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Abstract
The significance of statistical physics concepts such as entropy extends far beyond classical thermodynamics.
We interpret the similarity between partitions in statistical mechanics and partitions in Bayesian inference
as an articulation of a result by Jaynes (1957), who clarified that thermodynamics is in essence a theory of
information. In this, every sampling process has a mechanical analogue. Consequently, the divide between
ensembles of samplers in parameter space and sampling from a mechanical system in thermodynamic
equilibrium would be artificial. Based on this realisation, we construct a continuous modelling of a Bayes
update akin to a transition between thermodynamic ensembles. This leads to an information theoretic
interpretation of Jazinsky’s equality, relating the expenditure of work to the influence of data via the
likelihood. We propose one way to transfer the vocabulary and the formalism of thermodynamics (energy,
work, heat) and statistical mechanics (partition functions) to statistical inference, starting from Bayes’ law.
Different kinds of inference processes are discussed and relative entropies are shown to follow from suitably
constructed partitions as an analytical formulation of sampling processes. Lastly, we propose an effective
dimension as a measure of system complexity. A numerical example from cosmology is put forward to
illustrate these results.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In problems of statistical inference, Bayes’ theorem com-
bines the prior information π(θ ) on the parameters θ ∈Rn

of a physical model with the likelihood L(y|θ ) as the distri-
bution of the data points y for a given parameter choice θ
to the posterior distribution p(θ |y)

p(θ |y) =
L(y|θ )π(θ )

p(y)
(1)

with the Bayesian evidence p(y) given as the normalisation
of p(θ |y)

p(y) =
∫

dnθ L(y|θ )π(θ ). (2)

At this instance, one must highlight the fact that use of the
integration measure

∫
dnθ is only justifiable for a flat, Eu-

clidean parameter space with Cartesian coordinates. How-
ever, there is no need for us to make any such strong as-
sumption about the geometry of parameter space. In order
to consistently define an invariant volume form dµ(θ ), we
turn to the field of information geometry.

In this work, we limit ourselves to likelihoods from the
so-called exponential family, i.e. the set of probability distri-
butions (Amari 2016)

Pe = {pθ (y) | pθ (y) = exp
�

θi y i + k(y)−ψ(θ )
�

}θ∈Θ , (3)

with k(y) a function of the data y, ψ(θ) ensuring the nor-
malization and Θ the parameter space (here Rn).

⋄ kuntz@stud.uni-heidelberg.de
♯ bjoern.malte.schaefer@uni-heidelberg.de

Importantly, information geometry tells us that parametric
families of probability distributions, such as the exponential
family Pe, constitute so-called statistical manifolds, whose
metric tensor is precisely the Fisher information F , as defined
by the likelihood (Amari 2016; Nielsen 2020, 2022),

Fµν(θ ) = 〈∂µ lnL(y|θ )∂ν lnL(y|θ )〉y∼L . (4)

Information geometry further establishes the so-called
Jeffreys’ prior π(θ) ∼

p
det F , with F the Fisher informa-

tion, which gives the unique invariant volume form,

dµ(θ ) := dnθ
p

det F , (5)

of a Riemannian statistical manifold, whose metric is F
(Jeffreys 1948; Amari 2016). Based on the appearance of
the likelihood’s Fisher information F in π(θ )∼

p
det F , we

deem it appropriate to refer to
p

det F as Jeffreys’ covolume,
rather than Jeffrey’s prior. The volume form in Equation 5
is invariant under coordinate changes, i.e. under reparame-
terisations of the statistical model. It correctly reflects the
underlying geometry of the parameter space for the family
Pe (Jeffreys 1946).

The structure of Bayes’ theorem, with an integral in the
denominator and the integrand in the numerator, suggests
the definition of a partition function (or Bayes partition func-
tion) of statistical inference and information theory (Röver
et al. 2022),

Z[T, J] =
∫

dµ(θ ) [L(y|θ )π(θ ) exp(Jνθ
ν)]1/T . (6)

Clearly, Equation 6 is an extension of the Bayes evidence,
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modified by the so-called “sources” J ∈ Rn, as well as a
control parameter T in analogy to temperature in statistical
physics. This T is in line with the notion of temperature
proposed in mathematical optimisation methods, such as
simulated annealing (Kirkpatrick et al. 1983). For a likeli-
hood L(y|θ) ∈ Pe together with a prior π(θ)∼ exp(ϕ(θ))
one finds

Z[T, J] =

∫

dµ(θ ) exp
�

−
1
T
(Φ(θ )− Jαθ

α)
�

, (7)

allowing to view Φ(θ) := χ2(y|θ)/2+ϕ(θ) as a potential
over parameter space. Here, χ2(y|θ ) includes the statistical
model, the data, as well as the data covariance, whilst the
function ϕ(θ) incorporates the prior belief (Röver et al.
2022). Indeed, Markov chain Monte Carlo methods, as
introduced to cosmology by Lewis and Bridle (2002), first
recognized the sampler distribution in parameter space as
one microscopic realisation of a system subject to Φ.

In this picture, an information theoretical partition func-
tion as given in Equation 7 governs an ensemble of samplers
in the same way that a statistical physics partition would
a physical ensemble, completing the correspondence be-
tween statistical sampling in inference and their mechanical
analogues. Indeed, the Bayes partition marginalises the mi-
croscopic realisations of the system, which are subject to
randomness, to access its macroscopic features. Only those
features at the macroscopic level, e.g. the moments of the
posterior distribution, are relevant for inference.

We consider this great structural similarity to be an
articulation of a result by Jaynes (1957), who clarifies
that thermodynamics is in essence a theory of information:
Inverting Jayne’s realisation suggests that statistical
mechanics and thermodynamics can be used as tools in
information-theoretical problems. Importantly, Equation 7
recovers the Bayesian evidence p(y) for T = 1 and
J = 0. Differentiation of the cumulant generating function
(+T ln Z[T, J]) with respect to Jα gives the cumulants of the
posterior distribution p(θ |y), making them easily accessible
at any order (Röver et al. 2022). Notably, the source
terms Jα, which appear alongside an inverse temperature
scaling, receive a mechanical intuition when a physics
perspective is adopted by way of the potential Φ(θ ). In this,
Jα appears as an additional control variable alongside T
which naively introduces a shift to the potential Φ(θ) in
parameter space, thus causing a non-trivial alteration of the
sampler configuration in parameter space. Accordingly, we
refer to ΦJ (θ ) := Φ(θ )− Jαθ

α as the shifted potential.

To begin with, Sect. 2 presents a continuous parametriza-
tion of a Bayes update, in order to continuously quantify
the intermediate stages of a belief update. In this, a variant
of the Jarzynski equality for transitions between equilib-
rium ensembles under expenditure of mechanical work is
transferred to statistical inference. Subsequently, Sect. 3
furthers the transfer of concepts from thermodynamics to
information theory by arranging the structure of Bayesian
inference in parallel to that of thermodynamics. After this,
Sect. 4 considers statistical inference processes against the
backdrop of the first law of thermodynamics. Sect. 5 gener-
alizes this approach to a setting where the sampler number
N can vary. Besides, Sect. 6 seeks to generalise the link
between relative entropies and partitions in information
theory. Finally, Sect. 7 presents the concept of an effective

dimension as a temperature-dependent measure of system
complexity. Sect. 8 illustrates the thermodynamic viewpoint
using an inference problem from cosmology (placing joint
constraints on the matter density Ωm, and the dark energy
equation of state parameter w0). Sect. 9 summarizes our
results.

