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Stratification as a general variance reduction method for Markov chain Monte
Carlo *

Aaron R. Dinner T, Erik H. Thiede ¥, Brian Van Koten §, and Jonathan Weare ¥

Abstract. The Eigenvector Method for Umbrella Sampling (EMUS) [48] belongs to a popular class of methods
in statistical mechanics which adapt the principle of stratified survey sampling to the computation of
free energies. We develop a detailed theoretical analysis of EMUS. Based on this analysis, we show
that EMUS is an efficient general method for computing averages over arbitrary target distributions.
In particular, we show that EMUS can be dramatically more efficient than direct MCMC when the
target distribution is multimodal or when the goal is to compute tail probabilities. To illustrate
these theoretical results, we present a tutorial application of the method to a problem from Bayesian
statistics.

1. Introduction. Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods have been widely used
with great success throughout statistics, engineering, and the natural sciences. However, when
estimating tail probabilities or when sampling from multimodal distributions, accurate MCMC
estimates often require a prohibitively large number of samples. In this article, we analyze
the Eigenvector Method for Umbrella Sampling (EMUS) [48]. We first proposed EMUS as a
method for computing free energies, and we demonstrated that it was useful for treating the
multimodality that typically arises in that context. Here, we demonstrate that EMUS is an
effective general means of addressing the challenges posed not just by multimodality but also
tail events, with potential applications to a broad range of problems in statistics, engineering,
and the natural sciences.

EMUS was inspired by Umbrella Sampling [49] and other methods such as the Weighted
Histogram Analysis Method (WHAM) [27] and the Multistate Bennett Acceptance Ratio
(MBAR) [44] for computing potentials of mean force and free energies in statistical mechanics.
I We call these stratified MCMC methods since they each adapt the principle of stratified
survey sampling to MCMC simulation. That is, they each draw samples concentrated in
a collection of subregions of state space and combine the resulting averages in a consistent
manner. Stratified MCMC methods are among the most powerful, most successful, and most
widely used tools in molecular simulation. (However, in contrast to our presentation here, they
are not typically used in molecular simulation to compute averages of general observables.)
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1A potential of mean force is the logarithm of a marginal density. A free energy is the logarithm of a
normalization constant. Both quantities play fundamental roles in statistical mechanics, e.g., in theories of
rates of chemical reactions.
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WHAM, for example, has been instrumental for treating biomolecular processes ranging from
protein folding [7] to conductance by ion channels [3].

While the practical utility of stratification has been established in many applications,
the advantages and disadvantages of the method have remained poorly understood; cf. [48].
Motivated by the substantial gap between theory and application of stratified MCMC within
statistical mechanics, and also by the general challenges posed by multimodality and tail prob-
abilities, the goal of this paper is to develop a clear theoretical explanation of the advantages
of EMUS. Our theory suggests new applications of stratified MCMC (and EMUS in particu-
lar) to broad classes of sampling problems arising in statistics and statistical mechanics. For
example, very recently EMUS was successfully applied to a parameter estimation problem in
cosmology [34].

Summary of Main Results. Our most general results are a central limit theorem (CLT)
for the EMUS method and a convenient upper bound on the asymptotic variance, cf. Theo-
rem 3.3 and Theorem 3.5. We note that the proof of the upper bound relies on a new class
of perturbation estimates for Markov chains which we derived in [47]. These estimates are
substantially more detailed than previous results [9]. After proving the CLT, we address the
dependence of the sampling error on the choice of strata. In particular, for a representative
MCMC method, we estimate the asymptotic variances of trajectory averages sampling the
biased distributions, cf. Theorem 3.7. Our estimate shows how factors such as the diameters
of the strata influence the asymptotic variances.

In Section 4, we apply the general theory developed in Section 3 to case studies involv-
ing tail probabilities and multimodality. Our results concern two limits: a small probability
limit and a low-temperature limit. In the small probability limit, we consider estimation of
probabilities of the form

pur = P[X > M].

For a broad class of random variables X, we show that while the cost of computing pys
with relative precision by direct MCMC increases exponentially with M, the cost by EMUS
increases only polynomially; cf. Section 4.2. In the low-temperature limit, a parameter of
the target distribution decreases, intensifying the effects of multimodality on the efficiency
of MCMC sampling. We show that the cost of computing an average to fixed precision by
direct MCMC increases exponentially in this limit, whereas the cost by EMUS increases only
polynomially; cf. Section 4.1. We conclude that EMUS may be dramatically more efficient
than direct MCMC sampling when the target distribution is multimodal or when the goal is
to compute a small tail probability.

To illustrate our theoretical results, we present a tutorial numerical study applying EMUS
to a problem in Bayesian statistics in Section 5. In addition to illustrating the theory, our
numerical study demonstrates the problems that may occur when EMUS and other similar
stratified MCMC methods are used carelessly. It also addresses practical issues such as the
choice of strata and the computation of error bars for averages estimated by EMUS.

The results in this article significantly extend and generalize the ideas in [48]. We first
proposed the EMUS method with the goal of analyzing and improving umbrella sampling
approaches in free energy calculations. Here, our goal is to establish EMUS as a general
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variance reduction technique, and we present entirely new results, including an upper bound
on the asymptotic variance of EMUS (Theorem 3.5), a condition to guide some aspects of
the choice of strata (Remark 3.10), a theoretical argument demonstrating the benefits of
EMUS for computing tail probabilities (Section 4.2), numerical results applying EMUS to
Bayesian inference (Section 5), a method of correcting problems related to poorly chosen
strata (Section 5.3), and a greatly improved numerical method for estimating the standard
deviations of quantities computed by EMUS (Appendix G). In addition, we give complete
justifications of some results that were stated without proof in [48], including Theorem 3.7
concerning the dependence of the sampling error on the choice of strata. Finally, we note
that our results concerning multimodal distributions and the low-temperature limit generalize
and clarify the results given in [48]; in particular, our Theorem 4.1 covers periodic boundary
conditions and stratification in more than one variable.

2. The Eigenvector Method for Umbrella Sampling. In this section, we present the
Eigenvector Method for Umbrella Sampling (EMUS), and we prove that it is consistent. A
detailed derivation of the estimator can be found in [48]. We also review a related method,
iterative EMUS, and we compare iterative EMUS with the MBAR method from statistical
mechanics [44].

2.1. The EMUS estimator. The objective of EMUS is to compute the average
ol = [ g(o)n(de).

of a function g with respect to a measure w defined on a set €). In EMUS, instead of sampling

directly from 7, we sample from biased distributions analogous to the strata in stratified survey

sampling methods. We then weight the samples from the biased distributions to estimate 7[g].
We assume that the biased distributions take the form

mi(da) -= LETED)

(i

for some set {;}L; of non-negative bias functions defined on . We assume that

L
sz(az) > 0 for all x € Q.
i—1

We call the support of v; the i ’th stratum to make an analogy between the biased distributions
of EMUS and the strata of stratified survey sampling.

