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We introduce the Morph approximation, a class of product approximations of probability densities
that selects low–order disjoint parameter blocks by maximizing the sum of their total correlations.
We use the posterior approximation via Morph as the importance distribution in optimal bridge
sampling. We denote this procedure by MorphZ, which serves as a post–processing estimator of the
marginal likelihood. The MorphZ estimator requires only posterior samples together with the prior
and likelihood, and is fully agnostic to the choice of sampler. We evaluate MorphZ’s performance
across statistical benchmarks, pulsar timing array (PTA) models, compact binary coalescence (CBC)
gravitational-wave (GW) simulations and the GW150914 event. Across these applications, spanning
low to high dimensionalities, MorphZ yields accurate evidence at substantially reduced computational
cost relative to standard approaches, and can improve these estimates even when posterior coverage is
incomplete. Its bridge sampling relative error diagnostic provides conservative uncertainty estimates.
Because MorphZ operates directly on posterior draws, it complements exploration-oriented samplers
by enabling fast and reliable evidence estimation, while it can be seamlessly integrated into existing
inference workflows.

I. INTRODUCTION

Across modern astrophysics and cosmology, Bayesian
inference has become foundational for both parameter es-
timation and hypothesis testing. In this framework, prior
beliefs about model parameters are updated to posterior
beliefs as new data are acquired, providing a coherent
probabilistic framework for quantifying uncertainty in
both the parameters and the resulting model predictions.
A key quantity is the Bayesian evidence (marginal likeli-
hood), which underpins probabilistic model comparison
and hypothesis assessment. Thanks to its ability to com-
bine heterogeneous datasets and incorporate prior infor-
mation consistently, the Bayesian framework is well suited
to experiments across a wide range of scales, and is par-
ticularly advantageous for decade-spanning observational
programs.

Among these experiments, the pulsar timing array
(PTA) stands out as a well-suited experiment that em-
ploys Bayesian analysis techniques to update the status
of gravitational-wave background detection. Accordingly,
the latest PTA data releases provide Bayesian evidence
favoring the presence of a gravitational-wave background
(GWB) in their datasets [1–3]. These data releases are a
product of Herculean efforts involving observations of hun-
dreds of millisecond pulsars (MSPs), detailed per-pulsar
noise characterization [2–4], and joint analysis aimed at
GWB detection [1–3, 5]. Currently, the PTA model se-
lection and evidence estimation are carried out through
different techniques [2, 3]: thermodynamic integration [6],
nested sampling [7], model reweighting [8], Savage-Dickey
density ratio approximation [9, 10]. The efficiency and
accuracy of evidence estimation methods employed by
the PTA are key for robust detection claims and lower
computational costs. The future Square Kilometre Array

(SKA) [11, 12] dataset will significantly increase the com-
plexity of hierarchical noise and signal models, making
efficient evidence estimation a practical necessity to keep
the computational cost tractable.

In parallel with pulsar timing arrays, ground-based
gravitational-wave astronomy provides a compelling set-
ting in which Bayesian model selection plays a key role in
astrophysical inference. Within the LIGO–Virgo–KAGRA
(LVK) collaboration, the Bayesian evidence plays a central
role in adjudicating between competing waveform models,
ranking candidate events, identifying incoherent noise
transients, and performing tests of general relativity [13–
15]. Recent analyses have shown that subtle differences in
waveform physics, such as the inclusion of spin precession
or higher-order modes, can lead to biased scientific conclu-
sions unless model choices are explicitly validated through
evidence-based comparison [13, 14]. As the complexity
of Compact Binary Coalescence (CBC) signal hypotheses
continues to grow, LVK inference pipelines increasingly
rely on accurate and scalable evidence estimation. This
need will intensify for next-generation instruments, in-
cluding the Einstein Telescope [16], Cosmic Explorer [17],
and LISA [18], which will produce significantly larger
datasets and more intricate likelihoods. Efficient and
reliable computation of evidence is therefore essential for
model selection and hypothesis testing across current and
future gravitational-wave observatories.

The Bayesian evidence, commonly known as the
marginal likelihood, is a multidimensional integral over
model parameters that is generally estimated numerically.
The marginal likelihood literature provides a wide va-
riety of approaches, spanning analytic approximations,
sampling-based estimators [7, 19, 20], and path-based
techniques [21, 22]. Each newly proposed method aims to
lower the computational expense of marginal likelihood
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estimation while improving estimator accuracy in chal-
lenging Bayesian models. Among these methods, several
accurate evidence estimators rely on importance sam-
pling distributions tuned to the posterior samples, such
as bridge sampling (BS; [20, 23]), nested importance sam-
pling (NIS; [24, 25]), Generalized Annealing importance
sampling (GAIS; [26]), and Generalized Steppingstone
Sampling (GSS; [27]). Chan and Eisenstat [28] show that
an optimal importance sampling distribution is the dis-
tribution that minimizes the cross-entropy (equivalently,
the Kullback–Leibler divergence) relative to the poste-
rior. In practice, selecting an importance distribution
on a case-by-case basis limits its practicality for routine
estimation. Common heuristics include modeling the
posterior as a product of marginal distributions fitted to
posterior samples or a multivariate Gaussian with a covari-
ance matrix estimated from those samples [27, 28]. These
heuristics limit the importance sampling distribution to
either preserve the marginal shapes or to assume Gaussian
marginals while capturing linear correlations. Alterna-
tively, better importance distributions employ different
types of copulas tuned to posterior samples [29–34]. These
copula-based importance densities capture skewness and
tail dependence better than a multivariate normal and
are usually cheap to fit to posterior samples. However,
they were only tested on moderate-dimensional regression
and random-effects models [29], and need to be further
tested on high-dimensional and multimodal problems. Ad-
ditionally, training a normalizing flow on the posterior
samples has proven to be effective and more flexible as
an importance distribution for up to 21 dimensions [35];
however, scalability to higher dimensionalities and more
complex posteriors remains to be systematically assessed.