Throughout the paper, we use the summation convention.
For parameter tuples θ ∈Rn and data tuples y ∈Rm as vec-
tors with contravariant indices; Greek indices are reserved
for quantities in parameter space (θα), while Latin indices
denote objects in data space (y i).

2. PARAMETRIC TRANSITION FROM PRIOR TO POSTERIOR

We begin by viewing a Bayes update in analogy to a con-
tinuous transition between two equilibrium ensembles in
thermodynamics. To achieve this, a control parameter λ is
introduced to the Bayes-partition (setting J = 0),

Zλ[T] =
∫

dµ(θ ) [L(y|θ )λπ(θ )] 1
T . (8)

For conciseness of notation, we adopt the shorthand
L(y|θ)λπ(θ) → Lλπ in this section. Effectively, λ is an
additional state variable which governs the influence of the
data on the inference process.

At the same time, Equation 8 allows to quantify the rate
of change in Shannon’s information entropy S with progress-
ing inference (λ : 0→ 1). Effectively, λ describes how the
conversion from prior π to posterior belief occurs through
the influence of the likelihood L at fixed T, J . In thermody-
namics, the information entropy S directly follows from the
partition function Z via S(T, (. . . )) = ∂T (T ln Z[T, (. . . )]).
Here, (. . . ) indicates other control variables, which are not
specified further at this point.

In the information theoretic case at hand, the information
entropy S is derived from Z analogously, leading to

Sλ(T ) = ln Zλ[T]− (T Zλ[T])
−1
∫

dµ(θ )
�

Lλπ
�1/T

ln
�

Lλπ
�

,
(9)

where the total entropy difference ∆Sπ→λ between prior
and the “intermediate distribution” Lλπ at stage λ ̸= 0 of
the inference progression can be written as

∆Sπ→λ(T ) := Sπ(T )− Sλ(T ) (10)

= ln
∫

dµ(θ ) (π1/T/Zλ[T])+

+ (T Zλ[T])
−1
∫

dµ(θ )
�

Lλπ
�1/T

ln
�

Lλπ
�

−
�

T
∫

dµ(θ )π1/T
�−1 ∫

dµ(θ )π1/T lnπ .
(11)

Intuitively, this way of introducing λ signifies a weighting
of the inverse data covariance C . This is made plain for a
λ-scaled exponential likelihood,

Lλ ∼ exp
�

−
1
2

�

y i − y i
model

�

λCi j

�

y j − y j
model

�

�

. (12)

In the most illustrative case of uncorrelated data,
Ci j = 0 ∀i ̸= j and Cii = (σiσi)−1, λ acts as a weighting
for the data variance. Here, the case of λ= 0 (i.e. only the
prior is known) corresponds to

(σi
eσ

j
e)
−1 := λ(σiσ j)−1 = 0 ↔ σi

eσ
j
e =∞ (13)
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before measurement. Not having measured the data yet is
equivalent to having infinite effective uncertainty (σi

eσ
j
e)
−1

in the data. Likewise, for λ= 1, the effective uncertainties
coincide with the actual uncertainties of the data set, i,e,
σi

eσ
j
e = σ

iσ j . In conclusion, λ interpolates between con-
straining data with lower experimental errors (λ= 1) and
uninformative data with effectivelty infinite experimental
errors (λ = 0). Choosing a λ-scaled variant of Equation 7
at J = 0, i.e.

Zλ[T] =

∫

dµ(θ ) exp
�

−
1
T

�

λ(χ2/2) +ϕ(θ )
�

�

(14)

with a prior π(θ )∼ exp(−ϕ(θ )), one finds

dS
�

�T=1
J=0
=
�

∂ S
∂ λ

�

dλ=
�

−λVar(χ2)−Cov(χ2,ϕ)
�

dλ ,

(15)

with dS the rate of change of uncertainty while incorporating
new information. This allows for two important observa-
tions: Firstly, the uncertainty strictly decreases as inference
progresses, and secondly, the rate of information gain with
inference depends on the variance of the likelihood’s poten-
tial Var(χ2) and the covariance between the likelihood and
prior potentials Cov(χ2,ϕ0).

At this point, the relative entropy, (the Kullback-Leibler
(KL) divergence) between prior and posterior is discussed as
a function of λ. The KL-divergence between two probability
distributions p, q over parameter space,

DK L[p(θ ) , q(θ )] =

∫

dµ(θ ) p(θ ) ln
�

p(θ )
q(θ )

�

, (16)

is an oriented measure of their relative information entropy
(Nielsen 2022). One finds

DK L[p(θ ,λ|y), π(θ )] = p(y)−1
∫

dµ(θ )Lλπ lnLλ − ln p(y) .
(17)

This is in accordance with expectations, since the limiting
cases are

DK L[p(θ ,λ|y), π(θ )]
λ→0
−→ 0 (18)

i.e. the prior coincides with the intermediate distribution
when no measurement has been taken yet. For λ→ 1, i.e.
completion of a full update step, the KL-divergence between
posterior and prior

DK L[p(θ ,λ|y), π(θ )]
λ→1
−→
∫

dµ(θ ) p(θ |y) ln
�

p(θ |y)
π(θ )

�

(19)
is recovered. This is also referred to as the surprise statistic
(Schosser et al. 2024a). Here, (dDK L/dλ) is the rate of in-
formation increase with progressing inference, which could
be useful in experimental design.

2.1. Jarzynski equality
Following Jarzynski (1997), the average work W ex-

pended in a infinitely fast switching between two equilib-
rium states of a thermodynamic ensemble is given by

〈e−W/T 〉0 = e−∆G/T , (20)

with 〈·〉0 the equilibrium average at λ = 0, and G the Gibbs
free energy (see also Crooks 1998). Importantly, Equa-
tion 20 assumes that the transition occurs through a series

of equilibrium states. For λ : 0→ 1, W corresponds to the
average “work” required for a full inference step. The in-
formation theoretic analogue of the potential G is given by
G(T,λ) = −T ln Zλ[T,λ]. For a detailed discussion of this
identification, the reader is referred to Sect. 3. With this
choice, we find

∆G(T,λ) = G(T,λ)− G(T, 0) (21)
= −T ln Zλ[T] + T ln Z0[T] (22)

= T ln

∫

K dµ(θ )π1/T

∫

K dµ(θ ) (Lλπ)1/T
, (23)

with J = 0. For a parameter domain K ⊆Rn, Equation 20
leads to
∫

K dµ(θ )
�

π e−W
�1/T

∫

K dµ(θ )π1/T
=

∫

K dµ(θ )
�

Lλπ
�1/T

∫

K dµ(θ )π1/T
, (24)

which ultimately results in

e−W = Lλ ↔ W = −λ lnL= λ χ
2

2
, (25)

since the equality of the integrals in Equation 24 holds for
any domain of integration K . Equation 25 is highly intuitive
and consistent with Dahlsten et al. (2011): The amount of
“work” W expended in inference equals the effective poten-
tial energy contributed by the likelihood at the intermediate
stage λ of the update. In that sense, the work performed
to update a parameter space ensemble in light of new data
depends on the data itself as well as the model choice via
the likelihood.

