of 32
images. Generating a batch of 32 images takes a little
over 100 milliseconds with paltax, thereby enabling us
to generate images on the fly as we train the model.

3. INFERENCE METHODS

In this Section, we describe our two inference methods:
neural posterior estimation (NPE, Section 3.1) and se-
quential neural posterior estimation (SNPE, Section 3.2).
A schematic summary is shown in Figure 1. Section 3.3
presents the hierarchical inference framework that allows
us to combine our constraints on multiple images.

3.1. Neural Posterior Estimation

In neural posterior estimation (NPE), the goal is to
train a conditional density estimator, qϕ(θ|x,Ω), that
approximates the parameter posterior p(θ|x,Ω). Here,
ϕ are the network parameters, x is an observation, and
θ are the physical parameters of interest. We have also
been explicit about the hyperparameters, Ω, which de-
fine the prior distribution on our physical parameters,
p(θ|Ω). To train our density estimator, we first draw
samples θi from our prior distribution p(θ|Ω0). Note that
Ω0 denotes the specific distribution we use to generate
our training sample. These physical parameter values are
pushed through our simulator, g, to generate data sam-
ples xi. Each pair (θi, xi) represents a sample from the
posterior p(θ|xi,Ω0). The conditional density estimator
is then trained using the loss function:

L(ϕ) = −
Ntrain∑
n=1

log qϕ(θn|xn,Ω0), (7)

where Ntrain is the size of our training set17. In the
limit of Ntrain → ∞, and given a sufficiently flexible
variational distribution q, the loss in Equation 7 is mini-
mized when qϕ(θ|x,Ω0) → p(θ|x,Ω0) (see Papamakarios
& Murray 2016).

3.2. Sequential Neural Posterior Estimation

The quality of the posteriors returned by NPE will
depend on our choice of the prior distribution, p(θ|Ω0).
Generally, if our training samples are dense near the pa-
rameter values of our observed lenses {θobs}, our model

16 Timed on a NVIDIA Tesla V100 GPU
17 In practice, we train over shuffled batches of the training set.

will be more constraining. Since we do not know the
parameter values of the lenses in our sky a priori, the
only way to generate training samples near {θ}obs is to
choose a broad distribution for p(θ|Ω0) and draw a large
sample size. As a consequence, the majority of the train-
ing examples will be far from our regions of interest. As
we will explore more fully in Section 4.3, this can ham-
per our model’s ability to constrain our parameters of
interest.
Sequential neural posterior estimation (SNPE) ad-

dresses this challenge by iteratively refining the distri-
bution from which we draw training examples. At a
high level, SNPE starts from the initial, broad distri-
bution, p(θ|Ω0), trains a neural posterior estimator to
output an approximate distribution, qϕ(θ|x,Ω0), and
then uses that approximate distribution on a single
observed image, xobs, as a new proposal distribution,
p(θ|Ω1) = qϕ(θ|xobs,Ω0). The new proposal distribution
can be used to train a new approximate distribution,
qϕ(θ|x,Ω1), and the process can be repeated i times to
generate proposal distribution p(θ|Ωi) and approximate
distribution qϕ(θ|x,Ωi).
Because the new proposal distributions are constrained

by an observed image, these distributions generate more
informative training samples. However, the distributions
qϕ(θ|xobs,Ωi) have the proposal distributions, p(θ|Ωi), as
a prior. The proposal distribution is not a proper prior
because it is influenced by the observed data. Therefore,
qϕ(θ|xobs,Ωi) cannot be treated as a proper posterior. To
make this distinction clear, the distribution qϕ(θ|xobs,Ωi)
is said to approximate the ‘proposal’ posterior:

p(θ|x,Ωi) = p(θ|x,Ω0)
p(θ|Ωi)p(x|Ω0)

p(θ|Ω0)p(x|Ωi)
. (8)

Each SNPE implementation (Papamakarios & Murray
2016; Lueckmann et al. 2017; Greenberg et al. 2019) cir-
cumvents this limitation differently. In this work, we will
focus on the automatic posterior transformation (Green-
berg et al. 2019), which we will refer to as SNPE-C.
SNPE-C uses training examples drawn from the pro-
posal distribution, θn ∼ p(θn|Ωi), but implements a re-
weighted objective that allows the network to approxi-
mate the true posterior. The modified objective function
is given by:

L(ϕ) = −
Ntrain∑
n=1

log

[
qϕ(θn|xn,Ω0)

p(θn|Ωi)

p(θn|Ω0)

1

Z(xn, ϕ)

]
.

(9)

Here qϕ(θn|xn,Ω0) is the approximate distribution be-
ing output by the network and Z(xn, ϕ) is a normalizing
constant given by:

Z(xn, ϕ) =

∫
qϕ(θ|xn,Ω0)

p(θ|Ωi)

p(θ|Ω0)
dθ. (10)

Given a sufficiently expressive approximate distribution
and in the limit of N → ∞, minimizing Equation 9 yields
qϕ(θ|x,Ω0) → p(θ|x,Ω0).
SNPE-C allows for an informative proposal distribu-

tion while still yielding a model that outputs a proper
posterior. In addition, because the prior is specified only
in the objective function, it is possible to use a prior
that would normally be impractical to sample from. As
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Model Name Stage Size Block Configuration Base Filters per
Convolution

Total Parameters FLOPs/image

ResNet 18 Very Small [2, 2, 2, 2] ResNet Block 8 227,638 5.0× 105

ResNet 18 Small [2, 2, 2, 2] ResNet Block 16 803,222 1.0× 106

ResNet 18 [2, 2, 2, 2] ResNet Block 64 11,578,838 4.0× 106

ResNet 34 [3, 4, 6, 3] ResNet Block 64 21,694,422 5.8× 106

ResNet 50 [3, 4, 6, 3] Bottleneck ResNet Block 64 23,953,878 1.6× 107

ResNet-D 50 [3, 4, 6, 3] Bottleneck ResNet-D Block 64 23,617,238 1.8× 107

TABLE 2: Model Summary for Section 4.1
Note. — A comparison of the architectures used in Section 4.1. A description of the ResNet architectures, along with a definition for

the block configurations, can be found in He et al. (2016) and He et al. (2018). Floating point operations (FLOPs) are per image and are
estimated from the XLA compiled function generated by jax.

