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We propose a novel method (floZ), based on normalizing flows, for estimating the Bayesian evi-
dence (and its numerical uncertainty) from a set of samples drawn from the unnormalized posterior
distribution. We validate it on distributions whose evidence is known analytically, up to 15 parame-
ter space dimensions, and compare with two state-of-the-art techniques for estimating the evidence:
nested sampling (which computes the evidence as its main target) and a k-nearest-neighbors tech-
nique that produces evidence estimates from posterior samples. Provided representative samples
from the target posterior are available, our method is more robust to posterior distributions with
sharp features, especially in higher dimensions. It has wide applicability, e.g., to estimate the ev-
idence from variational inference, Markov-chain Monte Carlo samples, or any other method that
delivers samples from the unnormalized posterior density.

I. INTRODUCTION

One of the most important scientific tasks is that of
discriminating between competing explanatory hypothe-
ses for the data at hand. In classical statistics, this is
accomplished by means of a hypothesis test, in which a
null hypothesis (e.g., that the data do not contain a sig-
nal of interest) is rejected if, under the null, the proba-
bility of observing data as extreme or more extreme than
what has been observed is small (the so-called p-value).
An alternative —and often more fruitful- viewpoint is of-
fered by a Bayesian approach to probability, in which
the focus is shifted away from rejecting a null hypoth-
esis to comparing alternative explanations (see [1] for a
review). This is done by means of the posterior odds (ra-
tio of probabilities) between two (or several) competing
models. The central quantity for this calculation is the
Bayesian evidence, which gives the marginal likelihood
for the data under each model once all the model param-
eters have been integrated out, tensioning each model’s
quality of fit against a quantitative notion of “Occam’s
razor”. Bayesian model comparison has received great
attention in cosmology (e.g. [2-4]), and is being adopted
as a standard approach to model selection in the grav-
itational waves community (e.g. [5-7]) as well as in the
exoplanets one (e.g. [8, 9]).

The estimation of the Bayesian evidence is in general
a challenging task, as it requires averaging the likelihood
over the parameters’ prior over the entire model’s pa-
rameter space. Various approaches have been proposed
to this end. One that has gained particular prominence
since its introduction by John Skilling [10] is nested
sampling — a method designed to transform the multi-
dimensional integral of the Bayesian evidence into a one-
dimensional integral. Since its invention, many differ-
ent algorithmic implementations of nested sampling have

been proposed, which in the main are characterized by
the way the likelihood-constrained step is performed:
these include ellipsoidal [11], diffusive [12], dynamical
[13] nested sampling; nested sampling with normalizing
flows [14]; for a recent review, see [15]). One of the re-
maining difficulties of nested sampling is its application
to very large parameter spaces, where the curse of di-
mensionality hobbles most algorithms. Progress in this
direction is being made thanks to approaches such as
PolyChord [16] and proximal nested sampling [17].

Other methods to compute the evidence range from
the analytical (Laplace approximation and higher-order
moments [18], Savage-Dickey density ratio [19]) to the
ones based on variations of density estimation, like par-
allel tempering MCMC coupled with thermodynamic in-
tegration [20], and, more recently, on simulation-based
inference with neural density (or neural ratio) estimation
and/or deep learning [21-23]. A promising approach is
that of evaluating the Bayesian evidence integral from a
set of existing posterior samples, previously gathered e.g.
via MCMC. The interest lies in the ability of obtaining
the evidence from post-processing of posterior samples,
which can be obtained with any suitable algorithm. Such
a method, based on the distribution statistics of near-
est neighbors of posterior samples, was presented in [24]
(see also [25] for a similar approach based on harmonic
reweighting of posterior samples).

Here, we propose a new method based on normalizing
flows. Normalizing flows are a type of generative learn-
ing algorithms that aim to define a bijective transforma-
tion of a simple probability distribution into a more com-
plex distribution by a sequence of invertible and differ-
entiable mappings. Normalizing flows have been initially
introduced in Ref. [26, 27] and then extended in various
works, with applications to clustering classification [28],
density estimation [29, 30], and variational inference [31].