The illustrative role played by the analogue of mechanical
work W in statistical inference (Equation 25) motivates
Sect. 3, which aims to transfer thermodynamical concepts
to information theory.

3. THERMODYNAMIC PERSPECTIVE ON BAYES PARTITIONS

The Guggenheim scheme (on the left side of Figure 1)
is commonly used to organize (extensive and intensive)
thermodynamic quantities, so as to visualise their relations,
e.g. Maxwell’s relations. At fixed particle number N , Fig-
ure 1 shows the extensive internal energy U(S, V, N), which
is a function of the thermodynamic entropy S, as well as
the physical volume V , which are both extensive quantities.
The respective opposing corners of the Guggenheim scheme
give the conjugate intensive quantities of S and V , namely
the temperature T and the pressure p, respectively. Those
intensive state variables define the Gibbs free energy G (to-
gether with the extensive particle number N) via a Legendre
transformation. Moreover, the Guggenheim scheme on the
left side of Figure 1 includes the Helmholtz free energy
F(T, V, N) as well as the Gibbs enthalpy H(S, p, N).

At this point, the structural counterparts of information
theoretical quantities in thermodynamics must be identified.
One way to do this is to locate the controlled parameters
of sampler ensembles in a scheme akin to Figure 1. This is
done using the concept of homogeneity in thermodynamics.

As of now, we limit ourselves to a Gaussian likelihood

L(y|θ )∼ exp
�

−
1

2T
Fµνθ

µθν
�

, (26)

governing a sampler ensemble in parameter space with a
parabolic log-likelihood∝ Fµνθ

µθν. The Bayes partition
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(see Equation 6) further entails source terms Jα, as well as
a prior, which we chose to be uninformative, e.g. π(θ) ∼
const.

Note that the covolume
p

det F doubles as a diagnostic
tool for the degeneracy of an inference problem as the fol-
lowing example demonstrates: Röver et al. (2022) derive
the Fisher information of a linear model y i = Ai

µθ
µ (i.e. a

Gaussian likelihood) as

Fµν = Ci jA
i
µAj

ν, (27)

where Ci j is the covariance matrix of the N datapoints. Com-
putation of its determinant is straightforward,

det F = ϵµ1...µn Ci1 j1A
i1

1Aj1
µ1

. . . Cin jn Ain
nAjn

µn
, (28)

with ϵµ1...µn the totally antisymmetric Levi-Civita symbol in
n dimensions. For a non-vanishing determinant, the values
of the j’s must be pairwise distinct

in some terms of the sum. In all others, there would be at
least one pair of Aj

µ’s with equal j’s, which would yield zero
when contracted with the antisymmetric Levi-Civita symbol.

However, for an underconstrained model, i.e. if there are
fewer data points than model parameters, N < n, the j’s can-
not be chosen in a pairwise-distinct way in any of the sum’s
terms. Thus, det F must vanish for an underconstrained
model. This result is intuitive since a vanishing covolume
signifies that the N datapoints at hand are not sufficient two
distinguish between different choices of the n parameters.

The partition function for a Gaussian likelihood governing
a single sampler in parameter space can be written as

Z[T, J] =

∫

dµ(θ )exp
�

−
1

2T
Fµνθ

µθν +
1
T

Jαθ
α

�

=
Æ

(2πT )n exp
�

+
1

2T
Fαβ JαJβ

�

, (29)

using the analytic solution of a Gaussian integral. The con-
struction of a conventional thermodynamic system requires
its extensive variables to be related via a consistent fun-
damental relation. Importantly, the Gibbs-Duhem relation
forbids any thermodynamic potential that only depends on
intensive state variables, as information about quantities
like total energy would otherwise be inaccessible. Intu-
itively, extensive variables scale with system size. However,
for applications in pure statistics, concepts such as system
size, extensivity and intensivity of state variables require a
case-by-case definition. Therefore, after selecting extensive
variables, we must check that their interplay is consistent.

In an inference setting, the quantities T and Jα function
as external control variables. Their influence on the poten-
tial and the likelihood is depicted schematically in Figure 2.
While T effectively scales the covariance and thus the width
of the Gaussian, Jα induces a shift in the governing poten-
tial. We do not expect Jα to scale with what we choose to
see as the system size (the extent of the sampler ensemble
in parameter space). Thus, Jα is chosen to be a candidate
for an intensive quantity. Naturally, the information theo-
retic variants of U , S, N are viewed as extensive variables.
Importantly, first-order homogeneity of the fundamental re-
lation necessitates another identification: n= dimΘ (with
Θ the parameter space) is selected as an extensive variable,
changes of which will be ignored (set dn= 0 always) in all
standard inference settings.

From a statistical point of view, changes in n would signify
a different number of parameters and are thus related to
the problem of model selection as discussed in Schosser
et al. (2024b). For a thermodynamic viewpoint, n will turn
out to mimic the notion of degrees of freedom (DOF) in
physics. Furthermore, it will be shown that the information
entropy, which is a measure of system complexity, scales
with n, suggesting its extensive character. In fact, the link
between n and system complexity will be the basis of the
effective dimension presented in Sect. 7. Now, we must
check first-order homogeneity of the fundamental relation
in all extensive quantities.

With these choices in place, the potential G(T, Jα, n) :=
−T ln Z[T, Jα, n] (for one sampler) parallels the structure of
the Gibbs free energy G(T, p, N) = −T ln Z[T, p, N],

G(T, p, N) = U − TS + pV (+µN) , (30)
dG(T, p, N) = −SdT + Vdp (+µdN) . (31)

Now, the conjugate quantities of all thermodynamic-like
variables must be derived. The conjugate quantity of J
follows as

∂Jα (−T ln Z[T, J , N = 1, n]) = −Fαβ Jβ . (32)

Accordingly, the conjugate quantity of n, namely η :=
(T/2) ln(2πT), is clearly intensive. Now, we make use of
the following shorthand notation

Jα=̂ J , JαJβ =̂ JJ , Fµν=̂ F, Fµν=̂ F−1, (33)

for simplicity. The formulation of all results in index notation
is straightforward. Setting dn= 0, dN = 0 (and µ= 0) in
the following, one ultimately finds

G(T, J , n) = U − TS −
1
2

F−1JJ − nη (34)

dG = −SdT −
1
2

F−1d(JJ) . (35)

By looking at (30), one can directly perform the intensity
extensivity check: since the two thermodynamic potentials
G and U are both extensive, the other terms must contain
one intensive and one extensive variable each (as in the
definition of the thermodynamic Gibbs free energy). This
confirms that JJ can structurally assume the role of an in-
tensive state variable. The converse argument shows that
F−1 can indeed be extensive. On the basis of these findings,
we make an adjustment to the selected variables. Given that
the parameter covariance F−1 characterizes the extent of a
region in Θ where samples lie (unlike a volume, this does
not impose rigid boundaries), its extensivity seems to be
favorable. Consequently, we discuss F−1d(JJ)(= 2F−1JdJ)
rather than F−1JdJ . Now, it is structurally well-justified
(omitting the n- and N -direction of the diagram) to build an
information theoretic Guggenheim scheme for a Gaussian
likelihood, as given in Figure 1.