The EMUS estimator is based on two observations. First, one may write 7[g] in terms of
weighted sums of averages over the biased distributions. Let u € (0,00)" be arbitrary, and
for any function h : 2 — R, define

_ h@)
Sy k(@) fug

h*(x):
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By [48, Equation 16|, we have

Sy zimilg] fus
SF 2w

where 1 denotes the function equal to one everywhere and

_ Tl
Zﬁ:l (k]

(For the reader’s convenience, we present complete derivations of equations (2.1) and (2.3) in
Appendix A.) The parameter u above can be thought of as an initial guess of the unknown
weight vector z € RY in (2.2). Its explicit presence here will simplify the description of an
iterative version of EMUS in Section 2.2. Outside of this section and Section 2.2, the choice
of u is absorbed in the definition of the ;, i.e. u; = 1.

Second, the weight vector z can be found by solving a certain eigenproblem. Let w € RE
be defined by z; = w;w;. By [48, Equation 17], we have

9

(2.1) mlg] =

(2.2) 2

(2.3) w'F =w',  where Fj; := mi[i]/ug.

We call F' the overlap matrix.

We observe that equations (2.1) and (2.3) combine to express 7[g] as a function of averages
over the biased distributions, namely 7;[¢g*], 7;[1*], and F. To see this, it suffices to recognize
that F' is stochastic and w is a probability vector. Therefore, whenever F' is irreducible, the
solution of the eigenproblem is unique by the Perron—Frobenius theorem. We will assume
throughout the remainder of this work that F' is irreducible, which amounts to requiring some
overlap between neighboring strata; see Lemma 2.1. In general, for any irreducible, stochastic
matrix G € RI*E | we will let w(G) € RE denote the unique solution of

With this notation, by (2.1) and (2.3) we have

iy wil F)milg™]
SO wi(F)mi[1%]

In EMUS, we substitute MCMC estimates for the averages over biased distributions on
the right hand side of (2.4) to estimate 7[g]. To be precise, let X} be a Markov process
ergodic for m;. We call X} the biased process sampling the biased distribution ;. The EMUS
algorithm proceeds as follows:

1. For each i = 1,..., L, compute N; steps of the process X}.
2. Compute the averages

(2.4) mlg] =

Z

N; N;
—% 1 * ] q * 1 - * j n 1 - * ]
(25) g = o 207D, T i= = SOUX), and By = 1o S0 05 (X0) /.
b =1 vi=1 b =1
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3. Compute w(F) numerically, for example from the QR factorization of I — F [19].
4. Compute the estimate

of m[g].
Recall that w(F) is defined only if F is irreducible. In the following lemma, whose proof
is in Appendix B, we state simple criteria for the irreducibility of F' and F"

Lemma 2.1. The overlap matriz F' is irreducible if and only if for every A C {1,2,...,L},
we have

(2.6) m (Zw) > || >o.

i€A jEA

The approzimate overlap matriz F is irreducible if and only if for every A C {1,2,..., L}, the
set Usea{w : 1bi(x) > 0} contains at least one sample point generated from one of the biased
processes Xj with j & A.

We claim that the EMUS estimator is consistent; that is, mys[g] converges almost surely
to 7[g| as the total number of samples tends to infinity. To make this precise, we require the
following assumption on the growth of N; with the total number of samples:

Assumption 2.2. Let

be the total number of samples from all biased distributions. Assume that for each 4,
lim N;/N = k; > 0.
N—oo

That is, assume that when N is large, the proportion of samples drawn from the ¢’th biased
distribution is fixed and greater than zero.

We now prove that EMUS is consistent:

Lemma 2.3. Under Assumption 2.2 and the irreducibility condition (2.6), wyslg] converges
almost surely to m[g] as the total number of samples N tends to infinity.

Proof. Since the processes X; are ergodic,
(2.7) F5F g%g, and1 217 as N — oo,

Moreover, by Lemma D.1 in Appendix D, w(G) is continuous at F'. (Technically, w(G) admits
an extension to the set of all L x L matrices, which is continuous at F'.) Therefore, as a function
of F, gf, and 17, mys|g] is continuous at F, m;[g*], and m;[1*]. It follows by the continuous
mapping theorem and equation (2.4) that mys[g] = m[g]. [ ]
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2.2. lterative EMUS and Vardi’s Estimator for Selection Bias Models. EMUS resembles
certain methods for computing normalization constants of families of probability densities
[17, 51, 35, 26]. The resemblance arises because the weights in the third step of EMUS are
the normalization constants of the biased distributions. These methods have been used, for
example, to compute Bayes factors in model selection problems [17] and for computations
related to selection bias models [51]. In this section, we explain how EMUS relates to Vardi’s
estimator for selection bias models [51] and its descendants such as the popular Multistate
Bennett Acceptance Ratio (MBAR) method [44]. In addition to comparing EMUS with these
methods, we review a method, iterative EMUS, for solving the nonlinear system of equations
defining Vardi’s estimator [48]. The first iterate of this method is exactly the EMUS estimator
described in Section 2.1. We note that our analysis and calculations in Sections 3, 4, and 5
pertain only to the EMUS method and not iterative EMUS or MBAR. However, the similarity
between the methods suggests that our results may generalize.

Given the notation developed in Section 2.1, we can express Vardi’s estimate zV of the
weight vector as the vector with entries zlv = u; N; where u solves the equation

(2.8) Nj = ZNZ Fij(u), Zul Ni =1

and where we have now made the dependence of the matrix F in (2.5) on the choice of u € R*
explicit. By [51, Theorem 1], this nonlinear equation determines 2V uniquely whenever the
irreducibility criterion of Lemma 2.1 holds.

Vardi’s estimator was originally derived assuming that the samples X} from the biased
distributions were i.i.d. In that case, it is the nonparametric maximum likelihood estimator of
the target distribution 7 given samples from the biased distributions 7; [51], and it has certain
optimality properties [18]. Several adjustments to the estimator have been proposed for the
case of samples from Markov processes. In the Multistate Bennett Acceptance Ratio (MBAR)
method, one replaces the factors N; appearing in the summand in (2.5) with effective sample
sizes n;, which are computed from estimates of the integrated autocovariance of a family of
functions [44]. (In some versions of MBAR, the sample average over all N; points is replaced
with a sample average over the n; points obtained by including only every N;/n;’th point along
the trajectory X;.) Another recent work proposes different effective sample sizes computed
by minimizing an estimate of the asymptotic variance of the estimator [12]. In fact, the
estimator is consistent with N; replaced by any fixed positive number [12]. We have found
that our numerical results do not depend sensitively on the choice of effective sample size, so
we use INV; for simplicity.

We now review iterative EMUS, which we introduced in [48]. Iterative EMUS may be
understood as a fixed point iteration for solving equation (2.8). The iteration proceeds as
follows:

1. As an initial guess for 2V, choose a positive vector z° € RY. Set m = 0. Choose a
tolerance 7 > 0.
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2. Compute Fj;(u) for u; = 2" /N;. Solve the eigenvector equation

L L
(2.9) wy; = Zwi F_’ij(u), Zwi =1
i=1 i=1

for w € R” to obtain the updated estimate z™*! of 2V with entries

mtl Ui Wi

' Sy UkWy

3. If max; ‘wi — % > 7, then increment m and repeat step 2.

In [48] we show that the eigenvector equation (2.9) has a unique solution for every m,
and we suggest a numerical method for finding the solution. We also discuss the convergence
of iterative EMUS, and we show that for every fixed m, 2™ is a consistent estimator of the
weight vector z. If one chooses z) = N;/N, then 2! is the EMUS estimate of z, w(F).