we will show in Section 5, this can lead to significant im-
provements in the constraining power compared to NPE.
However, there are a few limitations to the SNPE-C

approach that are worth noting. First, the proposal dis-
tributions are tuned to specific observations. In fact,
SNPE-C is traditionally trained with a single observa-
tion as the target. As a consequence, the model’s im-
proved performance will not be amortized, with each ob-
servation requiring its own model. It is possible to use a
proposal distribution that mixes the posteriors from sev-
eral observations, but the SNPE-C algorithm will still
need to be re-run when new observations are acquired.
Another shortcoming of the SNPE-C approach is that it
can only refine the proposal distributions on parameters
captured by the conditional density estimator, qϕ. For
example, the morphology of our sources is drawn from
a set of COSMOS observations. Ideally, we would steer
our proposal distributions to include more representative
sources. However, since we do not predict any morpho-
logical parameters in the posterior, we cannot tune this
aspect of the proposal distributions and must keep the
initial sampling. Finally, to run SNPE-C we need the
normalizing factor in Equation 9. For this work, we will
use a multivariate Gaussian prior, posterior, and pro-
posal distribution. In this limit, the normalizing factor
is analytic. A non-analytic normalizing factor can also be
dealt with using atomic proposals (see Greenberg et al.
2019), but we will not explore that regime here.

3.3. Hierarchical Inference

Both NPE and SNPE require us to enforce a desired
prior Ω0 at training time. However, our final goal is to
infer Ωobs, the hyperdistribution of parameters underly-
ing our observed lenses {xobs}. To conduct this inference,
we place our (S)NPE outputs within a larger hierarchical
model and calculate the posterior on Ωobs given {xobs}:

p(Ωobs|{xobs}) = p(Ωobs)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ωobs prior

×
Nlens,obs∏

k

p(xk|Ω0)

p({x})︸ ︷︷ ︸
normalizing factor

×

Nlens,obs∏
k

∫
p(θ|Ωobs)

p(θ|Ω0)
qϕ(θ|xk,Ω0) dθ︸ ︷︷ ︸

importance-sampling integral

,

(11)

where Nlens,obs is the number of observed lenses18. Equa-
tion 11 re-weights our posterior to account for the differ-
ence between our interim proposal distribution, Ω0, and
the distribution we are trying to infer on the observed
lenses, Ωobs. This enables us to conduct inference on
Ωobs even though we cannot vary our choice of Ω0 within
our posterior estimator, qϕ(θ|x,Ω0).
We do not have an analytic solution for Equation 11.

However, the three distributions involved in the integral,
p(θ|Ωobs), p(θ|Ω0), and qϕ(θ|xk,Ω0), will be Gaussians
throughout this work. This gives us an analytic solution
to the importance sampling integral in the equation, al-
lowing us to use a sampling algorithm to generate rep-
resentative draws from p(Ωobs|{xobs}). For this work,
we use the ensemble sampler with affine invariance im-
plemented in the emcee package19 (Goodman & Weare
2010; Foreman-Mackey et al. 2014).

4. RESULTS: LIMITATIONS ON THE SIGNAL

Our goal is to identify whether the NPE approach has
already reached the information limit of our data or if
there exist methodological choices that are diluting our
constraining power. To distinguish between these two
scenarios, we explore four possible methodological limi-
tations:

• Model size — the NPE doesn’t have enough pa-
rameters to capture the desired posterior. The
small number of parameters is limiting the func-
tional forms that our NPE can access during train-
ing.

• Optimization strategy — a poor choice of learn-
ing rate schedule or optimizer is hindering the
NPE’s training. The NPE’s weights are either con-
verging to a local minimum, or the optimization
strategy is substantially slowing convergence to the
minimum.

• Training set — our training set is too small / too
sparse for the model to learn the optimal functional
form. The broad training prior combined with the
finite training set size means that the model does
not have enough examples near the observed im-
ages.

• Compute — there is no issue with the previous
three choices. The model simply requires more it-

18 See appendix C of Wagner-Carena et al. (2021) for a derivation
of Equation 11.

19 https://emcee.readthedocs.io

https://emcee.readthedocs.io
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Fig. 2.—: A comparison of the loss on Σsub for five different model sizes: the fiducial ResNet 50 architecture (gray),
a ResNet 18 architecture with a very small number of filters (lightest blue), a ResNet 18 architecture with a small
number of filters (light blue), a traditional ResNet 18 architecture (blue), a ResNet 34 architecture (dark blue), and a
ResNet-D 50 architecture (darkest blue). The left-hand plot shows the loss as a function of unique images seen, and
the right-hand plot shows the loss as a function of the number of floating point operations.

erations over the training set to better approximate
the posterior.

To test these possibilities, we introduce a set of fidu-
cial modeling choices. For this paper, we use a ResNet50
architecture (He et al. 2016) trained using Adam as our
optimization algorithm (Kingma & Ba 2015). For the
learning rate, we use a cosine learning rate decay with a
linear warmup (Loshchilov & Hutter 2017). The learn-
ing rate has a maximum value of 0.01, the linear warmup
goes from 0.0 to the maximum over 10 epochs, and the
cosine decay occurs over 490 epochs. This results in a
total of 500 epochs of training. For the fiducial configu-
ration, each batch of training images fed to the model is
unique and generated on the fly. The batch size is set to
32 images. An epoch of training is defined as 15600 steps,
which gives roughly 500 thousand images per epoch20.
The fiducial modeling choices are meant to improve on

the choices made in Wagner-Carena et al. (2023). The
model is larger, the optimization strategy conforms with
current best practice, the training set size is effectively
infinite, and the total number of training epochs is more
than doubled. We will compare this fiducial set of choices
to a number of test modeling choices. For each of our
tests, we will specify how its choices differ from the fidu-
cial set.
Throughout this work, our model will be predicting a

multivariate Gaussian distribution with a diagonal co-
variance matrix. The model is trained to return the pos-
terior for eleven lensing parameters. For the main de-
flector, this includes the Einstein radius, the power-law
slope, the x- and y-coordinates for the center, the two el-
lipticity parameters, and the two shear parameters. For

20 This is chosen to match the training set size of Wagner-Carena
et al. (2023)

the source, this includes the x- and y-coordinates for the
center. The final parameter is the subhalo mass function
normalization, Σsub. The distribution of Σsub values is
well-predicted by CDM simulations (Nadler et al. 2021),
so a precise measurement of Σsub would serve as a di-
rect test of the fiducial dark matter model. It is both
the parameter of interest and the parameter the model
predicts most poorly, therefore our analysis will focus on
the component of the loss associated with Σsub. The re-
maining ten parameters will play a larger role in Section
5. The distribution of all of the simulation parameters
can be found in Appendix B. All of the metrics presented
in this section are calculated on 1024 test images. The
lensing parameters of the test images are drawn from
the same distribution used to train the model. The only
exception is the source light. Because we have a finite
number of COSMOS galaxy images to use as sources, 99
of our COSMOS images are excluded from training and
used for our test images.