3.1. Derived quantities from Bayes partitions
Within this framework, Equation 6 is employed to derive

counterparts of thermodynamic quantities. In the following,
the expectation value of a random variable X is understood
to be

〈X 〉= Z[T, Jα]
−1

∫

dµ X exp
�

−
1
T
(Φ(θ )− Jαθ

α)
�

. (36)
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−S U(S, V ) V

H(S, p) F(T, V )

−p G(T, p) T

−S U(S, F−1) F−1

H(S, JJ) F(T, F−1)

1
2 JJ G(T, JJ) T

Figure 1. The Guggenheim scheme of standard thermodynamics (at fixed
N), on the left, and one possibility to construct the analogous Guggenheim
scheme of information theory for a Gaussian likelihood (at fixed n and N),
on the right. Intensive variables in blue, extensive variables in red.

−2 0 2
θ

−0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

Φ
(θ

)
−
J
θ,
L(
y
|θ)

1
T = 1, J = 0

1
T = 2, J = 1

Figure 2. Schematic changes of a univariate Gaussian (shaded region)
and its corresponding potential (solid line), as given in equation (29), with
different values of T and J . For simplicity, F = 1 is fixed.

In a Gibbs ensemble, the internal energy U , the enthalpy
H and the entropy S of the parameter space configuration
follow from the partition Z[T, p] := Z[T, p, N = 1] as

H(S, p) = U + pV = T 2∂T lnZ[T, p] (37)

U(S, V ) = T 2∂T lnZ[T, p]− pV , (38)
S(T, p) = ∂T (T ln Z[T, p]), . (39)

Analogously, for the previous identifications, we find (with
Z[T, J] := Z[T, J , n= const, N = 1]),

H(S, J) = T 2∂T lnZ[T, J] (40)

U(S, F−1) = T 2∂T lnZ[T, J] +
1
2

F−1JJ , (41)

S(T, J) = ∂T (T ln Z[T, J]) . (42)

The result for the enthalpy H in Equation 40 coin-
cides with the expectation value of the shifted potential
〈ΦJ 〉= T 2∂T lnZ[T, J , N], which follows directly using Equa-

tion 7. Employing Equation 29, we find

H = T 2∂T ln Z[T, J] =
nT
2
−

1
2

F−1JJ , (43)

U = T 2∂T ln Z[T, J] +
1
2

F−1JJ =
nT
2

, (44)

S = ln Z[T, J] + T∂T ln Z =
n
2
(ln 2πT + 1) . (45)

Clearly, the fact that S ∼ n× h(T ) (with h some function
only dependent on the intensive T) confirms the extensivity
of n in the information theoretical complex displayed in
Figure 1. Interestingly, the result for U in Equation 44 is
reminiscent of the internal energy U = f kB T/2 of a one-
particle system in thermal equilibrium (with f the number
of translational DOFs and kB the Boltzmann constant). For
J → 0 : H → 〈Φ〉= (nT/2) (= U).

The total differentials of S, H and U for Equation 29 turn
out to be

dH =
�

∂ H
∂ S

�

JJ
dS +
�

∂ H
∂ (JJ)

�

S
d(JJ) (46)

=
n
2

dT −
1
2

F−1 d(JJ) (47)

dU =
�

∂ U
∂ T

�

F−1
dT +
�

∂ U
∂ F−1

�

T
dF−1 =

n
2

. (48)

dS =
�

∂ S
∂ T

�

JJ
dT +
�

∂ S
∂ (JJ)

�

T
d(JJ) =

n
2T

dT . (49)

Changes in H and S with respect to temperature
changes scale with the variance of the (shifted) potential
Var(ΦJ )Gauss (= Var(Φ)Gauss), which is defined by the param-
eter space dimension n (as well as T) in the Gaussian case,
i.e.

Var(ΦJ )Gauss =
nT 2

2
(= Var(Φ)Gauss) . (50)

This is in line with expectations, as temperature changes
modify the size of confidence regions in parameter space
by altering the width of the governing potential. This con-
cept is used to increase sampling efficiency in methods such
as simulated annealing by accelerating the convergence of
samplers into the parameter space potential’s minima (Kirk-
patrick et al. 1983). Moreover, the exclusive appearance of
〈θ 〉 in the derivatives with respect to J alludes to the ability
of the "shift" in ΦJ to relocate the maximum of the posterior
in parameter space.

Use of Equation 48 yields the caloric equation of state
analogue,

dU =
�

∂ U
∂ T

�

Fαβ ,J
dT =

n
2

dT . (51)

At this instance, the statistics equivalent of a thermodynamic
heat capacity is inspected. In physics, the heat capacity
at constant pressure or volume (Cp and CV , respectively)
measures the amount of thermal energy δQ necessary to
foster a certain temperature change dT of the system. In
thermodynamics, one defines

Cp :=
�

∂ H
∂ T

�

p
and CV :=
�

∂ U
∂ T

�

V
. (52)

For an ensemble of samplers subject to a likelihood as given
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in Equation 26, the resulting heat capacity,

CJJ = CF−1 =
n
2

, (53)

is once again reminiscent of the scaling of Cp with the num-
ber of internal DOFs f of a monoatomic gas. Most im-
portantly, Cp and CV are always extensive. Consequently,
Equation 53 confirms the previous assumption of n being
extensive in this structure.

Lastly, please note that the generalization of these results
to a non-Gaussian setting is highly non-trivial. In particular,
the identification of conjugate variables can only ever be
possible when there is a close form expression for derivatives
of Equation 6.

4. REVERSIBLE PROCESSES IN STATISTICAL INFERENCE

The thermodynamic perspective on statistical inference
motivates the interpretation of Bayes-updates in analogy to
thermodynamic processes. The first law of thermodynamics
dU = δW +δQ describes the change in a system’s internal
energy U as the sum of contributions from work/mechanical
energy δW as well as heat transfer/thermal energy δQ. Of
course, in an information theoretic picture, any physics anal-
ogy has limitations: We note that in the statistics setting
at hand, the enthalpy-analogue H (see Equation 43) struc-
turally assumes the role that is played by the internal energy
U in a canonical thermodynamic ensemble. Based on this,
this section discusses the splitting of dH in information the-
oretic variants of work δW and heat δQ, respectively. The
anatomy presented in Figure 1 is employed, keeping in mind
that the Bayes partition in Equation 29 is representative of
a Gibbs-like ensemble governed by a quadratic potential.
Once again, the alteration of the sampler configuration in
light of new data is understood in parallel to a transition
between two states of a thermodynamic system. These ob-
servations could potentially offer a novel view on different
sampling modes in the context of Markov chain Monte Carlo
methods. However, more extensive investigation is needed
to make this connection plain.