2.3. Related MCMC methods. EMUS belongs to a large class of MCMC methods that
by various mechanisms promote a more uniform sampling of space. For example, in parallel
tempering [46, 16], one uses MCMC samples drawn from a distribution or sequence of distri-
butions close to the uniform distribution to speed sampling of the target distribution. The
bias introduced by the choice of distributions is corrected either by reweighting the samples or
by a replica exchange strategy [16]. The Wang—Landau [52] and Metadynamics methods [28]
adaptively construct a biased distribution to achieve uniform sampling in certain coordinates.
The temperature accelerated molecular dynamics method [33] is also designed to achieve uni-
form sampling in a given coordinate, but it works by entirely different means. In EMUS and
other stratified MCMC methods, one achieves more uniform sampling by ensuring that each
stratum contains points from at least one MCMC simulation. EMUS is perhaps most similar
in spirit to the parallel Markov chain Monte Carlo method [50].

3. Error Analysis of EMUS. Here, we develop tools for analyzing the error of EMUS.
First, in Section 3.1, we prove a CLT for EMUS, and we derive a convenient upper bound on
the asymptotic variance. Then, in Section 3.2, we analyze the dependence of the asymptotic
variance of EMUS on the choice of biased distributions. We use these tools in Section 4 to
prove limiting results demonstrating the advantages of EMUS for multimodal distributions
and tail probabilities. In addition, our CLT for EMUS is the basis for both practical error
estimates (Section 5 and Appendix G) and also a method of optimizing the allocation k; of
the samples among the different biased distributions [48].

3.1. A CLT for EMUS and an Estimate of the Asymptotic Variance. In this section,
we prove a Central Limit Theorem (CLT) for EMUS, and we derive an upper bound on the
asymptotic variance o?4(g) of mus[g]. To prove the CLT for EMUS, we must assume that a
CLT holds for trajectory averages over the biased processes:

Assumption 3.1. For any matrix H, let H;. denote the i’th row of H. Define G € RE*?
by
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Assume that
(3.1) VNi ((Fi, Gi) = (Fiy milg®), mil1%])) S N(0, 53)

for some asymptotic covariance matrix 3; € R(EA2X(L42) of the form

o' pi
3.2 3=
(3.2) 1 <P§ Tz') ’
where ¢ € REXE denotes the asymptotic covariance of Fj. with itself, pi € RE*2 denotes the

asymptotic covariance of F;. with G;., and 7; € R?>*? denotes the asymptotic covariance of G;.
with itself.

We expect a CLT to hold for most MCMC methods, target distributions, and target
functions of interest in statistics and statistical mechanics. We refer to [41] for a comprehensive
review of conditions guaranteeing a CLT. In Theorem 3.7 of Section 3.2, we prove a CLT and
an estimate of the asymptotic variance for a simple family of processes which one might use
to sample the biased distributions in an application of EMUS.

We now prove a CLT for mys[g], and we give a formula expressing the asymptotic variance
o?g(g) of mus[g] in terms of the asymptotic variances X; of the trajectory averages. In this
formula, (I — F)# denotes the group generalized inverse of I — F; the group inverse A% of a
matrix A is characterized by the properties

AA*A = A, AT AAT = A, and AAT = A7 A.

We refer to [19] for a detailed explanation of the properties of the group inverse, a proof that
(I — F)# exists whenever F is stochastic and irreducible, and an algorithm for computing
(I — F)*.

In Theorem 3.3 and below we impose the following assumption:

Assumption 3.2. The processes X} sampling the biased distributions are independent.

This assumption does not hold for all stratified MCMC methods. For example, in replica
exchange umbrella sampling one periodically allows configuration exchanges between neigh-
boring processes; see [32] for a general discussion of replica exchange strategies and [45]
for an application of replica exchange in a method similar to EMUS. The result is a sin-
gle process taking values in RL*? and sampling the product distribution (z1,z2,...,21) =
m1(x1)me(x2) ... mi(xr). In this case, a CLT would still hold for EMUS, but the asymptotic
variance would take a different form. We also assume that u; = 1 for all i. As already
mentioned, we can equivalently absorb the choice of u; into the choice of the bias function ;.

Theorem 3.3. Let Assumptions 2.2, 3.1, and 3.2 and the irreducibility condition (2.6) hold.
Let g be square integrable over m, so w[g%] < co. Defining
1
U=—" and (:=0(1,—-7[g))" € R%.
L )
> iz T

Let g € RL be the vector with g; := £ - (m;[g*], mi[1*]). We have

(3.3) VN (wuslg] — 7lg) % N(0, 0%4(g)),
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where

N

Fﬂ;

(3.4) o?4(g S - F)#g-o'(I - F)#g+2(I — F)#g-pl + ('1;0}.

=1 K
Proof. The result follows using the delta method and a formula expressing w'(F') in terms
of (I — F)#; we give the details in Appendix D. [ |

We now derive a convenient upper bound on the asymptotic variance O'%S (g9). In Section 4,
we use this bound to analyze the efficiency of EMUS in the low-temperature limit and in the
limit of small tail probabilities. Our bound is based on the probability P;[t; < ¢;] defined
below:

Definition 3.4. Let Y, be the Markov chain with state space {1,2,...,L} and transition
matriz F'. Let P;[t; < t;] denote the probability thatY;, hits j before returning to i, conditioned
on Yy =1.

Theorem 3.5. Let Assumptions 2.2, 3.1, and 3.2 and the irreducibility condition (2.6) hold.
Let g be square integrable over 7, so w[g?] < co. Let a%(g) be the asymptotic variance of wys|gl,
and for any measure v and function f let var,(f) be the variance of f over v. Define the
function

h = g* - ﬂ-[g]l*u

and let C(h;) be the asymptotic variance of the trajectory average of h over the biased process
Xi. We have

202 (7 - i 2 Var”i(w;)
(3.5) o2s(g <2;H2{ W2 C(hy) + te(R)x|h] 2 B, <ip

Fij >0

where R* € REXL with

%

varr, (V) /varr, (V) '

-
gk

Proof. The result follows from Theorem 3.3, using the perturbation bounds which we
derived in [47]. Details appear in Appendix D. [ |

3.2. Dependence of the Asymptotic Variance on the Choice of Strata. In this section,
we consider how the choice of strata influences the factors in the upper bound (3.5) on o4(g).
Roughly, the asymptotic variances C'(h;) and tr(R") characterize the sampling error, and for
each ¢ the factor

vary, (¢7)
(3.6) ; Bl < P

Fi;>0
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measures the sensitivity of the EMUS estimator to sampling errors associated with ;.

We show in Section 3.2.1 that the factors C(h;) and tr(R’) characterizing the sampling
error may be controlled by decreasing the diameters of the strata. We show in Section 3.2.2
that that P;[t; < ¢;] may be controlled by ensuring sufficient overlap between neighboring
strata. This last observation leads to a practical condition guiding the choice of strata; see
Remark 3.10 and (5.8).

Our theorems in this section apply to a specific class of strata and Markov processes that
are broadly representative of those employed in practical applications. Thus, the assumptions
made here are much stronger than those made in proving the CLT for EMUS, for example.
We discuss how our results might extend to more general implementations of stratified MCMC
after the statement of Theorem 3.7 in Section 3.2.1 and in Remark 3.10.