The marginal likelihood computational cost decreases
as the proposal more closely matches the posterior [28].
Accordingly, we present a novel approach based on a class
of product approximations to probability densities that
more fully exploits available posterior information. This
approximation enhances marginal likelihood estimators
making evidence available at a fraction of the cost rel-
ative to popular approaches in astrophysics. This new
family of product approximations is built on the notion
of total correlation [36], an information-theoretic measure
that captures both linear and non-linear dependencies; we
refer to it as Morph approximation. By reducing a high-
dimensional posterior to a product of low-dimensional fac-
tors, the Morph approximation achieves scalable inference
and strong performance from low to high dimensionalities.
To construct the Morph approximation, we use standard
kernel density estimation (KDE) algorithms [37, 38], yield-
ing an approximation that preserves empirical marginal
shapes and captures the dominant dependencies at low
cost. In combination with bridge sampling, the Mor-
phZ estimator delivers efficient and accurate marginal
likelihood estimates, outperforming commonly used meth-
ods on challenging problems and remaining effective for
high-dimensional and expensive-likelihood settings. This
approach prioritizes the posterior coverage; once coverage

is sufficient, the evidence can be computed at minimal
additional cost.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In
Section II, we introduce the marginal likelihood and the
corresponding estimation methods. Section III defines
the Morph approximation, the MorphZ estimator, and
describes the procedure used to construct this estimator.
Section IV evaluates the estimator’s performance on a set
of challenging statistical benchmarks. Sections V and VI
demonstrate the efficiency and accuracy of the MorphZ
estimator through applications to pulsar timing array
and LIGO-VIRGO-KAGRA (LVK) gravitational wave
analyses. In Section VII, we address practical aspects
of the Morph approximation and bridge sampling. Fi-
nally, Section VIII concludes with an assessment of the
effectiveness of MorphZ and outlines future directions.

II. MARGINAL LIKELIHOOD ESTIMATION

The marginal likelihood or evidence is defined by Bayes’
rule as

z(X|M) =

∫
Θ

L(X|θ,M)π(θ|M)dθ, (1)

where L(X|θ,M) is the likelihood function of the model
M over the dataset X, and π(θ|M) is a proper prior
density of the parameter vector θ. The marginal likelihood
z(X|M), or simply z from here onward, is a quantity
routinely used to measure the quality of the Bayesian fit.
If two models, M0 and M1, fitted to a dataset X, are
assumed to be a priori equally probable, then the ratio
of their marginal likelihoods is equal to the Bayes factor,

BF(M0/M1) =
z(X|M0)

z(X|M1)
. (2)

This Bayesian criterion selects, between M0 and M1, the
model best supported by the observed data X. The Bayes
factor embodies Occam’s razor, discouraging excessive
complexity and mitigating overfitting. The marginal likeli-
hood can be evaluated analytically only for special choices
of priors and likelihoods (conjugate prior-likelihood pairs)
whose product integrates in closed form. In general, the
multi-dimensional integral is intractable and must be ap-
proximated numerically. To this end, multiple Markov
chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods have been proposed
to estimate the evidence, such as the harmonic mean [39],
nested sampling [7], path sampling [40], and steppingstone
sampling [22]. In the subsequent literature, an importance
density fitted to posterior draws has been introduced as
an extension of these methods to increase the accuracy of
the marginal-likelihood estimates [24, 27]. These exten-
sion methods have proven to reduce the computational
cost while being more accurate than the original MCMC
methods.
In this work, we introduce the Morph approximation:

an information-based product approximation of the pos-
terior density that can serve as an optimal importance
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proposal. We combine the Morph approximation with op-
timal bridge sampling [23, 40], which yields an automated
and highly efficient estimator for the marginal likelihood
(MorphZ) that performs well in typical applications and
demonstrates improved performance in statistically chal-
lenging scenarios (see Section IV).

III. METHOD

We begin by introducing the formal mathematical def-
initions underlying the Morph approximation. In this
framework, we consider a probability density over a set
of random variables (which, in Bayesian applications,
corresponds to the posterior distribution). The Morph
approximation constructs a tractable, normalized proba-
bility density from low-order factors while retaining its
most important dependence structure. This is achieved
by decomposing the full probability density into a prod-
uct of lower-dimensional disjoint factors, each defined
on a block of variables of equal length. These blocks
are formed from groups of variables that are strongly
correlated, and are chosen so as to maximize the total
correlation captured within the blocks. The resulting
low-dimensional factors can then be estimated using stan-
dard statistical techniques from available samples and
combined to form an efficient proposal distribution for
subsequent bridge-sampling evidence estimation.

A. Morph approximation

Let P (θ) be a d-dimensional joint probability distribu-
tion with θ = (θ1, . . . , θd)

⊤ ∈ Rd the parameter vector.
A product approximation of P (θ) is defined as a product
of lower-order distributions, such that the product is a
probability extension of these lower-order distributions
that satisfies the unity sum property [41].

Definition 1 Let Γ = {1, . . . , d} represent the set of in-
tegers from 1 to d, fix L ∈ Γ by choosing one element
from Γ , then m = ⌊d/L⌋ ∈ N∗ is the integer number of
times that L divides d, with N∗ the natural number set
excluding zero. Let

FL = {BL = {b1, . . . , bm} : bi ⊆ Γ, |bi| = L,

bi ∩ bj = ∅ ∀i ̸= j},
(3)

with BL the set of all non-intersecting partitions (blocks)
of Γ containing L elements. For BL ∈ FL, let the single-
tons residual index set S be defined by

S(BL) = Γ \
⋃

b∈BL

b, (4)

with \ being the set minus operator.
For b = (k1, . . . , kL) ⊆ Γ, ki ∈ Γ, i = 1, . . . , L, let θb =

(θk1
, . . . , θkL

)⊤. A Morph approximation of order L is a
product approximation of P (θ) such that

MBL
(θ) =

∏
b∈BL

Pb(θb)
∏

s∈S(BL)

Ps(θs), (5)

with Pb the joint probability distribution of the sub-
vector θb of length L.