While normalizing flows have been used in several pa-
rameter estimation scenarios in cosmology and gravita-
tional wave physics [32-41], here we introduce them for
the first time as a method to evaluate the evidence. This
paper is structured as follows: we introduce normalizing
flows in Section II, and how a suitable loss can be de-
fined in order to encode the objective of evidence estima-
tion; in Section 111, we validate our approach on tractable
likelihood in up to 15 parameter space dimensions, and
benchmark it against dynesty [42] (an implementation of
nested sampling) and the k-nearest neighbors method of
[24], demonstrating the superiority of our approach over
the latter. We conclude in Section IV with an outlook
on future applications.

II. METHOD
A. Normalizing flows

Let « € R? be a stochastic variable distributed accord-
ing to a target probability — in our case, the posterior —
x ~ p(x), which can be arbitrarily complex. Starting
from a set of samples extracted from p(«), normalizing
flows allow one to map the variable x into a latent space,
say y ~ n(y), where n(y) is an arbitrary tractable base
distribution. This transformation is performed training
a neural network in order to construct a bijection map f
such that « = f4(y), where ¢ are the network parameters
that are defined by the form of the transformation and
require to be optimized. Then, the target distribution
can be mapped as
of,"

det e (x)

p(@) = qp(@) = n(f,' (2)) NG

where f;l is the inverse transformation of fy, i.e. y =

f;l(az), and 8%1/833 is its Jacobian. The transforma-
tion f can be arbitrarily complex, so that any distribu-
tion p(x) can be generated from any base distribution
n(y) under reasonable assumptions on the two distribu-
tions [43-45]. In our implementation, we consider masked
autoregressive flows (MAFs) [46].

For our purposes, we focus on the amortized varia-
tional inference approach introduced in Ref. [31], where
the base distribution n(y) is fixed to a simple probability
function (generally taken to be normal with zero mean
and unit variance). Within this approach, when the tar-
get is to learn the unnormalized posterior, the network
parameters ¢ are usually optimized with a loss function
defined as the cross entropy between the target p(zx) and
the reconstructed q4(x), i.e.

£1(6) == | pla) lox(ag(@)) do

= _Ep(m) [log(q¢(m))] >

where E,,(5) represents the expectation value under p(x),
which can be computed by a simple average given a set of

(2)

independent samples and their corresponding probability
density.

B. Evidence estimation

If the target distribution p(x) is defined up to an un-
known normalization constant, Z, i.e. p(x) = p(x)/Z
and since p(x) is normalized by definition, we have,
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In the context of Bayesian analysis, p(x) represents the
posterior distribution of the parameters x, p(x) is the
product of likelihood function and prior distribution (the
unnormalized posterior), and Z is the evidence. From
Eq. (3) we can write

P = n(y) dy ¢

from which it follows that

-1

1
oty
ox

det . (5)

Resorting to Eq. (1), the evidence in Eq. (5) can be
mapped using normalizing flows as

7 ((a, ) = i((ﬁ?) . (6)

This computation exploits the crucial property of n(y) of
being normalized by construction. Given an unnormal-
ized statistical model p(x) and a transformation fg, the
normalization Z can be explicitly computed as the right-
hand side of Eq. (6). Note that this computation can be
performed in the variable x as well as in the latent space
y, as shown in Eq. (5).

Moreover, while the true value of Z is constant, the
estimated ¢ is a function of the variable & and of the
network parameters ¢. In practice, for a given set of ¢
(after training), the ratio in Eq. (6) will fluctuate accord-
ing to the error of the trained flow fy. We will address
and model this uncertainty in the following Section.

C. Additional loss terms

Assuming we have an arbitrarily flexible bijection and
a combination of parameters ¢* for which the transfor-
mation fg- is exact, i.e. qu(x) = p(x) Vx; then, the
result of Eq. (6) is constant ((x, ¢*) = Z V. However,
since the flux approximation is never exact, the estimated
¢ = ¢(x;, @) at each of the posterior samples, x;, will be
distributed around the true value of the evidence. While
the minimum of Eq. (2) is expected to satisfy this condi-
tion, we can additionally enforce this constraint as part



of the loss to improve training. This means that we are
interested in the value of the network parameters ¢* for
which the distribution of ¢, h({|¢), results as close as
possible to a Dirac delta function. To this end, we de-
fine an additional loss function equal to the cross-entropy
between the distribution h(¢|¢) (estimated with normal-
izing flows)! and a § function centered on the true value

Z, i.e.
Lo(d) = — / 5(C - Z)logh(cld)dC.  (7)

Although Z is unknown and h(¢|¢) cannot be evaluated
point-wise, we can still estimate expectation values for
h(¢|¢) from the training samples.