“ADIABATIC” PROCESS
To begin with, it is instructive to discuss the analogue of a

reversible adiabatic process. A process that is both reversible
and adiabatic is called isentropic. In thermodynamics, a
process is called reversible if it can be undone without lasting
change to the environment. Crucially, reversibility does not
imply adiabaticity and vice versa. For an isentropic process
the change in H is constituted solely by the work expended
in the transition, i.e.

dH = dW and δQ = TdS
!
= 0 . (54)

Consider an isentropic process, brought about by a change
dF−1 ≠ 0 with d(JJ) = 0. Evidently, the true (likelihood)
posterior is only recovered when we set J = 0 (before) after
statistical inference. Accordingly, an isochoric transition at
zero potential shift would enforce faithfulness to the true
distributions at every step of the inference process (which
is a stronger constraint than the usual Jinit. = 0 ∧ Jfin. = 0).
For an isentropic process, one finds

dT = −
�

∂ S
∂ T

�−1 � ∂ S
∂ F−1

�

dF−1 . (55)

Combining Equation 54 and Equation 55 results in

dH = dW =

�

�

∂ H
∂ F−1

�

−
�

∂ H
∂ T

��

∂ S
∂ T

�−1 � ∂ S
∂ F−1

�

�

dF−1.

(56)
For Equation 43, this turns out to be

dH = dW = −
1
2

F−1d(JJ)(= −F−1JdJ), (57)

whose structure is reminiscent of the thermodynamic canon-
ical result dU = dW = +pdV . Notably, the sign difference
is ultimately due to the different way in which J appears
in the Bayes partition: exp(−Jθ) rather than exp(+pV ) in
thermodynamics.

“ISOTHERMAL” PROCESS
Secondly, a reversible isothermal process (dT = 0, dF−1 ̸=

0, d(JJ) ̸= 0) is discussed. Similarly, in thermodynamics,
such a process articulates as a change in both p and V .
From a Bayesian point of view, any inference process only
results in the true posterior when T = 1 is restored or fixed
throughout sampling. For a reversible process, the 2nd
law of thermodynamics implies that δQ = TdS. For the
reversible isothermal case one finds

dH
rev.
= TdS +δW (58)

(dT=0)
= T
��

∂ S
∂ F−1

�

T
dF−1 +
�

∂ S
∂ J

�

T
dJ
�

+δW , (59)

which results in

dH = dW = −
�

1
2

F−1 d(JJ) +
1
2

JJdF−1
�

(60)

for a reversible isothermal process in an open system. This
result resembles the internal energy change for an open
canonical system dU = pdV + Vdp in thermodynamics.
Clearly, p and V can both change independently only if
one allows for an open system.

“ISOBARIC” PROCESS
Consider a process occurring under d(JJ) = 0. Then

dH
(dF−1=0)
=
�

∂ H
∂ T

�

JJ ,F−1
dT +
�

∂ H
∂ JJ

�

T,F−1
d(JJ) (61)

= δQ+δW. (62)

This leads to

δQ =
n
2

dT = CJJ dT and (63)

δW = dH −
n
2

dT = 0. (64)

In a thermodynamic Gibbs ensemble, the pressure p struc-
turally takes the role that the volume V has in a canonical
ensemble. Thus, the structure of an "isobaric" process in this
information theoretic Gibbs-like ensemble is comparable to
the structure of the thermodynamic isochoric process in a
canonical ensemble. Such an isochoric process performed
on an ideal gas (a canonical ensemble) is characterized by
a change dU = dQ = CV dT and dW = 0, which evidently
parallels Equation 63 and Equation 64.
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“ISOCHORIC” PROCESS
At this point, the analysis turns to a reversible isochoric

process (dF−1 = 0), where the change in the system’s state
is brought about by dT ̸= 0. In this case,

dH
(dF−1=0)
=
�

∂ H
∂ T

�

JJ ,F−1
dT +
�

∂ H
∂ JJ

�

T,F−1
d(JJ) (65)

= δQ+δW. (66)

Again using reversibility (TdS = δQ), this results in

δQ =
n
2

dT = CJJ dT (= CF−1 dT ) , (67)

δW = dH −
n
2

dT = −
1
2

F−1d(JJ). (68)

Using the same chain of reasoning as for the previous pro-
cess, this result is compared to the structure of an iso-
baric process in a thermodynamic canonical ensemble. In
physics, such a process occurs under δQ = CpdT and
δW = pdV , which matches the shape of the information
theoretic δQ = CF−1 dT, δW = − 1

2 F−1d(JJ).
Recall that according to Jaynes (1957), the laws of ther-

modynamics are actually the laws of information itself and
thus have validity outside of any physics application. This
Section showed that it is possible to construct “information
theoretic processes” in parallel to thermodynamic processes.
Hence, this result is interpreted as a confirmation of (Jaynes
1957).

5. GRAND GIBBS ENSEMBLE

The transfer of the above concepts to a grand ensem-
ble governed by Equation 69, i.e. for dN ̸= 0, is straight-
forward: The joint partition function of N non-interacting
samplers in an n-dimensional parameter space is given by
Z[T, J , N] = Z[T, J , N = 1]N . Instead of controlling the
number of samplers N , it is possible to introduce a chem-
ical potential µ, enabling the definition of the partition
Ξ[T, J ,µ],

Ξ[T, J ,µ] =
∑

N

1
N !

Z[T, J , N = 1]N exp
�

µN
T

�

(69)

= exp
�

exp
�µ

T

�

Z[T, J , N = 1]
�

, (70)

with a Gibbs-factor 1/N !. Effectively, the total number of
samplers N is replaced by µ by way of a Laplace-transform.
Importantly, Herzog et al. (2023) thoroughly discuss the
use of such an ensemble in MCMC sampling. The asso-
ciated potential is defined as Ω(T, J ,µ) = −T lnΞ[T, J ,µ].
Importantly, Herzog et al. (2023) note that

〈N〉= exp
�µ

T

�

Z[T, J , N = 1] . (71)

In accordance with Equation 40 and Equation 39, respec-
tively, the enthalpy and entropy for the grand ensemble
follow as

HG[T, J ,µ] := T 2∂T lnΞ= 〈N〉 (H −µ) , (72)

UG[T, J ,µ] := T 2∂T lnΞ+µN = 〈N〉H , (73)

SG[T, J ,µ] := ∂T (T lnΞ) =
〈N〉
T
(T +H −µ) . (74)

with H := H(N = 1) the one-sampler case. Using Equa-
tion 74, we can write

Ω(T, J ,µ) = HG[T, J ,µ]− TSG[T, J ,µ] (75)
= UG − TSG −µ〈N〉 , (76)

which fulfills the homogeneity constraints for an extensive
sampler number 〈N〉 and an intensive chemical potential
analogue µ. In the Gaussian case (see Equation 29), the
enthalpy and entropy explicitly read

HG[T, J ,µ] := 〈N〉
�

nT
2
−

1
2

F−1JJ −µ
�

, (77)

SG[T, J ,µ] := 〈N〉
�

1+
n
2
−

1
2T

F−1JJ −
µ

T

�

. (78)

In conclusion, the transfer of thermodynamic ideas to infor-
mation theory naturally generalizes to a configuration with
variable sampler number dN ̸= 0.