Although all MBL
(θ) are valid product approximations

of P (θ), these approximations differ in their closeness to
P (θ). Therefore, one can choose an optimal Morph ap-
proximation where MBL

covers the important dependen-
cies between variables. Accordingly, the total correlation,
also known as multi-information [36, 42], is a suitable
measure to weight the importance of the dependencies be-
tween variables in each θb, ∀b ⊆ Γ. The total correlation
C of θb as a function of entropy H is given by

C(θb) = DKL

(
Pb||

∏
k∈b

Pk

)
=
∑
k∈b

H(θk)−H(θb), (6)

where DKL is the Kullback-Leibler divergence between Pb,
the joint probability density, and

∏
k∈b Pk, the element-

wise product of the marginal densities of the block b. The
Kullback-Leibler divergence between P (θ) and MBL

(θ)
as a function of C can be represented by

DKL (P ||MBL
) = C(θ)−

∑
b∈B

C(θb), (7)

where C(θ) is the total correlation of the parameter vector
θ and

∑
b∈B C(θb) the sum of the total correlations of the

disjoint-blocks (see appendix A for the derivation). There-
fore, one can use

∑
b∈B C(θb) as a measure of the total

covered dependencies in MBL
(θ) where its maximization

increases the closeness of MBL
(θ) and P (θ).

Definition 2 MB∗
L
is an optimal Morph approximation

of order L if

B∗
L ∈ argmaxBL∈FL

∑
b∈BL

C(θb). (8)

An optimal Morph distribution of order L is, by def-
inition, normalized and incorporates the maximum de-
pendencies between variables in blocks of length L, while
maintaining a simple approach.

B. MorphZ

We introduce MorphZ, an estimator for marginal likeli-
hood, which uses the Morph approximation as a proposal
distribution for the bridge sampling (BS) estimator [20].
The bridge sampling estimator is given by

z =
Eg(θ)[L(X|θ)π(θ)h(θ)]

Epost[h(θ)g(θ)]
, (9)
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where h(θ) is the bridge function, g(θ) is the proposal
distribution (or the importance distribution when h(θ) =
1) and Eg(θ) and Epost are the expected values with respect
to the proposal and posterior distribution, respectively.
Specifically, the bridge function is set to the optimal
bridge function [20] defined by

h(θ) = C · 1

f1 L(X|θ)π(θ) + f2 z g(θ)
, (10)

with f1 = N1/(N1 + N2) and f2 = N2/(N1 + N2) the
fraction of N1 posterior and N2 proposal samples, respec-
tively, and C a constant that cancels out in the ratio in
Equation 9. An iterative scheme is used to estimate the
marginal likelihood from an initial guess of z [23]. The
accuracy of BS estimates can be quantified through an
approximation of the relative mean-squared error [43],
where both posterior and proposal samples can be used at
no-extra sampling cost [23]. A Python-based implementa-
tion of the BS estimator has been developed for this study.
Our implementation follows the detailed description of
the bridge sampling estimator and its relative-error (RE)
in Gronau et al. [23]. We use the Morph approximation
MBL

(θ) as a proposal distribution g(θ). For simplicity,
we will refer to MBL

(θ) as ML(θ). We adopt the sample-
splitting technique [44], which consists of dividing the
available posterior samples into one batch for construct-
ing the Morph approximation and another for the bridge
sampling phase.

The kernel density estimator (KDE) is a fast standard
method for density estimation of lower-dimensional prob-
lems [45, 46]. The Morph approximation factorizes a
higher-dimensional probability density into a product of
low-dimensional factors, each of which can be estimated
efficiently with KDEs. Throughout this work, the mul-
tivariate KDE with a Gaussian kernel [37] is used to
estimate the densities Pb(θb) and Ps(θs) which are used
both in ML(θ) and C(θb).

To construct ML(θ), we compute C(θb) for every can-
didate block b ⊂ Γ. Then, a seeded greedy maximization,
SGM (see Algorithm 1): sort all blocks by decreasing
C; iterate over the top K blocks as seeds; for each seed,
greedily add the highest-scoring non-overlapping blocks
untilm blocks are selected; return the run with the largest
total score. The SGM achieves a 1/L-approximation to
the maximum-weight selection, thus avoiding the NP-hard
exact search for L > 2 while remaining fast and scalable
[47]. The product structure of the Morph approxima-
tion allows each factor to propose samples independently.
Taking one draw from each factor gives joint samples
that one can evaluate under the posterior. In practice,
fast KDEs enable us to generate large arrays of samples
almost instantly. We leverage this feature to vectorize
KDE draws and assemble batched joint proposals in a
single pass.

To compare the efficiency of the Morph approximation
under different sampling methods, we introduce a partic-
ular case of the GSS method [27] that incorporates the
Morph approximation as the proposal distribution. We

Algorithm1 Seeded Greedy Maximization

Select m pairwise-disjoint blocks of length L maximizing∑
b∈BL

C(θb).

Inputs: Dimension n; block length L; number of seeds
K ≥ 1; scores C(θb) ≥ 0 for each block b. Let W be the full
collection of b candidates, i.e., all

(
n
L

)
length L combinations

of the n dimensions.
Output: A set Bbest ⊆ BL of at most m pairwise-disjoint
blocks with the largest

∑
b∈BL

C(θb) between the top K
seeds.

1. Precompute and sort. Set m ← ⌊n/L⌋. Let W ←
the list of all possible blocks b sorted in decreasing C(θb).
Define the predicate: disjoint(b, used) ⇐⇒ b ∩ used = ∅.

2. Loop over the top K seeds. For j = 1, . . . ,min{K, |W|}:
(i) Start a fresh construction.

B ← ∅; used← ∅; total← 0.
(ii) Place the seed.

seed ← W[j]; B ← B ∪ {seed}; used ← used ∪ seed;
total← total+ C(θseed).