Assuming that h(¢|¢) can be expanded in terms of
its cumulants in a basis of Hermite polynomials, whose
leading-order term is a normal distribution, from Eq. (7)
we obtain

—7)? .
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where i and U% are respectively the estimates of the first
and second moment of h({|¢p), derived from the training
samples. Therefore, provided that |uy — Z| < oy, namely
that the ground-truth of Z is sufficiently close to the mean
of the evidence distribution, we can neglect the quadratic
term and approximate the loss function (7) with the stan-
dard deviation of the estimated evidence values across the
samples: Lo(¢) =~ log oy.

Lo helps to minimize the standard deviation of the
evidence’s distribution, but does not provide any infor-
mation about the mean, as Z is unknown. To improve
this feature, we consider the distribution of the ratio es-
timated for pairs of samples

C(mja ¢) ’
which ideally would be a § function centered at unity.

Thus, we can define a third loss function equal to the
cross-entropy between the distribution of the evidence

ratios g(p|¢) and 0(p — 1):

(9)

L3(¢) = —/5(0 —1)logg(ple)dp. (10)

Applying the same considerations that led to Eq. (8),
we now obtain

(Mg - 1)2
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L3(¢) ~ log 0g + + O(Ng - 1)3 ) (11)

which can be broken into two separate losses

1 Notice that h(¢|¢) is not a probability distribution in the proper
sense; instead, it represents the histogram of the evidence ob-
tained at each posterior sample value from the flow approxima-
tion, qg ().

L3a(P) = |pg — 1| = |log g, (12)
L3y(¢) = logoy. (13)

where g and oy are estimated from the training sam-
ples via the sample average and standard deviation of p.
Notice that, |ug — 1| < o4 is required for the approxima-
tion (11) to hold. A distinguishing feature of L3 is that,
using pairs of samples for the evaluation, their number
is proportional to the square of the number of samples
used to evaluate £1 and L£o. This introduces statistical
robustness to the training, especially for small training
sets.

In our implementation, we exploit all the loss functions
described above, following a scheme that we present in
the next section (Sec. IID). This provides better results
than using any of the loss terms uniquely or in combina-
tion.

D. Algorithm

Given a set of samples {x;}, fori = 1,..., N, extracted
from p(x) and the corresponding unnormalized probabil-
ity values {p(x;)}, we proceed as follows:

1. Pre-processing of input data: We prepare the sam-
ples for training and validation. The two datasets
contain independent samples. We whiten the sam-
ples to enhance the training process [24]. We do so
by projecting the samples along the eigenvectors of
the covariance matrix of the samples and rescaling
by the square root of the eigenvalues to ensure unit
variance. We assign 80% of the generated whitened
MCMC samples to the training dataset, and the
rest to the validation dataset.

2. Training the neural network: We train the normal-
izing flow on the training set employing gradient-
based optimization [47]. The loss function cycles
through the four previously discussed loss functions
(L1, Lo, L34, L3p). As done in the framework of
transfer learning, the network is trained on one loss
before being adapted to minimize the next. Ini-
tially, with £1, the model is trained to learn the
general features of the posterior distribution to pro-
vide a first estimate of the evidence — which is nec-
essary to satisfy the assumptions on which Lo re-
lies. Then, L5 incentivizes the pre-trained model
to reduce the error in the evidence estimation. L3,
and L3p sequentially reduce the disparity in the net-
work’s evidence prediction from each sample. This
cyclic training regime, wherein each loss function is
applied sequentially, repeats every N, epoch. We
schedule the losses as follows:
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where e := (epoch mod N.)/N, represents the frac-
tional training epoch, t. is the fractional tran-
sition period (0 < t. < 0.25) that determines
the smoothness of the transition between one loss
term to the next, and « := min(1, max(0, (0.25 —
e mod 0.25) /t.)).