3.2.1. Asymptotic Variances of MCMC Averages. Here, we consider the effect of the
choice of strata on the asymptotic variances C(h;) and tr(R?). Because such a diverse variety
of biased processes and distributions could in principle be used, it is futile in our opinion to
try for a completely general result. Instead, motivated by the efficiency analysis undertaken
in Section 4, we introduce a simple parametric family of bias functions, and for this family
we state Assumption 3.6 relating the diameters of the strata with the asymptotic variances.
In Theorem 3.7, we verify Assumption 3.6 for one representative class of biased processes.
Finally, at the end of this section, we explain why we expect the assumption to hold for other
choices of biased processes and distributions.

Consider the following representative class of bias functions: Given a family of sets
{U;:i=1,...,L} with UL U; = Q, define

1y, (z)m(dx)

fori=1,...,L,
7T[1U¢]

(3.7) ¥ = 1y, and m;(dz) :=

where 1p, denotes the characteristic function of U;. Assume that the sets U; are chosen so
that the irreducibility criterion of Lemma 2.1 holds. For example, suppose that = |0, 1]d is
the d-dimensional unit cube. One might choose K € N, set h := 1/K, and define

(3.8) U; = (h[-1,11¢+ hi)nQ for i € {0,1,..., K}%,

covering (2 uniformly by a grid of strata having diameters proportional to h. We use this
uniform grid as a device when analyzing the effect of the stratum size on the efficiency of
EMUS in Section 4. However, while such a naive choice may suffice for small d, it is not
practical for large d. We discuss appropriate bias functions for high-dimensional problems
later in this section and again in Section 5.1.

Since we wish to study grids like (3.8) as h = 1/K varies, we state our assumption on
asymptotic variances in terms of the following parametric family of strata: Let xg € €2, and
let Z C R% be a bounded set containing 0. For each h > 0, define a stratum and a biased
distribution by

1z, (z)m(dz)

(3.9) Zyp = xg + hZ and 7p(dx) = :
Tr[]‘Zh]



STRATIFICATION AND MARKOV CHAIN MONTE CARLO 11

To make the connection with (3.8), one should imagine that Z = [~1,1]¢ and that z¢ is one
of the grid points hi.

Assumption 3.6 characterizes the dependence of the asymptotic variance of MCMC aver-
ages over 7, on the parameter h:

Assumption 3.6. Assume that f : Q@ — R has finite variance vary,(f) over m,, and define
o2(f) to be the asymptotic variance of an MCMC trajectory average approximating ms[f].
Write

__exp(=pV(2))
[exp(—BV (y)) dy’

()
for some potential V : ) — R and inverse temperature > 0. We assume

i (f)
vary, (f)

for some C,a,b > 0 independent of h,Z, and f.

< Ch®B° exp (ﬁ (mZaxV — n%in V)) < Ch*B° exp (Bh diam(Z)||VV ||oo)
h h

To motivate Assumption 3.6, we prove that a special case holds for a representative class
of processes sampling the biased distributions, cf. Theorem 3.7. Assume that the potential
V appearing in the assumption is continuously differentiable. Let Z C R? be either a convex
polyhedron or a set with C® boundary.? Now let X} be the overdamped Langevin process
with reflecting boundary conditions on Z;. This process is defined by the Fokker—Planck
equation

?:(x,t) = div(8~'Vu(z,t) + u(x,t)VV (z)) for x € U,t > 0,
(3.10) (B~ 'Vu(z,t) +u(z,t)VV(x)) -n(z) =0 for x € 0Zp,,t > 0, and
u(z,0) = p(z) for x € Zp,

where  and V are the inverse temperature and potential defined in Assumption 3.6 and n(z)
denotes the inward unit normal to 0Z, at z. That is, X} is the unique Markov process so that
if X} has density p(x), then X]* has density u(z,t). The existence of the reflected process is
established in [53, 2] when Z is a convex polyhedron and in [13, Chapter 8] when Z has C3
boundary. A simple introduction to the reflected process and its properties appears in [36,
Chapter 4]. We show in Theorem 3.7 that X} is ergodic for 7, at least when Z is bounded.
The reflected process Xth shares many features with the processes used in practical stratified
MCMC methods. In particular, it is closely related to the (unreflected) overdamped Langevin
process Yy [43, 40].
We now verify Assumption 3.6 for the reflected process:

Theorem 3.7. Assume that f : Q@ — R has finite variance vary(f) over m,. Let Z either
have C3 boundary or be convexr. Assume that V is continuously differentiable. Suppose that

2The boundary of a set is C* if in a neighborhood of each point on the boundary, the boundary is the graph
of a three times continuously differentiable function.
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X[ is stationary; that is, X} has distribution 7y,. Let f* := %ftio f(X]) dt be the continuous
time trajectory average of f. We have

VT(f" = m[f]) & N(0,02(F)),

where

(3.11) o2 (f) < Ah*Bexp (6 (H%aXV — minV>> vary(f).

Zn

The constant A depends only on Z, not on h, 3, V, or f.
Proof. See Appendix E. [ |

There are three major differences between the choice of strata and sampling scheme spec-
ified in this subsection and those typical of practical applications: First, in molecular simu-
lations, one typically chooses Gaussian bias functions instead of piecewise constant. Second,
practical methods must be discrete in time, e.g., one might use a discretization of the contin-
uous time process X/*. Third, for high-dimensional problems, one typically stratifies only a
certain low-dimensional reaction coordinate or collective variable.

In the first case, for Gaussian bias functions, a version of Theorem 3.7 holds with minor
adjustments; we omit the exact statement and proof for simplicity. In the second case, for
discretizations of Langevin dynamics, the asymptotic variances of trajectory averages are
closely related to the corresponding averages for the continuous time dynamics: In fact, under
some conditions on the potential V,

(3.12) lim AtCa¢(f) = C(f),
At—0

where Ca¢(f) is the asymptotic variance of the trajectory average of f for the discretization
with time step At and C(f) is the asymptotic variance for the continuous time process [31,
Section 3.2]. For other discrete time processes, we expect Assumption 3.6 to hold with different
exponents a and b. For example, the affine invariance property of the affine invariant ensemble
sampler [20] suggests a = 0.

The third case is subtle. When d is large, one typically stratifies only in a function
6 :Q c RY — R’ with £ much smaller than d. To be precise, one might choose a uniform grid
of nonnegative functions 7; : R® — R defined as in (3.8), but with supports covering #(Q) C R¢
instead of Q C R%. One would then define the bias functions

(3.13) Yi(z) == n;(0(x)).

(We make a similar choice in our calculations in Section 5, cf. the natural stratification (5.1).)
For a clever choice of 0, these biased distribution may be much easier to sample than the
target distribution. For example, suppose that the marginal my of 7w in 8 were multimodal,
but that the conditional distributions 7(- | # = 6p) were unimodal or otherwise easy to sample
for each fixed 6y. In that case, for h sufficiently small, each biased distribution would be
unimodal, hence easy to sample. (Recall that h sets the diameters of the strata for the grid
of bias functions defined in (3.8), so h small means that the diameter of the support of 7; is
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small.) In free energy calculations, it is often possible to choose such a 6 based on intuition
or scientific principles; see [48, 30] for discussion. When computing tails or marginals, the
problem itself typically suggests a particular 0; cf. the natural stratification in Section 5.1.