(iii) Greedy fill.
Scan W \ {seed} in order while |B| < m.
For each b: if disjoint(b, used) then B ← B ∪ {b};
used← used ∪ b; total← total+ C(θb).

(iv) Keep the best construction.
If total > Best total then Best total ← total and
Bbest ← B.

3. Return Bbest.

refer to this method as Morphed Steppingstone Sampling
(MSS). The Python implementation of GSS presented in
Ref. [48], combined with the Morph approximation, is
utilized in Section IV.

IV. APPLICATION TO STATISTICAL
EXAMPLES

In this section, we compare both MorphZ and MSS to
nested sampling through challenging statistical problems
that reflect real inference scenarios. These statistical prob-
lems are considered benchmarks for assessing the accuracy
of marginal likelihood estimation. Two of these bench-
marks consist of the egg-box likelihood and the Gaussian
shells likelihood [25]. As an additional benchmark, a dif-
ferent version of the peak likelihood originally discussed
by Skilling, represents one of the most challenging prob-
lems for evidence estimation methods. In this case, only
Nested sampling can efficiently draw samples from the
posterior distribution, yet requires a higher cost for an
accurate marginal likelihood estimate [49].

We set up each model, where the data is a null vector,
as follows:

• Egg-box : The two-dimensional likelihood is given
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Nested Sampling MorphZ MSS

Model d True log(z) calls |∆| std calls |∆| std calls |∆| std
Egg-box 2 235.856 6.9× 104 0.025 0.106 5× 103 0.035 0.01 4× 103 0.062 0.72

Peak-plateau 20 0.693 1.8× 106 0.332 0.277 5× 103 0.051 0.06 4× 103 1.555 1.6
Gaussian-shells 30 -60.13 6.5× 106 0.921 0.317 5× 103 0.074 0.01 4× 103 0.141 0.35

TABLE I. A comparison of the accuracy as |∆| = | log(z)Method − log(z)True| and the efficiency as the number of likelihood calls
between Nested Sampling, MorphZ, and MSS for the 3 statistical examples.

by

L(θ) = exp

[(
2 + cos

(
θ1
2

)
+ cos

(
θ2
2

))5
]
, (11)

with uniform priors U(0, 10π) for both parameters.

• Gaussian-shells: The d-dimensional likelihood is
defined as

L(θ) = circ(θ, c1, r1, w1) + circ(θ, c2, r2, w2), (12)

where the circ function is given by

circ(θ, c, r, w) =
1√
2πw2

exp

[
− (|θ − c| − r)2

2w2

]
, (13)

with θ the parameter vector, c the center point,
r the radius, and w the Gaussian radial profile of
width. Following [50], we set the model to d = 30,
r1 = r2 = 2, and w1 = w2 = 0.1 with a uniform
prior U(−6, 6)d.

• Peak-plateau : The d-dimensional likelihood is ex-
pressed as

L(θ) =

d∏
i=1

1

v
√
2π

exp

[
− θi
2v2

]
+ (14)

A

d∏
i=1

1

u
√
2π

exp

[
− θi
2u2

]
,

where θ is the parameter vector, v = 0.1 the vari-
ance for the Gaussian plateau, u = 0.01 the variance
for the Gaussian peak, and A = 1 the scale of the
peak with uniform priors U(−0.05, 0.05)d .

For all models, the nested sampling (NS) estimates are
obtained using dynesty [7, 51, 52]. For each model, we
run NS with the number of live points set to nlive = 500
and an adequate stopping criterion. Since the Morph
approximation requires posterior samples, we reuse the
posterior samples produced from one of the NS runs for
each model. For the MorphZ, we construct a second-order
Morph approximation M2, with the standard Silverman’s
rule for the KDE bandwidth. A total of 4000 NS posterior
samples are split evenly: one half to construct M2, and
the other half for the bridge sampling. For the MSS, we
reuse the same Morph approximation and set the number

65
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True log(z)
Nested Sampling
MorphZ ( 2)
MorphZ ( 3)
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nlive

0

5

10

15
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SE

(lo
g(

z)
)

FIG. 1. Convergence and accuracy of Gaussian-shells log(z)
estimates versus nlive the number of live points. The poste-
rior samples from one NS run with nlive is used for MorphZ
estimates plotted at nlive, with 3000 likelihood calls per each
MorphZ estimate. Top: Estimated log(z), NS (black) and
the MorphZ with Morph approximations of second order (M2,
gray) and third order (M3, red). Symbols denote means over
100 run; error bars indicate 1σ uncertainties. The horizontal
dotted line marks the true log(z). Bottom: Root-mean-square
error (RMSE) of log(z) relative to the true value .

of temperatures to 4. Table I reports the mean and stan-
dard deviation of 100 log(z) estimates for each method
on the three benchmarks, with the number of likelihood
evaluations (calls) used for each single estimate. For the
Egg-box problem, both Morph-based methods produce
log(z) estimates consistent with the NS estimate, demon-
strating robustness to the high multi-modality of this
likelihood. For the Gaussian-shells problem, MorphZ and
MSS outperform NS. Their evidence estimates are more
accurate and obtained at roughly two orders of magni-
tude lower computational cost. For the Peak-plateau, only
the MorphZ estimator succeeded in producing an esti-
mate closer to the true log(z), while NS requires a higher
number of live points nlive to achieve similar accuracy.
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GSS MorphZ

PTA Model Name d calls log(z) std calls log(z) std
NANOGrav PSR J1705-1903 WN+RN 8 8× 103 111 562.63 0.44 1× 101 111 562.60 0.06
NANOGrav PSR J1012+5307 WN+RN+DMGP 16 8× 103 275 745.76 0.61 2× 101 275 745.53 0.06
NANOGrav PSR J1713+0747 WN+RN 32 8× 103 751 285.52 0.78 3× 102 751 284.62 0.05

EPTA DR2 NEW PSRN+GWB 70 3.2× 104 493 692.55 1.14 5× 102 493 693.40 0.39
EPTA DR2 FULL PSRN+CURN 74 3.2× 104 607 134.56 1.20 5× 102 607 135.48 0.15

NANOGrav 15 yr CURN 136 8× 104 7 353 042.72 0.84 3× 103 7 353 041.33 0.32
NANOGrav 15 yr HD 136 8× 104 7 353 047.80 0.91 4× 103 7 353 046.79 0.31

TABLE II. Comparison of log(z) estimates using GSS, MorphZ for different PTA models with dimension d. The mean and
standard deviation of 100 log(z) estimates per each model are displayed along the number of likelihood calls per estimate.