4.1. Model Size

The first limitation we explore is the size of the model.
We compare six different model sizes: the ResNet-D 50
architecture (He et al. 2018), the fiducial ResNet 50 ar-
chitecture, a ResNet 34 architecture, and three ResNet
18 architectures. The three ResNet 18 architectures dif-
fer in the number of filters being used per convolutional
layer. Each model is detailed in Table 2. All other mod-
eling choices conform to the fiducial configuration.
Figure 2 shows the loss of the SHMF normalization for

each of the six models, both as a function of the number
of images seen (left-hand plot) and the total number of
floating point operations (right-hand plot)21. As a func-

21 Throughout this work, loss curves are smoothed using a me-
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Fig. 3.—: A comparison of the loss on Σsub for six different learning rate schedules: the fiducial cosine learning
rate decay with a warmup (gray), an exponential decay with a decay factor of 0.99 per epoch (lightest orange), an
exponential decay with a decay factor of 0.98 per epoch (light orange), a constant learning rate (orange), a linear
decay with a base learning rate of 0.01 (dark orange), and a linear decay with a base learning rate of 0.001 (darkest
orange). The left-hand plot shows the loss as a function of unique images seen, and the right-hand plot shows the loss
as a function of the learning rate. All of the learning rates are scaled by an additional 0.125 to account for the batch
size of 32.

tion of images seen (or equivalently the number of train-
ing steps), the size of the model correlates directly with
the performance. The two largest models, the ResNet-
D 50 and ResNet 50 architectures, achieve the lowest
loss while the two smallest models, ResNet 18 Small and
Very Small, never outperform their initial loss. How-
ever, as the size and complexity of a model increase, the
number of floating point operations (FLOPs) required to
conduct a training step also increases. FLOPs directly
correlate with the resource cost of training the network
and are therefore a better measure of how different archi-
tectures perform given a fixed computational budget22.
When comparing the model performance as a function
of FLOPs, model size no longer appears influential. All
six models trace a similar learning curve, with the two
smallest models — ResNet 18 Very Small and ResNet 18
Small — never fully crossing the apparent FLOPs thresh-
old required to constrain Σsub. The ResNet 18 and 34
models, which do cross this threshold, closely follow the
performance of the two ResNet 50 models.
Taken together, the results presented in Figure 2 sug-

gest that the architecture is not the dominant limitation
in constraining Σsub. In fact, there is no evidence that
the ResNet 18, ResNet 34, ResNet 50, or ResNet50-D ar-
chitectures reach the limits of their constraining power.
Instead, all four models continue to improve their loss
when they are given more computational budget and
more unique images. This does not mean that model

dian filter with kernel size 5 to improve visualization.
22 Generating a batch of image on-the-fly has a comparable com-

putational cost to a step of gradient descent for the ResNet 50 ar-
chitecture. Therefore, when the infinite training set is being used,
the resource benefits of smaller models are less pronounced.

size is irrelevant for strong lensing analysis, only that it
is not the modeling choice currently limiting our ability
to constrain low-mass halos.

4.2. Optimization Strategy

Without evidence that model size limits our current
performance, we move to testing the optimization sched-
ule. Our fiducial model uses a cosine learning rate decay
with a linear warmup. This schedule is defined by:

l(s) =

lbase

(
s

swarm

)
if s ≤ slin

lbase
2

(
1 + cos

(
s−swarm

stot−swarm
π
))

if s > swarm,

(12)

where l(s) is the current learning rate at step s, lbase is
the base learning rate, s is the current step, swarm is the
number of warmup steps, and stot is the total number of
steps. The number of warmup steps is set to 10 epochs,
the total number of steps is set to 500 epochs, and the
base learning rate is set to 0.01.
We compare three alternate learning rate schedules:

exponential decay, linear decay, and a constant learning
rate. The exponential decay schedule is defined by:

l = lbase (dexp)
s/sepoch , (13)

where, dexp is the exponential decay rate and sepoch is
the number of steps in an epoch. We test two differ-
ent decay rates: dexp = 0.99, 0.98. The linear decay
schedule decays from the initial base value, lbase to a fi-
nal learning rate lfinal. The final learning rate is set to
one one-hundredth that base rate, and we compare two
different base rates lbase = 0.01, 0.001. For the constant
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Fig. 4.—: A comparison of the loss on Σsub for four different training set sizes: the fiducial set with effectively infinite
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the training set. Note that the fiducial choice (gray) is not shown on the right-hand side since the training dataset is
effectively infinite.

learning rate, we keep the learning rate at the base value
of 0.01 throughout training.
In Figure 3 we show the loss on the SHMF normal-

ization as a function of images seen (left-hand plot) and
the learning rate (right-hand plot). While the fiducial
learning rate schedule performs the best, the constant
schedule, the exponential decay schedule with a decay
factor 0.01, and the linear decay with base learning rate
10−2 perform nearly as well as our fiducial choice. Be-
tween our learning rates, we span a wide range of op-
timization schedules, yet with the exception of the ex-
ponential decay with a decay factor of 0.99, all of our
learning rates produce decreasing loss with an increas-
ing number of images seen. There is also no clear cor-
relation between learning rate and loss – the constant
schedule follows an almost identical trajectory in loss as
the best-performing exponential schedule despite a sev-
eral order-of-magnitude difference in the final learning
rate. As with the model size, this does not mean that
the choice of optimization schedule is irrelevant to our
analysis. The fiducial choice is the best performer, and a
sufficiently small learning rate can hamper performance.
However, there appears to be a wide range of learning
rate schedules that can successfully traverse the loss land-
scape. The main determinant of performance remains
the number of images seen or, equivalently, the number
of computations performed.