Each loss term uniquely contributes to 0.25 — ¢,
fractional epochs before transitioning to the next
term. The transition is defined by the continuous
linear equation of the form alprev + (1 — @) Lpext,
where Lyext, Lprev are respectively the next and
previous loss terms, and « ranges from 1 to 0 with
increasing epochs (as specified above). A sudden
transition (t, < 0.25) results in an oscillatory be-
havior, wherein the loss fluctuates between the lo-
cal minima of each loss term without net change.
However, a slow transition (¢, ~ 0.25) results in
slow training, due to reduced training time allo-
cated for each loss term separately. Empirically, we
find the optimal training rate for a training cycle
period N, = 100, with a transition period t. = 0.05
(corresponding to 5 epochs).

As an alternative to the adaptive loss weighting,
we tested another formulation of the loss function,
wherein the weights of the weighted sum of the in-
dividual loss terms are optimized alongside network
parameters ¢:

£(¢7n7 65776) :U£1(¢) + 6‘62((;5)
+7L3a(P) + L3p(P)

where 7, 3,7, are optimizer-tuned weights with
values that range from 0 to 1. However, the loss
scheduler was often more accurate and sometimes
faster to reach convergence by way of exceeding the
patience, especially for higher dimensions (> 5).

(15)

The training terminates when at least one of the
following three conditions is satisfied:

o Maximum iteration:  The training stops
if the number of epochs exceeds a fixed
number of maximum iterations. We fix this
number to 500 for all cases studied in this
paper. However, more complex distributions
or higher dimensions could need a larger value.

e Patience: If the optimizer does not find
improvement in the loss of the validation
dataset after a fixed number of iterations,
the training terminates. This is to prevent
overtraining. We fix this number to 200.

e Tolerance: As in the case of nested sampling,
it is possible to require that the algorithm
achieves a predetermined accuracy (tolerance)
in the evidence estimation. When the error on
the estimated evidence is less than this thresh-
old, the training is stopped. Given the ex-
ploratory nature of this paper, we never used
this condition.

3. Eztracting evidence information: Given the opti-
mized set of network parameters ¢*, we estimate
((x;, ¢*) according to Eq. (6), over a subset of
training samples {@;}. Since gg-(x;) is more ac-
curate in the bulk of the distribution, following
Ref. [48], we select the samples in the latent space
{yi} within a sphere B centered about zero and
with Mahalanobis distance &, which in the case of
the Gaussian latent space simplifies as B = {yp €
y : |ly|| < d}. We choose § = V/d, i.e. containing
the 1-0 region of the latent distribution.

III. VALIDATION AND SCALABILITY

In Secs. IIT A and III B, we illustrate examples of poste-
rior samples with tractable (i.e. analytic) and intractable
(i.e. unknown analytically) evidence, respectively. Ta-
ble I summarizes the different likelihood distributions
used to obtain the posterior samples. Using these ex-
amples, in Sec. III C we demonstrate the validity of our
method and explore its dimensional scalability by bench-
marking the results against existing evidence estimation
techniques.

A. Posterior samples with tractable evidence

To validate our technique, we design the following un-
normalized posteriors, p(x), with analytically tractable
evidence. For simplicity, we choose a flat, rectangular
prior that defines the finite boundaries of the unnormal-
ized distribution.

o Truncated d-dimensional single Gaussian: We de-
fine a multivariate unnormalized Gaussian poste-
rior in d dimensions, from which we draw samples
truncated by the rectangular uniform prior. The
distribution is defined in terms of a d-dimensional
mean and a d x d covariance matrix. Given the mul-
tivariate Gaussian distribution of the latent vari-
ables, this posterior is simple for the normalizing
flow to model, i.e. the normalizing flow obtained



by minimizing the loss function is simply an affine
transformation.

e Truncated d-dimensional mizture of five Gaussian
distributions: The unnormalized posterior is a mix-
ture model of five different multivariate Gaussians,
with equal mixture weights. Each of the five Gaus-
sians has a different mean and covariance matrix,
and the distribution is truncated by the rectangu-
lar prior. The resulting distribution is non-trivial
to model, as discussed in Sec. ITI C.

B. Posterior samples with intractable evidence

We also test the method with an unnormalized proba-
bility distribution with analytically intractable evidence
for dimensions higher than 2. For dimensions higher than
3 the evidence is very expensive to compute even nu-
merically, therefore we do not provide a ground truth as
reference.

o Truncated d-dimensional Rosenbrock distribution:
The Rosenbrock function [49] and its higher dimen-
sional extensions described in Ref. [50] are often
used to test the efficacy of MCMC sampling algo-
rithms [51], as it is generally hard to probe the
maxima of the distribution. Moreover, the nor-
malization constant is typically unknown. We use
a d-dimensional Rosenbrock function as defined in
Ref. [50] and shown in Table I to describe the un-
normalized posterior.