Since MSS is based on path sampling, the Peak-plateau
is sharply peaked over a narrow region but nearly flat
over a wide plateau, so accurate path sampling requires a
substantially large number of likelihood evaluations to ex-
plore both regions adequately [7]. Maturana-Russel 2017
[26] shows that GSS can accurately estimate the marginal
likelihood of the Peak-plateau problem with A = 100
using 48 temperatures. However, for A = 1 GSS fails
to estimate log(z) even with 100 temperatures. In this
case, the tails contain more probability than the spike
region compared to the case of A = 100. In the cur-
rent setup, MSS underestimates log(z) with high variance.
Across all models, we have shown that MorphZ estimated
the marginal likelihood accurately and at a lower cost
compared to nested sampling and MSS, while MSS has
a slightly higher variance than MorphZ. Moreover, MSS
requires the likelihood, as a function of the prior mass,
to be concave to avoid failure. In practice, the likelihood
as a function of the prior mass is usually approximately
concave, in which case path sampling is effective.

In Figure 1, we compare nested sampling and MorphZ
estimates for the Gaussian-shells example. First, NS is
used to obtain posterior samples with increasing nlive
the number of live points. Then at each nlive, MorphZ
uses the same posterior samples drawn from one of the
NS runs to construct second and third order Morph ap-
proximation (respectively M2 and M3 to show MorphZ
consistency), along with 3000 additional likelihood eval-
uations per log(z) estimate. As nlive increases, the NS
estimates converge gradually to the true log(z) reaching a
|∆ log(z)| < 1.7 at nlive = 500. In contrast, both MorphZ
approximations M2 and M3 are already consistent with
the true value with |∆ log(z)| < 0.9 at nlive = 100 and re-
main more accurate thereafter. The RMSE shows that NS
errors decrease with nlive yet remain significantly higher
than those of MorphZ. Note that even at nlive = 50, where
the posterior coverage is incomplete, MorphZ complements
NS by leveraging the available posterior information pro-
vided by NS and closing the gap to an accurate estimate.
One can use NS with a reduced number of live points to
explore parameter space and generate posterior samples,
and then apply MorphZ in post-processing to obtain an
estimate closer to the true log(z), substantially cutting
computational costs.

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7
log(z) error

J1705-1903
WN+RN

J1012+5307
WN+RN+DMGP

J1713-0747
WN+RN

EPTA DR2NEW
PSRN+GWB

EPTA DR2FULL
PSRN+CURN

NANOGrav15yr
CURN

NANOGrav15yr
HD Empirical (1 )

Relative Error (RE)

FIG. 2. Comparison of bridge sampling RE and empirical
errors for log(z) across models in Table II. For each model,
the red dot marks and the faint red bar shows respectively the
mean and ±1σ of 100 RE, and the black square marks the em-
pirical error as the standard deviation of 100 estimates of log(z).
The horizontal red segment connects the approximate and em-
pirical values; indicating the degree of under/overestimation.

V. APPLICATION TO THE PULSAR TIMING
ARRAY

Recently, GSS was applied to different PTA analyses,
demonstrating substantial reduction in computational
cost for accurate evidence estimation [48]. In this appli-
cation, we compare the efficiency of MorphZ for model
evidence estimation across problems whose dimensionality
ranges from 8 to 136. A second-order Morph approxi-
mation M2 is constructed using SGM, based on 2000
posterior samples for 8− 32 dimensions and 5000 samples
for 70−136 dimensions, and adopt Silverman’s rule for the
KDE bandwidth. In these settings, SGM iterates over the
complete set of pairwise seeds. For MorphZ, the bridge-
sampling settings are those discussed in Section III B.

Table II presents the mean and standard deviation of
100 log(z) estimates computed with GSS and MorphZ,
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FIG. 3. Comparison of log(z) estimates for the EPTA
DR2FULL PSR+CURN model using GSS and MorphZ. The
box plots show the distribution of log(z) for each Morph ap-
proximation order. The horizontal dashed line and shaded
band indicate the mean and ±1σ range of the reference GSS
estimates with 64 temperatures. Red diamonds (right axis)
denote the forward Kullback-Leibler divergence DKL(P |MBL)
between the posterior and each corresponding order of the
Morph approximation.

together with the number of likelihood evaluations per esti-
mate (calls). For low-dimensional models d = 8−16, Mor-
phZ produced an accurate log(z) estimate using only 10-20
additional likelihood evaluations. For mid-dimensional
models d = 32− 74, MorphZ consistently estimated log(z)
with 300− 500 samples, even for costly models like the
EPTA DR2 NEW PSRN+GWB model. For high-dimensional
problems d = 136, MorphZ reduced the computational
cost by a factor of 20 compared to GSS, making it par-
ticularly attractive for very expensive models such as
the NANOGrav 15yr HD model. In Figure 2, we compare
the empirical error of log(z), defined as 1σ of 100 esti-
mates, with the BS relative-error (RE) of each of the 100
estimates. Across all the models listed in Table II, the rel-
ative error is either consistent, or is slightly overestimated
compared to the empirical one. This mild overestimation
can act as a safeguard, making RE conservative when
empirical error is expensive to obtain, as in the case of
NANOGrav 15yr HD. Overall, MorphZ achieves a two to
three orders of magnitude reduction in likelihood calls
relative to GSS, while providing more accurate log(z) and
conservative relative error estimates, demonstrating effi-
ciency over problems with varying difficulties. In Figure 3,
we compare different orders of the Morph approximation
used in MorphZ to estimate the marginal likelihood of
EPTA DR2 NEW PSRN+CURN model. A reference log(z) is
estimated using GSS with 64 temperatures and 30, 000
samples per temperature. For second and higher orders of
the Morph approximation, the log(z) estimates are consis-
tent with those from GSS while exhibiting similar variance
at a cost of only 3000 likelihood evaluations per estimate.