The reader will notice that bias functions of the form (3.13) will typically have infinite
support, rendering the bound in Assumption 3.6 useless. In this case, one might hope for a
similar bound with the potential function V replaced by the free energy

F(6) = —8~"log(mp(8)),

where 7y is the marginal density of 7 in . Roughly, this replacement will be valid when,
under the dynamics of the MCMC processes sampling 7, the distribution of any variable
(any function of the process) converges rapidly to its conditional distribution under 7 given
the current value of the 6 variable. This will occur, for example, when the marginal in 6
is multimodal or otherwise difficult to sample, but the conditional distributions are easy to
sample. In general an effective choice of # will be one for which conditional equilibration given
# occurs much more rapidly than the overall time to convergence of the process. More on the
effective dynamics of low-dimensional variables can be found in [37] or [29].

3.2.2. Controlling the Probabilities P;[t; < t;|. Here, we examine the effect of the choice
of strata on the factors in display (3.6) that appear in our upper bound (3.5) on o(g).
We begin with a lemma estimating varr, (1) /Pi[t; < t;]? in terms of Fj;:

Lemma 3.8. We have

varn, (¢7) _ 1
Pi[tj < ti]Q - Fij.

Proof. We have
Pi[tk < ti] > P[Xl = k"Xo = Z] = Fj,

where X; denotes the Markov chain with transition matrix F'. Therefore, since ¢} (z) € [0,1],

vare, (V5) _ vare, (V) _ mil()?] _ mlyy] 1

< < < = . n
Pi[tj < ti]2 FZQJ F;] Fz% Fl'j

We now estimate the size of Fj; for piecewise constant bias functions such as the uniform
grid (3.8):

Lemma 3.9. Assume as in (3.7) that the bias functions are piecewise constant, and write
m(x) x exp(—pV (z)). We have

Fi; > |UiLm Uil exp <ﬁ <min V — max V))
Uil ‘Zk:l 1o, v v

In particular, for the uniform grid of strata (3.8), we have

o

1 1
X e > 1 — > —
(3.14) F; > 1d &P <ﬁ <Hll]1n V max V)) > d &XP ( 2B8hVd||VV Hoo)

i i

for any i,j € Z% so that Fi; > 0.
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Proof. We have

. 1y, w[U; N U] 1
Fyj = mi[yi] = m [ L ] R Sz
Zk:l 1Uk: Vi HZk:]_ ]-Uk
> ‘Ui;Uj’ 7 L exp <ﬁ (minV—maxV)) ,
Uil HZk:l 1y, vi vi

oo

which proves the first claim made in the statement of the lemma.
Now, for the uniform grid of strata (3.8), the minimum nonzero value of |U; N Uj|/|Uj] is
1/24, attained when j = (1,1,...,1) +i. Moreover, except for a set of measure zero, each

x € R? lies within 27 strata, so HZ£:1 1y,|| = 2% Finally, we have

o0

max V() — min V(z) < diam(U3)||VV ||oe = 2Vdh|VV || oo,

i i

and the result follows. [ ]

Remark 3.10 (A Condition to Guide the Choice of Strata). Lemmas 3.8 and 3.9 suggest a
practical constraint on the choice of strata: To ensure that the calculation of the weights is
not too sensitive to sampling errors, it will suffice to choose strata so that nonzero entries of
F are not too small. We let this condition guide the choice of strata in Section 5, cf. (5.8).
However, the condition is only sufficient, not necessary. For example, consider a uniform
grid of Gaussian bias functions similar to (3.8), but with Gaussian densities having mean
p = h[—1,1]? + hi and variance o = h? replacing the characteristic functions 1p,. In that
case, even though F' will be dense and may have some extremely small nonzero entries, one can
still control (3.6) by decreasing h, under some conditions on 7. We omit the exact statement
and proof for simplicity.

Despite the exponential dependence on d in (3.14), EMUS and other stratified MCMC
methods are advantageous for high-dimensional problems because it often suffices to stratify
only a low-dimensional collective variable. In such cases, the dimension of the grid of strata
is much smaller than dimension of the state space €2; see our discussion of collective variables
in Section 3.2.1 and our computations in Section 5. It is important to keep this in mind when
reading our results below. Also, one may define a uniform grid of strata so that (3.6) increases
only as d? with dimension, not exponentially. We construct such a grid in Appendix C.

4. Limiting Results as a Rationale for EMUS. In this section, we analyze the efficiency
of EMUS in two limits: First, we consider a low temperature limit, where we write m(z) o
exp(—BV (X)) and let the inverse temperature [ increase, concentrating the target distribution
at its modes and intensifying the effects of multimodality on the efficiency of MCMC sampling.
Second, we consider the estimation of increasingly small tail probabilities. Our goal in each
case is to elucidate the advantages and disadvantages of EMUS for a broad class of problems,
providing a rationale for the use of the method. We hope that others will use the tools of
Section 3 in similar fashion to develop their own novel applications of EMUS.
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4.1. Limit of Low Temperature. Let the target distribution take the form

ra(z) = exp(=BV(z))
T Texp(—pV () da

for some potential V and inverse temperature S > 0, as in Section 3.2. In this section, we
analyze the efficiency of EMUS in the low temperature limit as B tends to infinity with V'
fixed. We observe that mg concentrates at its modes (the minima of V') in this limit. As a
consequence, MCMC methods for sampling 75 undergo transitions between modes only rarely,
which makes direct MCMC sampling increasingly inefficient. To be precise, we show that the
asymptotic variance of a trajectory average of the overdamped Langevin dynamics increases
exponentially with 8 in the worst case. On the other hand, we show that the asymptotic
variance of the EMUS estimate of the same average increases only polynomially. Therefore,
EMUS is dramatically more efficient than direct sampling in the low temperature limit.

We consider the low temperature limit because it provides a convenient sequence of increas-
ingly difficult to sample multimodal distributions: By analyzing EMUS in the low temperature
limit, we hope to clarify its advantages for multimodal problems in general. We have no other
interest in low temperature.

We now examine the overdamped Langevin dynamics

(4.1) dX = —vV(X2)dt + /28~ 1dB,

in the low temperature limit. (The overdamped Langevin dynamics is ergodic for mg under
certain conditions on V; see [42] for example.) For typical potentials V', the generator

L =—F1A+VV.V
of (4.1) has a spectral gap that shrinks exponentially with 3; that is, for some ¢ > 0,
(4.2) —exp(—cf) < A1 <0,

where A1 is the greatest nonzero eigenvalue of 2. We refer to [31, Section 2.5] for a review
of results on the spectrum of ¥, and we refer to [21] for precise conditions on V' which
guarantee (4.2). Now let v; be an eigenfunction corresponding to A; normalized so that
mp[v?] = 1. By formula (E.1), the asymptotic variance O‘%(Ul) of the trajectory average of vy
satisfies

o3(v1) = —mgloi L™ or] = = A7 mg[vf] = —AT > exp(ch),

indicating that the cost of estimating 7[v1] by direct MCMC grows exponentially with f.