6. RELATIVE ENTROPIES FROM BAYES PARTITIONS

This section relates Bayes partitions to different concepts
of relative entropy. In this, a temperature dependence of
the likelihood and the prior is chosen1

Z[T, (. . . )] =

∫

dµ(θ )L(y|θ ) 1
T π(θ )

T+1/T
2 . (79)

At T = 1, this expression recovers the Bayes evi-
dence, as given in Equation 2. The information entropy
S(T ) = ∂T (T ln Z[T, (. . . )]) follows as

S(T ) = ln Z[T, (. . . )] + T∂T ln Z[T, (. . . )] (80)

= ln Z +
1
Z

∫

dµ(θ ) L 1
T π

T+1/T
2

��

T −
1
T

�

lnπ
2
−

lnL
T

�

.

(81)

At this point, we set T = 1 and employ Bayes’ theorem,
which leads to

S(T = 1) = ln p(y)−
∫

dµ(θ )
L(y|θ )π(θ )

p(y)
lnL(y|θ )

(82)

= ln p(y)−
∫

dµ(θ ) p(θ |y)
�

ln p(y) + ln
p(θ |y)
π(θ )

�

(83)

=−
∫

dµ(θ ) p(θ |y) ln
p(θ |y)
π(θ )

= −DK L[p(θ |y),π(θ )] .

(84)

Thus, at T = 1, the entropy in Equation 80 coincides with
the surprise statistic mentioned above. It quantifies the
amount of information obtained in an inference process, i.e.
the inherent surprise of the outcome in contrast to the a
priori knowledge.

Aside from the Shannon entropy, consider the class of
Rényi entropies (Rényi 1960; Harremoës 2006),

Sα := −
1

α− 1
ln

∫

dµ(θ ) p(θ |y)α , (85)

1 The precise choice of variables does not influence the arguments in
this Section. Therefore, the brackets (. . . ) are again used to indicate any
other control variables which must not be specified in order to reach the
result of Section 6.
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which are akin to the structure of a thermodynamic poten-
tial such as G(T, (. . . )) := −T ln

∫

dµ(θ ) (p(θ |y)p(y))1/T .
Here, 0 < α <∞ is a parameter (α ̸= 1). Using Bayes’
theorem as well as an exponential likelihood and prior
Lπ∼ exp(−ΦJ (θ )) (see Equation 7), one can write

p(θ |y)T0
= Z[T0, (. . . )]−1 exp

�

−
1
T0
ΦJ (θ )
�

, (86)

for a variable temperature T0. The true posterior is recov-
ered for T0 = 1. It is a well-known fact that the Rényi
entropy recovers the Shannon entropy for α= 1. We wish
to reproduce this result from the viewpoint of Bayes parti-
tions: Substituting Equation 86 into the definition of the
Rényi entropy yields

Sα(T0) =
1

1−α
ln

∫

dµ(θ ) Z[T0, (. . . )]−α exp
�

−
α

T0
ΦJ (θ )
�

.

(87)

Baez (2022) realized that the scaling with α and T0 suggests
the definition of a new temperature as T := (T0/α). With
this definition, Equation 87 leads to

Sα(T0) =
1

1−α

�

ln

∫

dµ(θ ) exp
�

−
α

T0
Φ(θ )
�

−α ln Z[T0]

�

(88)

=
1

1−α
(ln Z [T0/α]−α ln Z[T0]) (89)

=
1

1− T0/T
(ln Z[T]− (T0/T ) ln Z[T0]) (90)

=
G(T )− G(T0)

T − T0
. (91)

Crucially, there exists the so-called “q-derivative” defined as
�

dg
dx

�

q
:=

g(qx)− g(x)
qx − x

, for q ̸= 1 and x ̸= 0 . (92)

Applying this to the above result yields

Sα(T0 = 1) =
G(T0/α)− G(T0)

1/α− 1
=
�

∂ G
∂ T

�

1/α

�

�

�

T0=1
. (93)

Use of l’Hôpital’s rule shows that in the limit of α→ 1, the
q-derivative becomes (∂x g)q=1 = (∂x g). In this limit, Equa-
tion 93 coincides with Shannon’s information entropy S.

In summary, use of the q-derivative allows to write the
more general Rényi entropy as a partial derivative of the
Bayes partition’s generating function G = − ln Z[T, (. . . )].
Furthermore, this result recovers Shannon’s entropy in the
limit of α → 1, as expected (see also van Erven and Har-
remoës (2014); Baez and Fritz (2014)).

7. EFFECTIVE DIMENSIONALITY AND MODEL COMPLEXITY

Röver et al. (2022) showed that for an n-dimensional
Gaussian distribution, the number of parameters n = dimΘ
follows from
�

�∂β ln ZG

�

�

β=1 =
�

�∂ 2
β ln ZG

�

�

β=1 =
n
2

, (94)

where we use the inverse temperature β := 1/T for nota-
tional simplicity. In light of the internal energy U = (nT/2)
given in Equation 44, this result appears quite intuitive. A

system governed by the entropy-maximising distribution2

assumes its minimum energy U , which is

Umin

�

�

S max.↔ p=Gauss(β = 1, J = 0) =
n
2

, (95)

at T = 1 = β . In this case, U is solely defined by the number
of parameters n. This result seems to parallel an exemplary
thermodynamic system such as an ideal gas, whose internal
energy scales with the number of DOFs of the gas, recovering
equipartition. Crucially, for a non-Gaussian distribution,
the first and second derivatives in Equation 94 no longer
coincide.

This discrepancy is in accordance with an information
geometric observation: a Gaussian family’s statistical man-
ifold has trivial, flat geometry3. Due to its flatness, this
manifold (and thus the structure of its statistical model) can
be communicated fully by one scalar n. The introduction
of non-Gaussianities prompts the appearance of non-trivial
geometric invariants, such as scalar curvature (Giesel et al.
2021). Therefore, the above discrepancy suggests that the
scalar produced in Equation 94 is a diagnostic tool which en-
tails more information about the statistical model (manifold)
than just its dimension n.

These observations motivate the definition of an ef-
fective dimension neff as a measure of deviations from
the (most random, thus entropy maximising) distribu-
tion. To do this, consider β ̸= 1 and once again
ZG[β , J] =
p

(2π/β)n exp
�

+β2 F−1JJ
�

. Equation 53 gives
the heat capacity analogue for a Gaussian distribution as

CGaussian := β2∂ 2
β ln ZG

�

�

J=0 =
n
2

. (96)

Schosser et al. (2024b) show that the specific heat C is
strictly positive for Bayes partitions, which is a consequence
of an inequality for logarithmic averages. This is a desirable
feature for neff, as it is intended to mimic a dimension. Given
this result, it seems appropriate to define

neff := 2 Cnon-Gaussian > 0 , (97)

which is strictly positive and possibly temperature-
dependent. It is expected that neff ≤ n, since the complexity
of a sampler configuration is reduced as the appearance of
higher-order cumulants marks the onset of a non-Gaussian
posterior.