The Kullback-Leibler divergence shows that incorporat-
ing dependencies between posterior samples lowers the
distance between the posterior and ML≥2. This addi-
tional information leads to more accurate estimates of
log(z) and a reduction in its variance. The comparison
of DKL(P (θ)||ML≥2(θ)) does not, however, accurately
reflect the theoretical prediction, because an exactly opti-
mal Morph approximation can only be obtained for L = 2.
We discuss this in more detail in Section VII.

VI. APPLICATION TO LVK COMPACT BINARY
COALESCENCES

In this section, we assess the accuracy of MorphZ for
compact binary coalescence (CBC) and the GW150914
event for gravitational-wave inference. We compare
MorphZ evidence estimates against nested sampling
(NS; [7, 51, 52]) and Steppingstone Sampling (SS; [53]) re-
sults while maintaining identical data, priors, likelihoods,
and waveform models. All CBC inferences are carried
out using bilby [54, 55]. To ensure full reproducibility, all
scripts, prior definitions, and detailed sampler configura-
tion used in this study are provided in the accompany-
ing code repository (see Section VIII). We consider two
datasets. (i) A simulation study of 100 independent binary
black hole (BBH) signal injections, each corresponding
to a distinct synthetic GW source with different intrinsic
parameters. The extrinsic parameters (ψ, RA, Dec, coa-
lescence time, phase, luminosity distance, and inclination)
are fixed to provide a controlled comparison with reduced
extrinsic uncertainty. (ii) GW150914, analyzed with dis-
tance and time marginalization. The Power Spectral
Density (PSD) for GW150914 are obtained from the pub-
lic LVK parameter-estimation release [56, 57], while the
simulation study uses the bilby default design-sensitivity
PSD. The 100 simulated CBC analyses uses 4 s of data
(injection(CBC GW) + noise(Design-sensitivity PSD)),
and the standard frequency-domain CBC Whittle likeli-
hood with distance and time marginalization enabled [58].
We employ the IMRPhenomPv2 waveform model [59, 60]
and analyse data from the LIGO Hanford (H1) and Liv-
ingston (L1) detectors [61]. Nested sampling is performed
with dynesty using nlive = 2000, nact = 20, and the
bilby implementation of the rwalk proposal. Addition-
ally, parallel-tempered (PT) bilby-MCMC is used indepen-
dently with ntemps = 8, to retain posterior samples with
nsamples = 2000 after adaptive tuning, thinning by γ = 0.2,
proposal cycle gwA, and (L1, L2) = (100, 5) sub-steps.
The temperature ladder is set using the Tmax from SNR
prescription with Tmax = 20. SS is employed to esti-
mate the evidence using the bilby-MCMC runs, a setting
known to retain residual bias unless a finer temperature
resolution is used.
To ensure a fair comparison across methods, we com-

pare MorphZ estimates using each sampler’s posterior
(identical likelihoods and priors). This results in two in-
dependent estimates: MorphZ(NS) and MorphZ(PT). For
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TABLE III. Ensemble sumary of ∆ log(z) per method relative to log(z)NS over 100 BBH simulations (see Figure 4). IQR denotes
the 25–75% interval.

Method Median IQR25−75% Mean std |∆| < 0.5 |∆| < 1.0

SS 1.049 0.316 - 1.629 -0.373 4.788 12.1% 30.3%
MorphZ(NS) 0.034 -0.130 - 0.153 0.010 0.226 96.0% 100.0%
MorphZ(PT) 0.096 -0.005 - 0.223 0.106 0.219 94.9% 100.0%

TABLE IV. ∆ log(z) summary per method relative to log(z)NS for the GW150914 event.

NS SS MorphZ(NS) MorphZ(PT)

Dataset log(z) σNS ∆log(z) σSS ∆log(z) std ∆ log(z) std
GW150914 -7268.391 0.108 -4.007 0.122 -0.178 0.366 -0.246 0.415

both estimates, a second order Morph approximation M2

is constructed using 5000 NS and 2000 PT posterior sam-
ples and Silverman’s rule for KDE, and 5000 likelihood
calls for the BS phase. A 100 MorphZ estimates are ob-
tained for each case (each individual estimate takes a few
seconds to compute). For each dataset, we report the
evidences from NS, SS, and both MorphZ independent
estimates. We compare methods primarily via ∆ log(z)
relative to NS.

For the 100 BBH simulations we compute the evi-
dence difference ∆ log(z) = log(z)method − log(z)NS. The
log(z)NS is used as a reference estimate of the evidence,
although it does not necessarily coincide with the true
log(z) and may itself be subject to error. For NS and SS,

σNS ≈
√
H/nlive is nested sampling standard error and

σSS is the bootstrap estimated error [62]. All |∆log(z)|
for MorphZ(NS) and MorphZ(PT) are shown in Figure 4.
Table III summarizes theses results. Both MorphZ vari-
ants show small offsets, typically with |∆log(z)| ≲ 0.1.
The population spread is also small with standard de-
viations around 0.22. More than 95% of simulations
satisfy |∆ log(z)| < 0.5, and the whole population reaches
|∆log(z)| < 1 enabling unbiased model comparison be-
tween signal and noise models. By contrast, steppingstone
sampling evidences runs show a much larger scatter and
a clear bias, which is consistent with expectations for SS
estimates computed with a coarse temperature ladder.
These results show that the number of PT (temperatures
used to obtain the posterior samples remains sufficient for
MorphZ to obtain accurate evidence estimates; however,
they are not enough to obtain reliable SS estimates.