Having analyzed the overdamped Langevin dynamics, we now examine EMUS in the low
temperature limit. For convenience, we assume that Q is the unit cube [0,1]¢ € R? with
periodic boundary conditions; to be more precise, we let Q = R%/Z? be the set of all points
in R? with = and y identified if and only if 2 — y € Z¢. Periodic boundary conditions are
typical of problems in chemistry and computational statistical mechanics. We do not see any
difficulties in generalizing our results to other types of domains.
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As [ increases, we must make the supports of the bias functions smaller. We accomplish
this by adjusting the parameter h in a uniform grid of bias functions similar to those defined
in (3.8). To be precise, we fix K € N, set h := 1/K, and define

1 . .
(4.3) Yi(z) = @1[,1’1}01(}((3: — hi)) for i€ {0,1,..., K —1}%
This family of K% bias functions is a partition of unity over €, and the support of the i'th
bias function is

Ui := h[-1,1]¢ + hi.
For convenience, we treat the index i as an element of Z¢ /K Z%; that is, we let i be periodic with
period K in each of its components, identifying (0, ig, ..., i) with (K, io,...,i4), for example.
Figure 1 illustrates such a family of bias functions, and it demonstrates the appropriate

relationship between § and h.

B=1h=1 B=3,h=1/3

2.0 A

1.51

m(x)
N

1.0 1
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>
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Figure 1: Bias functions and target distributions in the low temperature limit. In the upper
two plots, the black curves are the densities of the target distributions for two different values
of 8. Observe that m concentrates at the minima of V' as f increases. The red bands each lie
above a single stratum chosen from a family of strata for which h oc 37!. In the lower two
plots, the blue curve is SV (z) and the z-axis covers the bottom of the red band in the plot
immediately above. Observe that the range of SV (x) over the red band is the same for each
of the two values of 5. By Theorem 3.7 and the ensuing discussion in Section 3.2, this implies
that the cost of sampling a single biased distribution increases at most polynomially with 5
when h o< f7L.

We now show that the asymptotic variance of EMUS increases at most polynomially with
B when K is chosen appropriately. In light of the above discussion, this means that EMUS may



STRATIFICATION AND MARKOV CHAIN MONTE CARLO 17

be dramatically more efficient than direct sampling for multimodal problems. We note that
despite the exponential dependence on d in (4.4) below, EMUS and other stratified MCMC
methods are often advantageous for high-dimensional multimodal problems; see our discussion
of low-dimensional collective variables in Section 3.2 and also our computations in Section 5.

Theorem 4.1. For any bounded continuous function g, let 0?3 us(g) denote the asymptotic
variance of mg ys|g]. Let the bias functions be defined by (4.3) with K equal to the least integer
greater than 5; that is,

K =[p].
Take k3 = 1/K®. Let Assumption 5.6 hold. We have
2
o5 us(9) d
4.4 ———— < C(1+p)?
(44) —(g SCO+D)

for constants C,q > 0 independent of g and B, but depending on V and the constants in
Assumption 3.6.

Proof. The proof is a straightforward application of the theory developed in Section 3; we
present the details in Appendix F. [ ]

Our proof of Theorem 4.1 relies on the perturbation bounds which we derived in [47].
These bounds allow one to estimate the sensitivity of w(F') to small perturbations of F'. Most
perturbation bounds in the literature predict that w(F') is highly sensitive when the spectral
gap of F' is small, but ours show that this is not always the case. (The spectral gap is 1 —|\a],
where Ay is the eigenvalue of F' with second largest absolute value.) In the low-temperature
limit, the spectral gap of F' decreases exponentially with f3; see [47] for a simple example of
this phenomenon. Nonetheless, using our bounds, we show that the cost to compute averages
by EMUS increases only polynomially in .

4.2. Limit of Small Probability. In this section, we assess the performance of EMUS for
computing tail probabilities. To be precise, we let 2 = [0,00), and we consider estimation of
probabilities of the form

py = 7m([M,0)).

We show that for a broad class of distributions 7, the cost of computing py; with relative
precision by direct MCMC increases exponentially with M, whereas the cost by EMUS in-
creases only polynomially. Thus, EMUS is dramatically more efficient than direct sampling
for computing the probabilities of tail events.

In Assumption 4.2 below, we state the conditions which we will impose on 7 in our
analysis. These conditions specify a simple class of problems for which strong conclusions
may be drawn. Similar results hold more generally. For example, in Section 5, we report the
results of a computational experiment demonstrating the advantages of EMUS for computing
tails of a marginal density.



18 DINNER, ET AL.
Assumption 4.2. Write

7(z) = exp(~V (x))

for some potential function V' : [0,00) — R. Assume that for some My > 0:
1. Whenever x > My,

(4.5) 0<V"(x)and 0 < V'(x).
2. For some « € (0,1) and ¢ > 0, whenever x > My,
(4.6) aV'(2)? = V"(z) > ¢ > 0.

For example, we might have

m(x) < exp(—|z|") for any r > 1.

Condition (4.6) in Assumption 4.2 implies geometric ergodicity of the overdamped Langevin]j
dynamics with potential V' [41]. We rely on this fact to motivate Assumption 4.3 concerning
the convergence of MCMC processes sampling biased distributions with unbounded support.
Interestingly, we use the same condition to prove lower bounds on some of the entries of the
overlap matrix; cf. Lemma F.1.

Condition (4.5) in Assumption 4.2 implies

py < Dexp(—yM)

whenever M > My for some D,y > 0. Therefore, the relative variance p3, of 1p1,00) OVEr T
satisfies

pa = M > D Lexp(yM) — 1.
Pym
We conclude that estimating pys with relative accuracy by a direct MCMC method (or even
Monte Carlo with independent samples) requires a number of samples increasing exponentially
with M.
By contrast, we show that for an appropriate choice of bias functions, the cost to estimate

py by EMUS increases only polynomially in M. For each M > 0 and K € N| let

M
h:=—
K?
and define the family of K + 2 bias functions
%1[0}1]( ) for i =0,
llz i x) fore=1,..., K -1
(4.7) i) = { 2 1E=DREHDA 0 (@) o
31 {ar—h,00) () or i = K, and
31111,00)(7) for i = K + 1.
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Figure 2: The bias functions {¢; : i = 0,..., K + 1} defined in (4.7) and a potential function
V satisfying Assumption 4.2. Observe that the bias functions ¥ and ¥ g1 have unbounded
support.

As in Section 4.1, let U; denote the support of ;. This family of bias functions is a partition
of unity on [0, 00); see Figure 2.

We now address the cost of estimating pas by EMUS. First, we observe that Assumption 3.6
on the asymptotic variances of MCMC averages does not cover the sampling of mx and mx 41,
since the supports of these distributions are unbounded. Thus, we require the following
assumption.

Assumption 4.3. Let f : [0,00) — R, and define o7(f) to be the asymptotic variance of
an MCMC trajectory average approximating m;[f] for i = K, K + 1. We assume

(/)
v () =

for some D independent of M and f.

In fact, since Assumption 4.2 implies that the overdamped Langevin dynamics is ergodic for
m(z) = exp(—V(x)) on the unbounded domain 2 = R, we fully expect (but do not prove here)
that under Assumption 4.2, Assumption 4.3 holds for overdamped Langevin constrained (by
reflection as in (3.10)) to remain in the support of mx or mx 1. Alternatively the reader may
simply assume that we draw i.i.d. samples from the biased distributions. All our results hold
in that case.