4.3. Training Set Size and Compute

In Section 4.1 and Section 4.2 we found that for a wide
range of architectures and optimization schedules, the
number of computations performed during training re-
mained the main determinant of performance. However,
our model sees a unique set of images with each batch.

Therefore, we still need to disentangle the advantages
of an increased computational budget from those of a
larger training set. To test this, we artificially gate the
number of unique images generated by our simulation
pipeline during training. We also add random rotation
augmentations to better reproduce the training choices
that would be made with a finite dataset. We test three
different dataset sizes: 5 × 104 unique images, 5 × 105

unique images, and 5× 106 unique images. The dataset
with size 5× 105 images corresponds to the training set
size used in Wagner-Carena et al. (2023).
Figure 4 shows the resulting loss as a function of images

seen (left-hand plot) and the number of passes through
the dataset (right-hand plot). The training run with
5× 106 unique images performs nearly identically to the
fiducial, infinite training set size, but the two smaller
training sets perform substantially worse. The right-
hand plot suggests that after ∼ 100 passes through the
dataset, the ResNet 50 architecture begins to overfit to
the training set. On the surface level, these results are
not surprising: it is common for large architecture to
overfit to small datasets, and a model with 24 million
parameters should have the capacity to overfit to 50 thou-
sand examples. However, it also demonstrates that the
model’s performance will not generically scale with the
computational budget. The training set size must be
scaled in tandem. For the 5×105 training set size used in
(Wagner-Carena et al. 2023), the ResNet 50 architecture
is limited by the training set and not the computational
budget.
Unlike the optimization schedule and architecture, our

training set size is a strong determinant of the model’s
performance. When we are not limited by our training
set, there is no evidence that our ResNet 50 model has
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Fig. 5.—: A comparison of the mean loss on Σsub on 30 mock observations for two different methodologies: the fiducial,
NPE approach (orange) and the sequential, SNPE approach (green). The dashed black line shows a power-law fit to
the fiducial results using the loss for > 2× 107 images seen. The gray region bounds the sequential loss produced by
the final proposal distribution. The jumps in sequential performance correspond to the transition between proposal
distributions.

saturated the information it can extract from our strong
lensing data. In theory, our new simulation pipeline al-
lows us to access an infinite training set and continue to
move down the loss curve. However, the improvements
in loss scale logarithmically with the number of images
seen. Substantially improving the performance of our
fiducial model would require an order of magnitude more
computing resources.

5. RESULTS: SEQUENTIAL INFERENCE

The results of Section 4 suggest that our primary mod-
eling limitation is our training set. In this section, we
leverage SNPE to steer our proposal distribution to-
wards more informative samples with the hopes of im-
proving on the scaling seen in Figure 4. To test the
SNPE approach, we create a new set of 30 test images.
To distinguish these from the images used in Section 4,
we will label these our mock observations. The lensing
parameters for the mock observations are drawn from
the same distribution as our training set, with two ex-
ceptions. As with our previous test set, the source im-
ages are drawn from a held-out set of 99 COSMOS im-
ages. The distribution of SHMF normalizations has also
been changed to approximately match a suite of high-
resolution dark-matter-only (DMO) simulations (Nadler
et al. 2023). This results in a shift in the mean normal-
ization, Σsub,pop from 2×10−3kpc−2 → 1.5×10−3kpc−2

and a change in the population scatter, Σsub,pop,σ, from

1.1×10−3kpc−2 → 2×10−4kpc−2. This choice was made
to quantify our constraining power on lenses that match
our current theoretical expectations.

We run our sequential method on each of our 30 mock
observations. For each sequential run, our proposal dis-
tribution is updated every 10 epochs of training (156000
steps or roughly 5 million images). This means that
the fiducial, broad proposal distribution, p(θ|Ω0), is only
used for the first 10 epochs of training. We run a total of
40 epochs of sequential training, meaning that each se-
quential model has access to four proposal distributions.
The sequential training is stopped after 40 epochs be-
cause the models begin to overfit to the finite number
of COSMOS sources being used (see Appendix C for de-
tails). The sequential training uses the same ResNet 50
architecture as the fiducial model, but the cosine decay
is initialized to a base learning rate of 0.001 rather than
0.01. Finally, each new proposal distribution is set to be
equal to the current estimate from the model:

pj(θ|Ωi) = qϕ,i−1(θ|xj ,Ω0), (14)

where the j index corresponds to the specific observation
being considered by the sequential model and the i index
corresponds to the proposal / posterior from ith round of
sequential inference. For a discussion of other proposal
choices, see Appendix D.
The mean loss on Σsub on our 30 mock observations is

shown in Figure 5. The loss curve for the fiducial model
follows a similar behavior to the larger test set used in
Section 4. By construction, the sequential models fol-
low the same loss curve for the first 10 epochs. How-
ever, after a single epoch of training on the sequential
proposal (the 11th total epoch of training), the average
sequential loss is already better than 500 epochs of train-
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Fig. 6.—: A comparison of the mean loss on θE on
30 mock observations for two different methodologies:
the fiducial, NPE approach (orange) and the sequential,
SNPE approach (green).

ing for the fiducial approach. Each additional sequential
proposal leads to another jump in performance. By the
end of the 40 epochs of training, the sequential approach
drastically outperforms the fiducial approach. Figure 5
also includes a power-law fit to the fiducial loss curve for
> 2×107 images seen. If the fiducial loss continues along
this power-law relationship, the NPE model would need
to see 5.2 × 1011 unique images to match the sequential
results. That is equivalent to training the fiducial model
2,000 times longer.
Because the sequential approach requires one model

per observed image, we can also compare how many ob-
servations we would need for the computational cost of
both approaches to be equivalent. For example, for the
thirty mock observations we analyzed, the 500 epochs
of fiducial training have the same computational cost
as 26 epochs of sequential training. The power law in
Figure 5 suggests the fiducial model would require 1 mil-
lion epochs of training to match the sequential approach.
Under that estimate, we would need to analyze 26, 000
lenses for the fiducial and sequential approaches to have
the same computational cost. Note that extrapolating
along the power law in the fiducial approach’s loss is a
conservative estimate of the benefits of the sequential
approach. Scaling four order-of-magnitude would likely
reach the capacity limits of the ResNet 50 architecture,
and the added computational cost of a larger architecture
would further disadvantage the fiducial approach.
To better understand the source of this improvement

in performance, we plot the mean loss on the Einstein
radius, θE , for our 30 mock observations in Figure 6. Un-
like for Σsub, the loss for both methods begins decreasing
rapidly. Within ten epochs, a model trained on the broad
prior can place constraints on the Einstein radius that are
meaningfully tighter than the prior. The loss comparison
for the remaining lensing parameters, presented in Ap-
pendix F, shows a similar trend. In turn, the sequential
proposals can substantially narrow the range of lensing
parameters being considered. To illustrate this, in Fig-