We next analyze the GW150914 event. Table IV shows
that both MorphZ independent estimates differ from the
NS baseline by less than |∆ log(z)| ≲ 0.25. Differences at
the level of |∆ log(z)| ≲ 0.2 are comparable to the natural
run-to-run variation expected from nested sampling with
nlive ∼ 103, since the evidence uncertainty scales as σNS

for typical information values H ∼ 10−50 [7, 54]. The SS
estimate from the GW150914 bilby-MCMC run is clearly

biased relative to the nested-sampling baseline. 1

These results show that MorphZ provides accurate and
computationally efficient evidence estimates for CBC
gravitational-wave analyses. Across both the simulation
study and GW150914, MorphZ reproduces NS evidences
within |∆log(z)| of order 0.1 to 0.25. Most importantly,
MorphZ remains accurate when applied to posterior sam-
ples generated by low-temperature-resolution PT runs
even though the corresponding SS evidences are biased.
Because MorphZ requires only posterior samples and ac-
cess to the likelihood and prior, it enables reliable evi-
dence estimation without specialized evidence-targeted
runs. This makes it well suited for rapid model selection,
large simulation campaigns, and retrospective analyses of
existing LVK posteriors.

VII. DISCUSSION

A. Constructing the Morph approximation

In this work, the Morph approximation showed its con-
sistency and efficiency across different examples using
kernel density estimates and the seeded greedy maximiza-
tion Algorithm 1. The total correlation of all possible
blocks is required to build such an approximation. For
block sizes L ≥ 3, the evaluation of the total correlation
over all possible blocks becomes increasingly expensive in
dimensions exceeding ≈ 136 (see Section V). Empirically,
we find that thinning the sample size to the order of a few
hundred keeps the cost significantly low while yielding
similar total correlation estimates to those obtained with

1 We assess posterior consistency for GW150914 using the Jensen–
Shannon divergence (JSD) computed from 50-bin one-dimensional
marginals. The median JSDs were 0.126 for dynesty compared
with the GWTC-2.1 posterior, 0.121 for bilby-MCMC compared
with GWTC-2.1, and 0.073 between our two samplers. The largest
values (around 0.15 to 0.18) occurred for luminosity distance and
χp. Crucially, these differences do not impact the goal of this
work, which is accurate evidence log(z) estimation rather than
precise agreement of posterior marginals.



9

1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
 log(z) relative to NS

1

6

11

16

21

26

31

36

41

46

51

56

61

66

71

76

81

86

91

96

Se
ed

 N
um

be
r

MorphZ(PT)
MorphZ(NS)

FIG. 4. Comparison of dynesty, MorphZ (PT), and MorphZ (NS)

across 100 independent BBH simulation (see Table III). The
mean and standard deviation of 100 log(z) estimate per simu-
lation is used to compute ∆ log(z) = log(z)method − log(z)NS

for both independent MorphZ estimates. Note that log(z)NS

is used as a reference estimate because the true log(z) is un-
known.

larger sample sizes. For L ≥ 3, the total correlation can
also be used to probe higher-order (linear and non-linear)
dependencies among parameters, highlighting when they
are physically linked by common mechanisms and poten-
tially revealing new, otherwise hidden couplings in the
model.
While this implementation of the Morph approxima-

tion is efficient, both the SGM algorithm and KDEs have
intrinsic limitations. Although an optimal Morph approxi-
mation exists in principle for 2 ≤ L ≤ d, it can be obtained
in practice only for L = 2, where the problem reduces to
maximum-weight graph matching. This problem is solved
exactly via Blossom-based algorithms [63, 64]. While
for ML>2, an approximately optimal solution can be ac-
quired by solving an integer-linear-programming (ILP)
set-packing formulation using, for instance, PuLP [65, 66],
since matching-based methods no longer apply. The opti-
mal solution problem becomes increasingly difficult. For
example in Figure 5, the 50-dimensional case with L = 5,
an algorithm has to select 10 blocks out of ≈ 1.22× 106

possible choices that maximizes the total sum of the 10
blocks’ weights. This performance comparison, presented
in Figure 5, shows that SGM is significantly faster and
outperforms ILP for L ≥ 3. However, the SGM algorithm
can be sensitive to the choice of initialization seed, may
potentially converge to suboptimal local maxima, and its
approximation error may increase for larger block sizes
L. Since an optimal Morph approximation cannot be
computed for orders three and higher, a direct quantita-
tive comparison between different orders of the Morph
approximation might not be faithful to the theoretical
expectations for high dimensional problems (see example
in Figure 3). In parallel, the performance of KDEs de-
grades rapidly with dimension, where näıve KDEs become
unreliable beyond d ≥ 10 dimensions [37, 67]. Although
Silverman’s rule of thumb often suffices, KDE bandwidth
choice is critical and largely determines the bias–variance
balance; alternative methods can be used such as the
Improved Sheather–Jones bandwidth [68] or bandwidth
selection through isotropic cross-validation [69, 70].