To inspect this, neff is derived for a weakly non-Gaussian
partition function with

−β
χ2

2
= −

β

2
Fαβθ

αθβ − β
N
∑

k=3

1
k!

Cµ1...µk
θµ1 . . .θµk . (98)

Following the treatment in Röver et al. (2022), we use

Z =
∫

dµ(θ ) exp

�

−β
χ2

2
+ βJαθ

α

�

≊ ZG ZNG , (99)

2 A Gaussian for the distributions over R at fixed variance. We employ
the Gaussian given in Equation 26.

3 In the standard KL-divergence-induced Riemannian geometry with the
metric connection (the Levi-Civita connection) (Amari 2016; Giesel et al.
2021).
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With ZG given by Equation 29 and

ZNG =
�

1− β
∑

k=3

1
k!

Cµ1...µk
exp
�

−
β

2
Fαβ JαJβ

�

×
∂ k

∂ Jµ1
. . .∂ Jµk

exp
�

β

2
Fαβ JαJβ

��

.

(100)

Equation 97 and Equation 99 lead to

neff = 2 β2∂ 2
β ln ZG

�

�

J=0 + 2 β2∂ 2
β ln ZNG

�

�

J=0 , (101)

which allows to write down the discrepancy ∆n := n− neff,
i.e.

∆n= 2β2
∑

k=4
k even

Cµ1...µk

1
k!

�

2∂β + β∂
2
β

�∑

π∈P
β k/2
∏

s∈π
|s|=2

∏

i, j∈s

Fµiµ j

(102)

=
∑

k=4
k even

Cµ1...µk

(k+ 2)
2(k− 1)!

β k/2+1
∑

π∈P

∏

s∈π
|s|=2

∏

i, j∈s

Fµiµ j .

(103)

Notably,∆n is positive for Cµ1...µk
> 0 denoting higher-order,

non-Gaussian cumulants. For ∆C := CGauss − Cnon-Gauss, we
find

∆C =
1
4

∑

k=4
k even

Cµ1...µk

(k+ 2)
(k− 1)!

β k/2+1
∑

π∈P

∏

s∈π
|s|=2

∏

i, j∈s

Fµiµ j .

(104)
In this way, a difference ∆C in the analogue of the thermo-
dynamic heat capacity can be linked to the appearance of
non-Gaussian features of the posterior. From a technical
viewpoint, note that only non-Gaussianities of even order
contribute to neff in Equation 103, as indicated in the sum-
mation. This is a relic of the approximation used to solve
the integral ZNG before imposing J = 0 in neff. Physically,
one could argue that in a purely parabolic potential de-
scribed by the Fisher-matrix Fµν, every degree of freedom
would carry equal amounts of thermal energy, as required
by equipartition, irrespective of affine transformations that
would reshape the potential Fµνθ

µθν. As such, the dimen-
sion n carries information about the number of degrees of
freedom, which effectively reduces to neff smaller than n in
the non-Gaussian case.

Lastly, it is worthwhile to examine the temperature scaling
of the absolute difference |∆n|: for a non-Gaussianity of
k-th order, one finds

|∆n|= |n− neff| ∼ T−k/2−1 (k > 3) . (105)

This is illustrated in Figure 3, where the magnitude of
|n−neff| decreases with increasing temperature T . This scal-
ing behaviour may be due to the fact that for very high T , the
samplers are extremely mobile and swirl around in parame-
ter space with little sensitivity to the underlying potential.
Being entropy-maximising by nature, this freedom will allow
the system to gradually approach the most uninformative
distribution possible, i.e. a Gaussian, effectively wiping out
the difference between neff and n. Conversely, cooling or
annealing to low T forces the samplers to assemble close
to minima of the potential, such that their distribution is
indicative of the potential landscape. As a consequence, the

0 2 4 6 8 10
T

10−10

10−8

10−6

10−4

10−2

100

102

T
−
k
/2
−

1
(k

+
2)
/(
k
−

1)
!

k = 4

k = 6

k = 8

k = 10

T = 1

Figure 3. Decrease of |n − neff| with temperature T and even order of
non-Gaussianity k. Here, the scaling is T−k/2−1 (k+2)

(k−1)! .

differences between Gaussian and non-Gaussian landscapes
become very pronounced at low T .

Additionally, Figure 3 shows that the higher the or-
der of the non-Gaussianity, the more quickly the differ-
ence between n and neff vanishes. Accordingly, turning
up T increases the gaps between different orders of non-
Gaussianities. Thus, “heating” allows to effectively limit the
problem to the dominant, lowest-order non-Gaussianities,
whilst “cooling” evens out the weighting of the different
orders, permitting higher-orders to also contribute signifi-
cantly.

8. COSMOLOGY APPLICATION

Finally, the partition function defined in Equation 6 and
its derived formalism are applied to the distance-redshift
relation of supernovae of type Ia from data compiled by Riess
et al. (1998); Goobar and Leibundgut (2011). This data
is used to constrain the matter density Ωm and equation of
state parameter w0 of dark energy, and its likelihood allows
to derive partition functions and information entropies (see
Equation 42).

The distance modulus µ is defined as the difference be-
tween the apparent magnitude m and the absolute magni-
tude M at a certain scale factor a,

µ= m−M = 5 log10(dL(a)) + 10 , (106)

with dL(a) the luminosity distance defined as

dL(a) =
c
a

∫ 1

a

da′
1

a′2 H(a′)
. (107)

This distance measure depends on the scale factor a as well
as the Hubble function H(a), which is given by

H(a) := H−2
0

�

Ωm a−3 + (1−Ωm) a−3(1+w0)
�

. (108)

In this application, the Hubble constant is fixed to H0 =
70 km/s/Mpc and a spatially flat spacetime is assumed. With
these choices, the integral in Equation 107 has a closed-
form solution involving the hypergeometric functions (see
Arutjunjan et al. 2022; Röver et al. 2022). We use the
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Figure 4. The Supernova posterior distribution of the matter density Ωm
and dark energy equation of state parameter w0. The 2σ-contour of the
Gaussian approximation deviates from the true sampled posterior (blue).

Union2.1 data set (Suzuki et al. 2012; Kowalski et al. 2008;
Amanullah et al. 2010) which includes SNIa distance moduli
measurements at 580 redshifts. The likelihood is defined as-
suming Gaussian errors σi and independent measurements
for simplicity,

L(y | Ωm, w0)∝ exp

�

−
1
2

∑

i

�

µi −µ(ai |Ωm, w0)
σi

�2
�

.

(109)
A uniform prior is chosen. In a next step, posterior samples
are obtained using the emcee package (Foreman-Mackey
et al. 2013). The resulting non-Gaussian posterior as well
as a Gaussian approximation are shown in Figure 4.