Mock Observation p( | 0)

p( | 1) p( | 3)

Fig. 7.—: The mock observations (upper left) compared
to draws from the prior (upper right, light blue box), the
first sequential proposal (lower left, blue box), and the
final sequential proposal (lower right, dark blue box).

ure 7, we show a comparison of one of our mock obser-
vations to draw from the broad prior, the first sequential
proposal distribution, and the final sequential proposal
distribution. Even for the first sequential proposal, the
training images produced match the mock observations
closely. In short, the sequential approach benefits from
constraining the comparatively ‘easy’ lensing parameters
early on, thus enabling it to extract the signal on the ‘dif-
ficult’ parameter, Σsub.

6. RESULTS: HIERARCHICAL INFERENCE COMPARISON

Section 5 demonstrates that the sequential SNPE ap-
proach achieves a performance on the loss that appears
computationally unreachable with the fiducial NPE ap-
proach. In this section, we show how those improvements
in loss translate to the constraining power of our model.
Specifically, we run a hierarchical inference on the mean,
Σsub,pop, and scatter, Σsub,pop,σ, of the population distri-
bution for Σsub. For our density estimator, we compare
the fiducial model after 500 epochs of training to our 30
sequential models after 26 epochs of training. This al-
lows us to compare the constraining power of the two
approaches when using the same total computational re-
sources. For the images, we use the same set of test
images that were introduced in Section 5. We also in-
troduce 90 additional mock observations drawn from the
same distribution to better understand the scaling of the
fiducial method.
The hierarchical constraints for a set of 10 and 30 lenses

are shown in Figure 8 for the fiducial and sequential
approach. All four constraints contain the true pop-
ulation parameters within the 68% confidence interval.
The lower loss achieved by the sequential method trans-
lates into much stronger hierarchical constraints. The
10 lens constraint from the sequential models outper-
forms the 30 lens constraint from the fiducial model,
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Fig. 8.—: Hierarchical inference results on the mean, Σsub,pop, and scatter, Σsub,pop,σ, of the population distribution
for Σsub. For the fiducial, NPE approach, (a) shows the constraints with 10 lenses, and (b) shows the constraints with
30 lenses. For the sequential, SNPE approach, (c) shows the constraints with 10 lenses, and (d) shows the constraints
with 30 lenses. All of the lenses are drawn from the mock observation set. In each plot, the dark and light contours
represent the 68% and 95% confidence intervals, respectively. The black dot shows the true value from which the mock
observations were generated.
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largely due to a significant improvement in the constrain-
ing power on Σsub,pop,σ. None of the four constraints
shown demonstrate a bias toward the training prior. In
fact, the one-dimensional marginals of the 30 lens con-
straint using the sequential model disfavor the training
prior values of Σsub,pop = 2× 10−3kpc−2 at three sigma

and Σsub,pop,σ = 1.1× 10−3kpc−2 at five sigma.
In Figure 9, we plot the one-sigma uncertainty on

Σsub,pop for both the fiducial and sequential methods as
a function of the number of lenses in the analysis. Since
our sequential analysis can select from 30 lenses and our
fiducial analysis can select from 120, we repeat each anal-
ysis ten times with a different subsample of lenses. We
plot the 68% quantile and the median produced by the
different subsamples. We also introduce a power-law that
captures the scaling for large lens samples. The power
law is fit to a set of hierarchical analyses where Σsub,pop,σ

is known (see Appendix E for a discussion). On all the
samples from five to thirty lenses, the sequential model
leads to substantial improvements in constraining power
compared to the fiducial model. This statement holds
true even when considering the different possible sub-
samples for each analysis. In other words, the ‘luckiest’
fiducial analysis performs worse than the comparable,
‘unluckiest’ sequential analysis. Even with 120 lenses,
the fiducial analysis has weaker constraints than the 30-
lens analysis with the sequential models. The scaling
on the uncertainty suggests that the fiducial method re-
quires around five times as much data as the sequen-
tial analysis to achieve equivalent constraining power on
Σsub,pop.
Figure 9 also provides two additional baselines: the

sensitivity required to measure Σsub,pop > 0 at five
sigma, and an uncertainty equivalent to ten percent of
the Σsub,pop value. The fiducial model requires around 80
lenses for a five-sigma detection and nearly 300 lenses for
a ten percent measurement. By comparison, the sequen-
tial models require only 15 lenses for the five sigma mea-
surement and around 55 lenses for the ten percent mea-
surement. By comparison, the Sloan Lens ACS Survey
(SLACS) includes roughly 100 lenses measured with the
ACS or WFC3 camera on HST (Bolton et al. 2008; Shu
et al. 2017). Even if we only use lenses from one of the
two cameras, it should be possible to meet both thresh-
olds with the sequential analysis. The fiducial analysis
would require nearly three times the SLACS sample to
make a ten percent measurement.

7. DISCUSSION

In the previous sections, we compared possible limita-
tions of NPE methods for strong lensing analysis. We
then introduced SNPE as a logical extension of the NPE
approach and probed its performance on the loss and the
final hierarchical constraining power of a set of mock ob-
servations. In this section, we will outline some of the
limitations of our results and discuss how these limita-
tions can be overcome as we bring our analysis to the
data.
One of the primary conclusions of our paper is that

the performance of NPE models on strong lensing is pri-
marily limited by the training set. This conclusion moti-
vates the introduction of SNPE, which allows our train-
ing images to be drawn from distributions that are denser
near the observations. SNPE leads to large performance