B. Evidence estimation using MorphZ

For marginal likelihood estimation, the Morph approx-
imation serves as an importance sampling distribution
for evidence estimators, and is especially effective for
bridge sampling. We tested the Morph approximation
on importance sampling (IS) estimator [28] for the mod-
els presented in Table II and found that the estimator
may occasionally be unstable for high-dimensional models
(results not shown). IS requires an importance density
with heavier tails than the posterior to avoid instability.
In contrast, bridge sampling keeps the ratios bounded
under both thinner and heavier tails mismatches provided
proposal and posterior overlap. Beyond tail behavior,
bridge sampling places fewer constraints on the proposal
distribution making it easier to construct suitable propos-
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ferent orders of the Morph approximation for 100 independent
sum of weight maximization simulation. Each simulation as-
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(
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)
. Top: Relative difference of

the total sum of chosen weights, ((SGM− ILP)/ILP)× 100%),
shown as box-and-whisker plots for L = 2 − 5 with the cor-
responding Nb number of blocks of length L ; the horizontal
dashed line marks zero difference. Bottom: Wall-clock time in
seconds for SGM (black) and ILP (red) on the same instances;
markers denote mean and (±1σ). The dashed line marks 1s.

als. Using the Morph approximation together with the
optimal bridge function and the iterative scheme, bridge
sampling becomes nearly an automatic flow to imple-
ment and obtain accurate, efficient marginal-likelihood
estimates, even for hierarchical models. This implemen-
tation reaches its full potential when posterior coverage
is adequate, allowing the evidence to be obtained with
only a few additional likelihood evaluations. For reliable
evidence estimation, MorphZ requires at least minimal
information about the posterior beyond the burn-in phase.
The factored structure of the Morph approximation en-
ables immediate generation of independent proposal draws
in the current implementation. When posterior coverage
is sparse, the newly accepted samples can be merged with
previously collected samples to complete the posterior
coverage.

VIII. CONCLUSION

In this work, we showed that MorphZ can deliver accu-
rate evidence at substantially lower cost across statistical
problems, real PTA noise and GWB inference, and LVK-

CBC applications, spanning 2–136 parameters.
On statistical benchmarks, it matches or exceeds nested

sampling accuracy while cutting likelihood calls by ∼ 2
orders of magnitude; uniquely, it remains accurate on
the challenging peak-plateau problem where path-based
estimators struggle and standard NS requires more sam-
pling efforts. MorphZ also improves NS estimates even
when posterior coverage is still incomplete. In PTA mod-
els, it attains precise evidence with ∼ 10–20 calls for
d=8–16, ∼ 300–500 for d=32–74, and ∼ 20× fewer calls
than GSS at d=136 even for expensive likelihoods, with
bridge sampling relative errors that conservatively track
empirical ones. In CBC analyses, MorphZ reproduces
NS evidence values with |∆log(z)| ≤ 0.1 on simulations
and |∆log(z)| ≤ 0.25 for GW150914, while SS requires
a greater number of temperatures for a more accurate
estimate.
Currently, MorphZ can complement existing samplers

by acting as a lightweight, post-processing evidence engine
that needs only posterior draws. It can be paired with an
NS run at reduced live points to explore and sample, then
used to refine evidence accurately at far lower cost; like-
wise, it remains reliable when fed posterior samples from
coarse-temperature PT-MCMC runs that are insufficient
for unbiased SS estimates, enabling evidence estimation
without dedicated evidence-targeted runs and facilitating
retrospective analyses. Moreover, it can leverage posterior
samples from fast, gradient-based samplers (e.g., HMC
[71], NUTS [72], and Riemannian variants [73]), turning
their high-quality draws into accurate evidence estimates
with minimal additional computation.

Looking ahead, the standard KDE used in Morph ap-
proximation construction, although efficient, could be
replaced by richer models, such as copulas or normalizing
flows, that better capture dependence and tail behavior,
reducing bias and variance at a given sample size. Future
work will also parallelize likelihood evaluation (vectorized
and batched across bridges and sample blocks) to cut
wall-clock time without increasing the number of calls,
pushing MorphZ ’s efficiency to new frontiers. Finally,
bootstrap methods (parametric and nonparametric) will
be explored to refine the relative-error estimates of bridge
sampling and make the reported uncertainties track em-
pirical variability more closely.
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Appendix A: KL divergence between P and MBL in
terms of total correlation

We recall the entropies

H(θ) = −EP [logP (θ)], (A1)

H(θb) = −EPb
[logPb(θb)], (A2)

H(θs) = −EPs
[logPs(θs)], (A3)

and define the block total correlation by

C(θb) =
∑
i∈b

H(θi)−H(θb). (A4)

We now derive an expression forDKL

(
P∥MBL

)
in terms

of the total correlation. The Kullback–Leibler between P ,
the probability density, and MBL

, the Morph approxima-
tion of order L, is given by

DKL

(
P∥MBL

)
= EP [logP (θ)− logMBL

(θ)] (A5)

= EP

[
logP (θ)−

∑
b∈B

logPb(θb)−
∑
s∈S

logPs(θs)

]
(A6)

= −H(θ) +
∑
b∈B

(
− EP [logPb(θb)]

)
(A7)

+
∑
s∈S

(
− EP [logPs(θs)]

)
. (A8)

Assuming that Pb and Ps denote the corresponding
marginals of P (that is, Pb is the joint marginal distribu-
tion of the block b and Ps is the marginal distribution of
the singleton s), we have

EP [logPb(θb)] = EPb
[logPb(θb)], (A9)

and similarly for Ps we have

EP [logPs(θs)] = EPs
[logPs(θs)]. (A10)

Hence,

DKL

(
P∥MBL

)
= −H(θ) +

∑
b∈B

H(θb) +
∑
s∈S

H(θs)

(A11)(
since

∑
i∈Γ

H(θi) =
∑
s∈S

H(θs) +
∑
b∈B

∑
i∈b

H(θi)

)
(A12)

=
(∑

i∈Γ

H(θi)−H(θ)
)
−
∑
b∈B

(∑
i∈b

H(θi)−H(θb)
)
(A13)

=
(∑

i∈Γ

H(θi)−H(θ)
)
−
∑
b∈B

C(θb). (A14)

Equivalently,

DKL(P∥MBL
) = C(θ)−

∑
b∈B

C(θb), (A15)

where C(θ) =
∑

i∈ΓH(θi)−H(θ) is the total correlation
of the full vector, and Γ is the index set of all variables.
All quantities are assumed finite.
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