Figure 5 shows the partition as a function of temperature.
For T = 1, the Bayesian evidence can be recovered from the
partition function. Using Bayes’ theorem, one can write the
partition function as

Z[T] = p(y)1/T
∫

dµ(θ ) p(θ |y)1/T . (110)

The evidence is derived numerically using the
PyMultiNest package (Buchner et al. 2014; Feroz
et al. 2009) which takes the likelihood L(y|θ) and prior
π(θ) as inputs. Since the Gaussian approximation shown
in Figure 4 is really an approximation of the posterior
samples, its likelihood is not easily accessible. Therefore,
the evidence for the Gaussian approximation could not be
calculated analytically by means of a density estimate of
the posterior probability.

Importantly, Figure 5 shows that the partition function
diverges rapidly for small temperature values which stems
from the exponent 1/T of the evidence p(y) in Equation 110.
For high temperatures, conversely, this dependence results
in the convergence of Z[T] to a value near zero. In this
limit, the evidence becomes approximately one, whilst the
integral of the posterior scaled by the inverse temperature
tends to the volume of the parameter space. Starting with
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Figure 5. The generating function/ potential ln Z[T] of the Supernova
posterior is given as a function of temperature. The value for T = 1 is
marked by a vertical line, indicating the value of ln Z[T ] with the Bayesian
evidence Z[T = 1].
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Figure 6. The thermodynamic information entropy S[T] as a function of
temperature T is always higher for the Gaussian approximation (orange)
than for its non-Gaussian counterpart (blue) - in accordance with the
Gaussian distribution being entropy maximising for fixed variance. T = 1
marks the statistical case of information entropy.

Equation 110, we use the derived Gibbs free energy

G[T] = −T ln Z[T] = −p(y)− T ln
∫

dµ(θ ) p(θ |y)1/T .
(111)

As described in Equation 42, the temperature derivative
of G(T) gives the information entropy S. Evaluating the
derivative of the Bayes partition function using finite differ-
encing yields the entropy as a function of T , as shown in
Figure 6. In Figure 6, the entropy of the Gaussian approxi-
mation exceeds that of the posterior samples for all T , which
illustrates the fact that the normal distribution maximises
entropy at fixed variance. The entropy increases with higher
T , which is to be expected, as the temperature effectively
scales the covariance matrix. Here, higher T correspond to

larger effective experimental uncertainties. This argu-
ment works in parallel to the λ-scaling in Equation 13. The
difference between the Gaussian approximation and the
exact samples decreases for high T , meaning that the non-
Gaussianities’ effect reduces in this limit. Crucially, this re-
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posterior samples approximation (der.) approximation (ana.)

S −3.350± 0.004 −3.035± 0.008 −3.053± 0.008

Table 1
Information entropy S[T = 1] for posterior samples and Gaussian
approximation as temperature derivative of the Gibbs free energy in
Equation 111. An analytical value for the Gaussian approximation is
provided and falls within the two sigma interval of the value obtained by
differentiation.

sult supports the central conclusion of Sect. 7, which found
the difference between n and neff to increase, as the system
undergoes “heating”. For T = 1, the statistical information
entropy can be recovered and its value is shown in Table 1.
As the covariance matrix for the Gaussian approximation is
known, its entropy is calculated analytically and used as a
validation of the entropy values obtained by temperature
differentiation. The two entropies of the approximation
do not only agree within 2σ, but the results is also in ac-
cordance with that a different numerical method based on
normalising flows (Röspel et al. 2024, in preparation).

9. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

Subject of this paper was the relation between information
theory applied to Bayesian inference problems on one side
and the thermodynamics of sampling processes on the other.
Central to this analogy is the realisation that every sampling
process has an analogue in statistical mechanics. Conse-
quently, control variables of the sampling process can be
understood in parallel to thermodynamical state variables.
Jeffreys covolume, which was also presented as a diagnostic
marker for an inference problem’s degeneracy, is used in all
parameter space integrals to ensure the invariance of the
volume element under reparameterizations (Amari 2016).

(i) A parametric modelling effectively scales measure-
ment uncertainties, granting access to the intermediate
stages of a Bayes update. Changes in information en-
tropy dS in light of new data are negative. The rate of
change of the inherent “surprisal” in an outcome with a
progressing Bayes update (dDK L/dλ) is a well-defined
quantity.

(ii) Transfer of the Jarzynski equality to information theory
yields the “work” expended in a Bayes update as a
function of the log-likelihood, i.e. W = −λ lnL, at the
current state λ of the update step.

(iii) The transfer of statistical mechanics vocabulary to sta-
tistical inference can occur through Bayes partitions.
An information theoretic analgoue of the Guggenheim
scheme for a Gaussian likelihood and uninformative
prior suggests the inverse Fisher information Fµν as
an extensive measure of “system size”. The structure
of the internal energy U and heat capacity analogue C
match the respective results for a monoatomic ideal gas
in statistical physics. Interestingly, the number of pa-
rameter space dimensions n assumes the position held
by the number of internal DOFs in thermodynamics.

(iv) An inspection of Bayes updates as thermodynamic pro-
cesses shows that changes in “work” δW and “heat”
δQ can be formulated meaningfully for a sampler en-
semble in parameter space. The close resemblence to
physics processes is interpreted as a high-level demon-
stration of the fundamental result by Jaynes (1957).

(v) A specific temperature dependence of the Bayes parti-
tion (Equation 79) leads to the surprise statistics, i.e.
the relative entropy between prior and posterior. Bayes
partitions successfully recover Shannon’s information
entropy from Rényi entropies by way of q-derivatives.

(vi) An effective dimension neff (or equivalently an effective
heat capacity Ceff) serves as an indicator of deviations
from Gaussianity. Crucially, neff (≤ n) is a measure of
system complexity, which reduces as higher-order cor-
relations appear. The effective dimension is maximized
for the entropy-maximizing distribution, a Gaussian,
in which case neff = n and C = (n/2). In the event of
heating (increase in T), the difference ∆n= |neff − n|
gradually vanishes, suggesting that overly mobile sam-
plers lack sensitivity to detect differences in the under-
lying potential landscapes. Conversely, ∆n increases
with cooling, as the potentials imprint on the sampler
distribution in much more stringency. The higher the
order of non-Gaussianity, the more quickly its influence
on the sampler ensemble drops off with T .

(vii) The formalism is illustrated on the inference of the mat-
ter density parameterΩm and the dark energy equation
of state parameter w0 using a data set of SNIa distance
moduli. The Gaussian approximation of the poste-
rior deviates from the exact posterior (sampled using
emcee),a s anticipated. At T = 1, the Bayes partition
coincides with the evidence that was determined us-
ing PyMultiNest. In the limit of high T , the Bayes
partition approaches a constant value. Finite differenc-
ing with respect to T allows to access the information
entropy S of the Gaussian, as well as of the exact poste-
rior. The results agree with the entropy-maximization
provided by a Gaussian distribution. Crucially, ∆S
between the Gaussian and non-Gaussian distribution
decreases with heating. Crucially, this finding sepa-
rately confirms the result of Sect. 7, which found ∆n
to decrease with increasing T .
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