gains, but it may also alter our initial conclusions. First,
with the leap in performance, model size and architecture
may become the primary limitations. Both the ResNet
50 architecture and the choice of a diagonal multivariate
Gaussian distribution place fundamental limits on the
capacity of our model that may no longer be appropriate
for our improved precision. Additionally, SNPE intro-
duces several new modeling choices we have not fully
optimized for in this work. For example, in our main re-
sults we chose to sample a new proposal distribution ev-
ery ten epochs, and we set that distribution equal to the
current posterior. Neither of these choices is a require-
ment of SNPE (see Appendix D). Similarly, we have not
conducted a thorough exploration of the optimal learning
rate for sequential inference. As we alter the underlying
distribution from which our training samples are drawn,
we are also altering the loss landscape our model is op-
timizing. More nuanced learning rates that account for
the transition between proposal distributions could lead
to further gains in performance. We leave the exploration
of these sequential modeling choices for future work.
Similarly, our current sequential approach may bene-

fit from incorporating additional lensing parameters be-
yond those modeled in this paper. Two potential areas
for improvement are the source light and the observa-
tional effects. Currently, our model outputs predictions
on the x- and y-coordinate of the source but outputs no
information about its luminosity or morphology. There-
fore, our sequential proposals draw from the same lu-
minosity and morphology distributions assumed in our
broader prior. As we show in Appendix C, the most im-
portant of these is likely to be the source morphology.
Our pipeline does not include morphological parameters
that would allow us to modify the morphological distri-
bution of sources in our sequential proposals. However,
it should be possible to generate these parameters, either
through simple analytic models (i.e., the Sérsic profile)
or through data-driven encodings. Sequentially inferring
the point spread function could also benefit our model.
For HST measurements, the observational conditions can
vary substantially between different pointings. Rather
than simply marginalizing over additional uncertainties
in the PSF, sky brightness, or zeropoint, we could steer
the observational effects of our simulations to be more
representative of the specific data. As with the source
morphology, an appropriate encoding of the PSF would
be required.
Additionally, while we have made efforts to generate

simulations that are representative of the HST data,
there are still a few simplifying assumptions we will need
to relax for a final analysis. For the PSF, we currently
utilize a single, simple Gaussian convolution. In reality,
the HST PSFs have longer tails, non-symmetric struc-
tures, and vary over time. Sampling from empirical mea-
surements of the HST PSF will help avoid potential bias.
Our simulations also do not include lens light or the line-
of-sight halos, which can introduce additional uncertain-
ties. The source light morphological distribution also
assumes that our lensing sources are represented by the
galaxies sampled in COSMOS. Because we cut on well-
resolved galaxies, the COSMOS galaxies will be at lower
redshifts than the distribution of lens sources. Errors
in the underlying morphological distribution of sources
may produce systematic biases in the inferred subhalo
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Fig. 9.—: The one-sigma uncertainty on the Σsub,pop population constraint as a function of the number of lenses
in the analysis for both the fiducial NPE and sequential SNPE approaches. Each point represents the median value
from 10 resamplings of the larger mock observation set. The error bars on the points span the 68% quantiles. The
power-law large Nlens scaling for the fiducial and sequential models are fit to hierarchical analysis where Σsub,pop,σ is
known (see Appendix E). The ‘5σ Detection’ contour corresponds to the one-sigma uncertainty necessary to make a
five-sigma detection of a non-zero Σsub,pop. The ‘10% Measurement’ contour corresponds to a one-sigma uncertainty
that is 10% of the true Σsub,pop value.

population. Future work could correct for any misspeci-
fication in the population through the hierarchical anal-
ysis, but this would require adding a parameterization
of the source morphology to our simulation output. Our
current simulations also do not include the effects of the
HST drizzling pipeline. The drizzling pipeline has three
important effects for our analysis: it mitigates the con-
tribution from cosmic rays and hot pixels, it results in
an image with a smaller pixel scale, and it produces cor-
related noise between pixels. Either drizzling has to be
included in our simulator, or our analysis has to be run
on the raw exposures. We leave these extensions to the
simulation tools for future work.
Finally, our current analysis focuses solely on one pa-

rameter of the subhalo distribution: the SHMF normal-
ization. Since the focus of our analysis was primarily
on methodological comparison, single-parameter infer-
ence was an appropriate scope. However, on the data we
will want to incorporate additional parameters. These
include a low-mass halo cutoff, the power-law slope of
the SHMF, and modifications to the SHMF produced
by alternatives to CDM. Within CDM, these parameters
would enable us to make precise statements about the
sensitivity of our model to specific ranges of halo mass.
Outside the context of CDM, these parameters would al-
low us to probe violations of our current dark matter
paradigm.

8. CONCLUSION

We present an application of SNPE to strong lensing
that leads to a factor of five improvement over NPE in
our ability to constrain the SHMF normalization. By
developing a new simulation suite capable of generating
strong lensing images in milliseconds, we explore the limi-
tations of the NPEmethod to our strong lensing problem.
In particular, we consider the architecture, optimization
schedule, training set size, and computational resources.
We find that the size of the training dataset is the prin-
cipal limitation. Inspired by this result, we introduce
SNPE to improve the quality of our training samples.
SNPE yields a substantial reduction in the loss on Σsub

compared to NPE. Our power-law fit to the NPE loss
curve suggests that over three orders of magnitude more
computational resources would be required to achieve the
SNPE results using NPE. The improvements in the loss
enabled by SNPE translate well to the population-level
constraints on Σsub: given equivalent computational re-
sources, the NPE approach requires five times as much
data to reach the same constraining power as the SNPE
approach. From our mock observations, we conclude that
the current SLACS sample of HST strong lenses is suf-
ficient to yield both a five sigma detection and a ten
percent measurement of a mean SHMF normalization of
Σsub,pop = 1.5× 10−3kpc−2.
Previous work has shown that simulation-based infer-

ence can robustly infer the subhalo populations under-
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lying strong gravitational lenses. Halos in this low-mass
regime are a powerful probe of dark matter physics but
have been historically difficult to measure through lu-
minous tracers. While the NPE results are promising,
they have also demonstrated limited constraining power
on individual lenses; substantive constraints only emerge
when combining dozens or hundreds of lenses. In this
work, we demonstrate that these weak constraints are
driven entirely by limitations in our methodology rather
than any fundamental property of the data. Given our
control over the proposal distribution in SBI, we show
that sequential methods can effectively overcome limita-
tions in the training set size without incurring untenable
computational costs. While this work focuses on strong
lensing, we believe that our results make a poignant ar-
gument for integrating training set generation and pa-
rameter inference in any cosmological analysis leveraging