We show in Theorem 4.4 that the relative asymptotic variance of the EMUS estimate of
py grows only polynomially with M for a broad class of target distributions w. Therefore,
EMUS may be dramatically more efficient than direct MCMC sampling when the goal is to
compute tail probabilities. We observe that while the hypotheses of the theorem are somewhat
restrictive, similar results hold more generally; for example, see Section 5 where we compute
tails of a marginal density.
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Theorem 4.4. Let Assumptions 3.6, 4.2, and 4.3 hold. Set

K = M max[|V/(@)]].

Define a family of K + 2 bias functions 1; by (4.7). Take r; = 1/(K +2). Let 03, ;¢ denote
the asymptotic variance of the EMUS estimate of pas. We have

2

g
MO < oK?
Py

for some constant C' > 0 depending on V' but not on M.
For example, suppose that

V(z)=V(z)+a",

where V' has bounded support and r > 1. Then |V'(x)| < C(1+ M"™1), and so

2
% S CM2(1 _i_Mrfl)Z.
P

Proof. The proof is similar to the low temperature limit, Theorem 4.1, but with compli-
cations arising because not all strata are bounded and because here we consider the relative
variance instead of the variance; see Appendix F. In particular, we require Assumption 4.2
to show that one can in fact choose h so that all nonzero entries of F' are bounded above
zero uniformly as M increases; cf. Lemma F.1. This is the only part of the proof relying on
Assumption 4.2. ]

5. EMUS for tails: An example from Bayesian inference. We demonstrate the use
of EMUS for efficiently exploring and visualizing distributions. In particular, we show how
EMUS may be used to efficiently compute both marginal densities and also tail probabilities
of the form P[n(Z) > e~ !] where n(Z) is a real valued function of a high-dimensional random
variable Z. For both tails and marginals, there is a natural and easy to implement choice of
strata, which we describe in Section 5.1.

In Section 5.3, we calculate two different one-dimensional marginals of the posterior distri-
bution of the hierarchical Bayesian mixture model described in Section 5.2. For one marginal,
the natural stratification suffices. For the other, it does not, but a preliminary computation
made with the natural stratification suggests a better choice of strata. We use this example
to explain how to diagnose and correct problems related to poorly chosen strata: Our results
will serve to guide the practice of stratified MCMC.

5.1. The natural stratification for tails and marginals. Here, we briefly explain how
EMUS can be used to estimate tail probabilities and low-dimensional marginals of high-
dimensional distributions. Let @ C R%; let 7 be a probability distribution on €; and let
n: 0 — R. Suppose that one wishes to estimate the very small tail probability P[n(Z) > ¢~ 1].
In this case, it is natural to stratify in n only. That is, one may choose a partition of unity
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{¢i}E | on R and define bias functions

(5.1) Yi(z) = ¢pi(n(x)) fori=1,...,L

depending only on 7. For a partition of unity, one might choose the regular grid of piecewise
constant functions defined in Section 4.2. We refer to (5.1) as the natural stratification. To
compute the tail probability, one uses EMUS to estimate 7r(1[€717oo) on).

Computing marginal densities is similar; in fact, computing tails may be understood as
a special case of computing a marginal density. Suppose now that 1 : @ — Rf. To estimate
the marginal 7, of 7 in 7, one chooses a partition of unity {#:}, on R, again defining bias
functions by (5.1). One then uses EMUS to compute averages of histogram bins, which are
functions of the form

(5-2) bno () = Ly 1,116 (1(2))-

We have
. 1
}llg(l) Wﬁ[bno] = (o),

so for small h the averages of the histogram bins approximate ;.

By the argument in Section 4.2, EMUS with the natural stratification will be dramatically
more efficient than direct sampling as long the biased distributions are no harder to sample
than the target distribution m. Essentially, this is because, with the natural stratification, very
small averages like P[n(Z) > £7!] over the target distribution 7 are expressed as functions
of much larger averages over the biased distributions ;. Unfortunately, however, for general
functions 7, the biased distributions of the natural stratification need not be easy to sample.
In Section 5.3, we give one example where the natural stratification works and one where it
does not. In the case where it does not, we explain how to make a better choice of strata.

5.2. A hierarchical Bayesian mixture model. Here, we review the hierarchical Bayesian
mixture model proposed in [39], and we discuss the difficulties which complicate inference
under this model. As a tutorial in the use of EMUS, we present a numerical investigation of
these difficulties in Section 5.

In the hierarchical mixture model, the data vector y = (y1,...,yn) € R™ consists of
independent identically distributed samples drawn from a mixture distribution of the form

K
PWild) =D aev(wi s Ap 1),
k=1

where K is the number of mixture components, g is the weight of the k’th mixture component,
v(s; Mlm)\;;l) is the normal density with mean u; and variance )\,;1, and ¢ is the vector of
parameters

¢:(Nla“'7MK7)\17“'7)‘K7Q17"'7QK—1)'
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(Since p(yi|¢) is a probability distribution, ¢1 +---+¢x =1, and q1, ..., gx—1 determine ¢g.)
The following prior distribution is imposed on ¢:

pi ~ N(m, 5 )

A ~ Gamma(a, 3)

B ~ Gamma(g, h)
(q1,--.,q9K—1) ~ Dirichletg (1,...,1).

As in [23, 10], we choose

4 1
m = M, K:ﬁ’ a=2, g=0.2, andh:ao—]gzg
where R and M are the range and the mean of the observed data, respectively. The posterior
density is
a—1
RIK/2 gh gatg=1 K
Zg(a)"T(g)(2m) 2 \i5
o K K
2

N K 1 )\k )
< TT1D. arrt exp{z(yi — k) } ,
=1 \k=1

where 0 = (¢, ) denotes the vector of all parameters to be inferred, including the hyperpa-
rameter f.

Several factors complicate inference based on this model. First, the mixture components
are not identifiable; that is, the posterior distribution is invariant under permutation of the
labels of the mixture components. Consequences of non-identifiability are discussed at length
in [23, 10]. In our computations in Section 5.3, we impose the constraint

1 < pe < -- < g

to ensure that the components are identifiable. Second, in Lemma 5.1, we show that the
posterior density may be unbounded, introducing spurious modes with infinite density. Finally,
even with identifiability constraints, the posterior distribution may have multiple modes of
finite posterior density. For example, see the modes reported in [10]. In Section 5.3, we
use EMUS to efficiently visualize the posterior, assessing the effects of multimodality and
unboundedness.

We suspect that the unboundedness of the posterior for this model is well known. However,
we are unable to find a reference, so we now explain. It is certainly well known that the
likelihood of a Gaussian mixture model is unbounded: Roughly speaking, the likelihood is
infinite when any mixture component is collapsed on a single data point [1]. Nonetheless,
one might expect the posterior density p(f]y) to be bounded, since the prior penalizes large
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values of the precisions A;. This is not always the case when the data vector contains repeated
entries:

Lemma 5.1. If any datum y; has frequency N; greater than

294 2(K — 1)a,

then the posterior density p(f]y) is unbounded.

Proof. Take the limit of p(f|y) as \y — oo with u1 = y;, f = )\fl, and all other variables
held fixed. |

The reader will observe that under the model, the set of data vectors with repeated
entries has probability zero. However, in practice, the data consist of measurements with
finite precision, and therefore repeated entries occur commonly, cf. the Hidalgo stamp data
used in Section 5.3.