Figure 1 shows examples of the three distributions in
2-dimensions. The Gaussian distribution has mean
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The mixture of five Gaussians has means
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respectively. The Rosenbrock case has A = 100, B = 20.

and covariance

C. Benchmarking

We evaluate the accuracy and efficiency of our flow-
based evidence estimation in comparison to the impor-
tance nested sampling technique discussed in Ref. [52],
using the code in Ref. [42], and to a k-nearest neighbors
(hereon, referred to as kNN) technique [24] to estimate
the evidence from MCMC chains of posterior samples us-
ing the recommended k£ = 1 value. In the three panels of
Figure 2, we show the comparison for the 2-dimensional
unnormalized probability functions, with a flat rectangu-
lar prior. We use 10 samples to evaluate the evidence
using our method and the KNN technique. The nested
sampling technique generates about 3 - 10* samples for
the evaluation. For d = 10 and d = 15, we evaluate
the evidence using 10° samples with our method and the
kNN technique, whereas nested sampling uses between 5
to 9-10* samples. We use the default values of the nested
sampler’s tolerance and live points, which are 0.01 and
500 respectively.

In Figure 3, we illustrate the behavior of the loss sched-
ule for the Gaussian mixture case. The four individual
loss terms are shown with different colors, the total loss
in thick/black; training losses are depicted with contin-
uous lines and validation losses with dotted ones. As
described in Sec. II D, we show that each loss term solely
contributes to 20 epochs before linearly transitioning to
the next term in 5 epochs. In a span of 500 epochs, the
network is trained on 5 cycles of the loss terms.

Figure 4 compares the evidence evaluated by floZ,
kNN, and nested sampling (labeled NS) techniques for
the three distributions, each simulated in 2, 10, and 15
dimensions. The single Gaussian scenario has the sim-
plest distribution and as a result, all methods perform
well. However, with increasing complexity and higher
dimensions, floZ and nested sampling are both more ac-
curate than kKNN.

The Rosenbrock likelihood provides an example with
intractable evidence. — The ground truth of the 2-
dimensional case can be easily computed numerically,
however, for higher dimensions, the numerical computa-
tion becomes too expensive. We show that for 10 and 15
dimensions, nested sampling and floZ are in agreement
with each other within the estimated error bars.

It is difficult to fairly compare the computational effort
required by floZ versus nested sampling, as the former
takes as input posterior samples previously generated.
Moreover, the efficiency of nested sampling depends on
the details of the algorithm used, as well as on its set-
tings (typically, the number of live samples and tolerance
adopted). While we leave a more detailed study of actual
scientific cases to future work, the d = 15 results of this
paper were obtained in less than 10 minutes on an A100
GPU.
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Gaussian exp[—2(p—x) o (n—)] I(x—a)(x; — ) (2m)?2 o |V ? [erf(a; — p, ) — erf(pu — x¢, 0)]
Gaussian Mixture Z?=1 exp [—2(p; — m)Taj_l(p,j —x)] i Z?=1(27r)d/2|0'j|1/2

Iz —xi)l(xf — ) lerf(m; — pj, o) — erf(p; — x5, 0;)]
d—1 ) 2\2 )2
Rosenbrock exp{—X7_ [A(xj+1 — 25)”° + (1 — x;)°]/ B}
Iz —x;)I(x; — x)