SBI.
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APPENDIX

JAX IMPLEMENTATION CHOICES

While the use of jax enables substantial performance improvements, it also requires a few implementation com-
promises. First, paltax is designed around a very rigid assumption about the lensing geometry: the mass profiles
are assumed to come from line-of-sight halos, subhalos, the main deflector, and then line-of-sight halos in that order.
This avoids a limitation with branching. In jax, branching generally leads to both computational branches being
executed. Therefore, if you allow any mass profile to be used, as is done in lensing packages like lenstronomy, every
deflector will execute a calculation over every mass profile in your library. Instead, by specifying the order of deflector
categories a priori, only the profiles appropriate for that category of deflector will be evaluated. The paltax code
can be modified to work on alternate configurations, but it is not as trivial as modifying a configuration file. Second,
a number of the cosmological calculations relevant to the lensing code are repeated for each simulation. In order to
limit the overhead of the cosmology library, these values are pre-computed and stored. When a query doesn’t match
one of the pre-computed values, a linear interpolation is used. The reference cosmology code, colossus, uses similar
lookup table tricks to speed up its own calculations. Finally, jax compilation deals poorly with variable length arrays
and loops. To ensure optimal performance, the maximum number of line-of-sight halos25, subhalos, and samples used
for rejection sampling must be specified ahead of time.

SIMULATION PARAMETER DISTRIBUTIONS

In Table 3 we present the distribution of parameters used to draw training examples for the model. Note that SNPE
explicitly modifies the distribution of the parameters inferred by the model. These are highlighted in purple in the

25 For line-of-sight halos, this maximum applies to each redshift
bin.
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Component Prior / Training Distribution – p(θ|Ω0)

Main Deflector

x-coordinate lens center (′′) xlens ∼ N (µ : 0, σ : 0.16)

y-coordinate lens center (′′) ylens ∼ N (µ : 0, σ : 0.16)

Einstein Radius (′′) θE ∼ N (µ : 1.1, σ : 0.15)

Power-law slope γlens ∼ N (µ : 2.0, σ : 0.1)

x-direction ellipticity eccentricity e1 ∼ N (µ : 0, σ : 0.1)

xy-direction ellipticity eccentricity e2 ∼ N (µ : 0, σ : 0.1)

Main halo critical mass (M⊙) mhost = 1013

Main halo redshift zlens = 0.5

x-direction shear γ1 ∼ N (µ : 0, σ : 0.05)

xy-direction shear γ2 ∼ N (µ : 0, σ : 0.05)

Mass–concentration

Concentration normalization c0 = N (µ : 16, σ : 2)

Redshift power-law slope ζ = N (µ : −0.3, σ : 0.1)

Peak height power-law slope β = N (µ : 0.55, σ : 0.3)

mass–concentration power-law pivot mass (M⊙) mpivot,conc = 108

Concentration dex scatter σconc = N (µ : 0.1, σ : 0.06)

Cosmology

Cosmology Assumption ΛCDM from Planck 2018

Subhalos

Subhalo mass function power-law index γsub ∼ Unif(−2.02,−1.92)

Subhalo mass function normalization (kpc−2) Σsub ∼ N (µ : 2× 10−3, σ : 1.1× 10−3)

Subhalo power-law pivot mass (M⊙) mpivot,sub = 1010

Subhalo mass function minimum mass (M⊙) mmin,sub = 107

Subhalo mass function maximum mass (M⊙) mmax,sub = 1010

Subhalo truncation pivot mass (M⊙) mpivot,trunc = 107

Subhalo truncation pivot radius (kpc) rpivot,trunc = 50

Source: COSMOS catalog

Source redshift zsource = 1.5

Maximum catalog redshift zcatalog,max = 1.0

Faintest catalog apparent magnitude magfaint = 20

Minimum source size (pixels) sizemin,pix = 50

Minimum half-light radius (pixels) r1/2 = 10

Source rotation angle ϕsource ∼ Unif(0, 2π)

Source amplitude multiplier asource ∼ Unif(0.5, 2.0)

x-coordinate source center (′′) xsource ∼ N (µ : 0, σ : 0.16)

y-coordinate source center (′′) ysource ∼ N (µ : 0, σ : 0.16)

Number of galaxy images Training: 2,163 / Testing: 99

TABLE 3: Distribution of simulation parameters in the training set.
Note. — The subsets of galaxy images used for the training is disjoint from the galaxy images used for all the plots and metrics presented

throughout the work. In this table, N is the normal distribution and Unif is the uniform distribution. Parameters highlighted in purple
are inferred by the NPE / SNPE model.

table.

SEQUENTIAL TRAINING OVERFITTING

In Section 5 we present our SNPE results up to 40 epochs of training. The choice to cut our SNPE method at this
point is determined by the shortcomings of our source model. Unlike the parameters of the main deflector which are
continuous, our source model is drawn from a set of 2,163 cosmos images. The amplitude, position, and angle of these
sources are randomly sampled, but the fundamental morphology is set by the discrete samples in our catalog. To
ensure that we do not overstate the capabilities of our model, we hold out 99 sources for all of the metrics and plots
we present throughout the paper. The 30 mock observations are also generated using these held-out sources.
We would like to probe the extent to which our sequential model has overfit to the specific sources in our training

catalog. We run each of our thirty models on thirty batches of 32 test images. Each batch is generated with lensing
parameters tightly clustered around the true value of our mock observations. We compare how the model performs
if these lenses are drawn using the training source catalog or the test source catalog. Essentially, we generate lensing
images meant to closely mimic the mock observations up to the underlying source model. In Figure 10 we compare
the loss under our two different source distribution assumptions. Until around thirty epochs, the performance of our
sequential models is robust to shifting the underlying source distribution, but between forty and thirty epochs, the
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Fig. 10.—: A comparison of the SNPE loss over all parameters for thirty batches of 32 images, with each batch tightly
centered on one of the thirty mock lenses. Two image generation schemes are compared: one that uses the source
images seen during training (orange) and one that uses the source images held out for testing (purple). The forty
epoch stopping point used in Section 5 is shaded in black.
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Fig. 11.—: A comparison of the mean loss on Σsub on 6 mock observations for three different sequential strategies: 10
epochs of broad training with the original proposal strategy (Equation D1, light orange), 200 epochs of broad training
with the original proposal strategy (orange), and 10 epochs of broad training with a weighted mean proposal strategy
(Equation D2, dark orange). Each sequential strategy is stopped when it begins exhibiting overfitting on the training
source distribution (see Appendix C).

two loss curves begin to diverge. Beyond the forty epoch limit, our loss on the test sources begins to grow despite
improvements in the loss on our training sources. Since these two sets of lensing images are identical up to the source
distribution, we conclude that forty epochs is the appropriate early stopping choice to avoid overfitting to the training
source catalog.
If we want to push our sequential models beyond the current performance, we believe we will need a larger, more

diverse source catalog. Possible improvements to our approach to the source distribution are discussed in Section 7.
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Fig. 12.—: The same one-sigma uncertainty on the Σsub,pop population constraint as a function of the number of
lenses in the analysis presented in Figure 9. The plot now includes the median hierarchical constraints with fixed
Σsub,pop,σ used to fit the power-law relationship.

SEQUENTIAL PROPOSAL DISTRIBUTION

For the sequential inference results presented in the paper, we used a simple rule for generating a new proposal
distribution:

pj(θ|Ωi) = qϕ,i−1(θ|xj ,Ω0), (D1)

where the j index corresponds to the observation and the i index corresponds to the round of sequential inference.
Since the model generated by the SNPE-C approach always approximates p(θ|x,Ω0), the only strict requirement for
our sequential approach is that the normalizing factor in Equation 9 be analytic26. Similarly, we also chose to start
our sequential inference after 10 epochs of training on the broad distribution. Since training on the broad distribution
doesn’t scale with the number of lenses being analyzed, it may be beneficial to train on the broad distribution for
longer before beginning the sequential training.
Here, we show the results of modifying those two choices. First, we use a new scheme for selecting the proposal

distribution:

pj(θ|Ωi) = (1− λprop)× pj(θ|Ωi−1) + λprop × qϕ,i−1(θ|xj ,Ω0). (D2)

In this scheme, each new proposal is a weighted average of the previous proposal and the current posterior estimate.
Since our proposals and posteriors are Gaussian, our new proposal distributions are a mixture of Gaussian distributions.
Notably, the original, broad distribution is carried forward between proposals with an exponential decay of (1−λprop)

i.
We also experiment with keeping the proposal distribution from Equation D1 but beginning our sequential training
after 200 epochs of training on the broad distribution.
The mean loss on Σsub is shown in Figure 11. Note that this analysis is run on only 6 of our 30 mock observations.

The two new sequential approaches are stopped when the model begins to overfit on the training source distribution
(see Appendix C). For the modified sequential proposal strategy we set λprop = 0.5. All three choices lead to equivalent
performance on Σsub, with the approach used in the main body requiring the fewest number of total training steps.
Because the performance limit appears to be driven by the training source distribution, we reserve a more robust
analysis of the hyperparameters of the sequential training for future work.

LARGE LENS SCALING OF HIERARCHICAL CONSTRAINTS

In Figure 9 we include two lines that capture the large Nlens scaling of the one-sigma uncertainties on Σsub,pop.
These lines are fit to a hierarchical analysis where Σsub,pop,σ is treated as known. To see why, consider the simpler

26 See Greenberg et al. (2019) for how to circumvent this re-
quirement.
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Fig. 13.—: A comparison of the mean loss on the power-law slope, the x-coordinate lens center, the y-coordinate
lens center, and the x-direction ellipticity shear – γlens, xlens, ylens, and e1 – on 30 mock observations for two different
methodologies: the fiducial, NPE approach (orange) and the sequential, SNPE approach (green).

case of N measurements each with identical Gaussian error σmeas drawn from a Gaussian population with standard
deviation σpop. The variance of the mean estimator, µ̂pop, is given by:

var[µ̂pop] =
σ2
meas + σ2

pop

N
. (E1)

If we know σpop, then the variance on our mean estimator scales like 1
N . However, our hierarchical analysis is also

inferring σpop. When the maximum inferred σpop, σpop,max, has the property that σpop,max << σmeas, then the
numerator in Equation E1 is essentially unchanged by a tighter constraint on σpop. However, if our posterior region
for σpop transitions from σpop,max ≈ σmeas to σpop,max << σmeas this induces an additional N scaling for var[µ̂pop].
This is exactly the behavior of our hierarchical inference. First, the true population scatter, Σsub,pop,σ, is smaller

than the uncertainties our model outputs on Σsub for an individual lens. Second, as we see in Figure 8, large Σsub,pop,σ

values correlate with larger uncertainties on Σsub,pop. As our constraints on Σsub,pop,σ become tighter, this correlation
between Σsub,pop,σ and the uncertainty in Σsub,pop disappears. This agrees with our expectations from Equation E1:
for small N , where the numerator is decreasing with N , our scaling on the variance should be better than 1

N . For

large N , the numerator is dominated by σmeas, so the scaling settles into 1
N . Therefore, we expect an analysis with

fixed Σsub,pop,σ to more accurately capture the large Nlens scaling of the uncertainty on Σsub,pop.
In Figure 12 we recreate Figure 9 but include the uncertainties derived when Σsub,pop,σ is fixed. These partially

translucent points were used to fit the power-law scaling. Note that the 1√
N

of the scaling agrees with our expectation

from Equation E1 but was a result of the fit.
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Fig. 14.—: A comparison of the mean loss on the xy-direction ellipticity eccentricity, the x-direction shear, the xy-
direction shear, the x-coordinate source center, and the y-coordinate source center – e2, γ1, γ2, xsource, and ysource – on
30 mock observations for two different methodologies: the fiducial, NPE approach (orange) and the sequential, SNPE
approach (green).
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SEQUENTIAL COMPARISON ADDITIONAL PARAMETERS

In Figure 13 and Figure 14 we compare the loss between the fiducial and sequential approaches for the parameters
not presented in Section 5.


	ABSTRACT
	Introduction
	Simulation Methods
	Main Deflector
	Subhalos
	Source
	Line-Of-Sight Halos
	Observational Effects
	paltax Implementation

	Inference Methods
	Neural Posterior Estimation
	Sequential Neural Posterior Estimation
	Hierarchical Inference

	Results: Limitations on the Signal
	Model Size
	Optimization Strategy
	Training Set Size and Compute

	Results: Sequential Inference
	Results: Hierarchical Inference Comparison
	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Jax Implementation Choices
	Simulation Parameter Distributions
	Sequential Training Overfitting
	Sequential Proposal Distribution
	Large Lens Scaling of Hierarchical Constraints
	Sequential Comparison Additional Parameters