TABLE I. Summary of the unnormalized posteriors (and their integrals) used to validate and benchmark our evidence estima-
tion. The lower and upper bounds of the rectangular prior are given by x;, x ¢, respectively, the indicator function I(z) =1

for z > 0 and 0 elsewhere and erf(x, o) is the multivariate Normal error function. The vectors p, p; (5 = 1,...,5), covariance
matrices 0,05 (j = 1,...,5) € R¥*? and real scalars A, B are fixed.
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FIG. 1. For each unnormalized posterior, we display 10* posterior samples for the case d = 2. For ease of comparison, the
unnormalized posterior p(x) is scaled by its maximum and shown in the common color bar. The shaded grey region represents

the boundary of the rectangular prior.
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FIG. 2. Evidence estimation in d = 2 dimensions for (from left): multivariate Gaussian; finite multivariate Gaussian mixture;
Rosenbrock. In all cases, floZ and kNN employ 10* posterior samples. The true value, represented by the dashed line, has been
rescaled to 0, and the shaded regions represent the 1-o uncertainty.
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FIG. 3. The evolution of the network’s loss as a function of training epochs for the case of a 2-dimensional mixture of five
Gaussians, illustrates the loss schedule. The four loss terms are shown in color, the total loss in thick/black, and the training
(validation) losses are shown in solid (dotted) lines.
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FIG. 4. The relative error in the log evidence estimation for different distributions in each panel as a function of the dimen-
sionality of parameter space, d. We compare the results of floZ and kNN using the same MCMC samples. We also show
the evidence from nested sampling (labeled as NS). Since the ground truth for the higher-dimensional Rosenbrock likelihoods
(grey-shaded region) is not numerically tractable, we compare the relative deviation from the floZ mean prediction (shown by
the secondary y-axis).



IV. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have introduced floZ, a novel method
using normalizing flows for estimating the Bayesian ev-
idence from posterior samples. Our approach computes
the Bayesian evidence and its numerical uncertainty us-
ing pre-existing samples drawn from the target unnor-
malized posterior distribution, e.g. as obtained by stan-
dard MCMC methods.

Normalizing flows are built to map a complex target
probability function (in our case, the unnormalized pos-
terior distribution, given by the product of a likelihood
and prior) into a simple probability distribution (e.g. a
Gaussian). The transformation between the original vari-
ables and the latent ones is bijective and can be modeled
with a neural network. Importantly for our method, the
flows encode the volume of the real-space distribution,
i.e. the Bayesian evidence. Our method hinges on this
fact to compute the evidence from a set of posterior sam-
ples previously gathered by any suitable algorithm (e.g.,
MCMC), while at the same time minimizing the scatter
of the estimates of the evidence across the samples by
adding suitable terms to the custom loss function.

We have validated floZ against analytical benchmarks
in parameter spaces of up to 15 dimensions: multivari-
ate Gaussians, a finite multivariate Gaussian mixture,
as well as the Rosenbrock distribution. Our method
demonstrates performance comparable to nested sam-
pling (which requires to be run ad hoc) and superior to a
k-nearest neighbors method employed on the same poste-
rior samples. We believe that floZ will add to the toolbox
of astronomers and cosmologists seeking a fast, reliable
method to compute the evidence from existing sets of
posterior samples. floZ will be especially useful for cases
where the likelihood is expensive and a full nested sam-
pling run is difficult to achieve, while MCMC samples can
be obtained more efficiently thanks to the ease of par-
allelization of many MCMC algorithms (such as Gibbs
sampling). Pushing our approach to much larger param-
eter spaces is challenged by two limitations, both fun-
damentally stemming from the curse of dimensionality:
first, obtaining posterior samples in high dimensions be-
comes typically more challenging (although some meth-
ods, like Gibbs sampling and Hamiltonian Monte Carlo,
can show mild scaling with dimensionality in some favor-
able circumstances); second, training the flow in higher
dimensions suffers from increasing inaccuracies. How-
ever, we note that we only need accurate densities in
latent space near the peak (as opposed to into the tails

of the distribution), which opens the door to potentially
exploiting the existence of a well-defined ‘typical set’ in
high dimensions, a consequence of the concentration of
measure phenomenon. We shall explore this idea further
in a dedicated future paper.

Among the applications of floZ to gravitational-wave
astronomy, it is worth mentioning the recent evidence for
a stochastic signal reported by pulsar timing array exper-
iments [53-57]. Within a Bayesian framework, interpret-
ing the nature of this stochastic signal requires comparing
different hypotheses and their evidences, which floZ could
readily compute from the existing samples released by the
experiments. Similarly, as another of the many possible
applications, floZ could be used to investigate the sta-
tistical robustness of features/peaks that may be present
in the mass function of the astrophysical black holes de-
tected by the LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA collaboration [58].

Data availability: The floZ code and all the neces-
sary files to reproduce the results in this paper will soon
be made available.
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