5.3. Numerical experiments: Choosing strata, computing tails, diagnosis of problems.
In this section, we explain how to recognize and correct problems related to poor choices of
strata, and we demonstrate the use of EMUS to investigate the multimodality and unbounded-
ness of the posterior in the mixture model. We first compute two one-dimensional marginals
of the high-dimensional posterior density p(f|y) using the natural stratification (5.1). The
natural stratification works in one case but not the other. In the case where the natural strat-
ification does not work, preliminary calculations based on the natural stratification suggest a
better choice of strata.

Here, we let y be the Hidalgo stamp data set first studied in [22], consisting of the thick-
nesses of 485 stamps, ranging between 60 ym and 130 ym. We let there be three mixture
components (K = 3), following previous computational studies [10, 23]. In our first calcu-
lation, we estimated the marginal in us using the natural stratification with a grid of 201
bias functions covering the range [7,11], with the support of the leftmost and rightmost bias
functions reaching to —oo and oo, respectively. For the middle strata, define ¢1 : R — R by

(5.3) ¢1(x) := max{0,1 — |z|}.

We used the bias functions

(5.4) ¥i(0) = ¢1 (,ug = (7 +h(l — 1)h)> , where h := 0.02

for i = 2,...,200. Now, define ¢ : R — R by
(5.5) ¢2(x) := min{max{0,1 — z}, 1}
The first and last bias functions were

(. w0 = (27

(5.7) ¥201(0) = ¢2 ((7 i 202h) — MZ) :
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where h = 0.02 as before.

We chose the total number of bias functions based on the sizes of the off-diagonal entries in
the overlap matrix. For any bias functions of the form (5.4), the overlap matrix is tridiagonal.
Thus, by Remark 3.10, if the superdiagonal and subdiagonal entries Fj;.1 and F;; 1 are
sufficiently large, then the EMUS estimator is not too sensitive to statistical errors in F. For
our choice of bias functions,

(5.8) min{F;;1;i =1,...200} > 0.01 and min{F;;_1;i=2,...,201} > 0.004.

We sampled the biased distributions using the affine invariant ensemble sampler with 100
walkers, as implemented in the emcee package [15]. Due to computational restrictions on
memory, only every tenth sample point was saved. As a check on the sampling, the average
acceptance probability over all walkers in the ensemble sampler was calculated for each biased
distribution. Averaging over biased distributions gave a total average acceptance probability
of 0.31. The minimum acceptance probability over all distributions was 0.12.

To initialize sampling, we computed an unbiased test trajectory; that is, a trajectory
having ergodic distribution w. We then started by sampling a single biased distribution m,
initializing with points drawn randomly from the unbiased trajectory. We sampled the other
biased distributions in sequence, initializing with points drawn randomly from samples of
adjacent biased distributions. Thus, we sampled 7, first, then m;_1 and 7,1, then 7;_o and
Tk42, etc. We equilibrated the sampler in each 7; for 3000 Monte Carlo steps, and collected
data for an additional 100000 Monte Carlo steps. Each step of the ensemble sampler involves
perturbing the positions of each of the 100 walkers.

We computed the marginal in ps using a grid of 200 histogram bins, covering the region
[7,11]; this corresponds to taking h = 0.01 in (5.2). The result is the curve labeled EMUS
in Figure 3a. The marginal in po has two modes, labeled 1 and 2 in Figure 3a. We plot
the mixture distributions corresponding to these modes in Figure 4. (To be precise, the
distributions in Figure 4 correspond to means over histogram bins centered at the labeled
points.)

For comparison, we also estimated the marginal in ps from multiple long, unbiased tra-
jectories. We computed 100 unbiased trajectories of the affine invariant ensemble sampler
in parallel. For each trajectory, the ensembles were first equilibrated for 10000 Monte Carlo
steps, and then data were collected for 100000 steps. These trajectories were combined and
binned to produce the density labeled Unbiased in Figure 4. We estimated the relative asymp-
totic variance of the marginal density for the unbiased calculation using ACOR [14], and we
estimated the relative asymptotic variance for the EMUS calculation using the method out-
lined in Appendix G. We present the results in Figure 3a. Note that near the mode, unbiased
MCMC performs slightly better than EMUS, but in the tails, EMUS performs dramatically
better.

After computing the marginal in ug, we tried computing the marginal in log;y A;. We
used the natural stratification with a grid of 50 bias functions with maxima equally spaced
between —1 and 3.2 constructed as

=1+ h(i—1)—logiy A\
wi<9)—¢< : 10)



STRATIFICATION AND MARKOV CHAIN MONTE CARLO 25

60 0 .
—o— EMUS ':g 14
50 A +— Unbiased S
()]
S -2
) 40_ qé 3 ?'.....0»..-
& 307 S -4+
9o s
' 20+ € _5/
2
10 [y o —6 Y
o ¢ g
0 040 - =7 A 3
7 8 9 10 11 7 8 9 10 11
M2 (10um) U2 (10um)

(a) (b)

Figure 3: Estimates of the logarithm of the marginal density in puo and the asymptotic vari-
ances of those estimates. Figure 3a displays estimates of the marginal in ps computed by
EMUS and by an unbiased trajectory of the ensemble sampler. Figure 3b displays the asymp-
totic variances of these two estimates of the marginal density. We note that while the unbiased
calculation has greater accuracy near the mode, the EMUS calculation has greater accuracy
in the tails. The relative errors in this figure were estimated using the method described in
Appendix G.

where

32— (1)
h="2
49

We used the same initialization scheme as for the marginal in po, beginning with a single
biased distribution initialized from an unbiased test trajectory. We call this the center sample.
The result of this calculation was the density labeled “1D Center” in Figure 5a. When
we tried to compute the asymptotic variance of this density estimate, we noticed very slow
convergence of the sampler for some biased distributions. To investigate, we performed another
EMUS calculation using a similar initialization procedure, but starting from 7y, the biased
distribution at the extreme left, covering the lowest values of A;. We call this the left sample.
The result of this second calculation was the density labeled “1D Left” in Figure 5a. For
both the center and left samples, the strata were equilibrated for 3000 steps and sampled for
another 200000. We observe that the two densities differ significantly in the region —1 <
log1g A1 £ 0.5. They should be the same up to sampling errors; for example, we observe that
different initializations have no effect on the calculation of the marginal in o, cf. Figure 3a.

Figure 6 explains the problem and suggests a solution: In the region 0.2 < log;y A1 < 0.7,
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Figure 4: Gaussian mixtures corresponding to modes of the marginal in po. Mixtures 1 and
2 correspond to the labeled points in Figure 3a. To be precise, the blue curve in each plot is
the mixture distribution corresponding to the mean of a histogram bin centered at the point
labeled in Figure 3a. The green curves are the individual mixture components. The black
bars are a histogram of the Hidalgo stamp data.

the center and left samples cover entirely different ranges of log;; A2. This suggests that the
biased distributions corresponding to the range 0.2 < log;y A1 < 0.7 are multimodal, with
barriers in A9 impeding sampling.

To confirm the hypothesis that barriers in Ay were responsible for the poor convergence
observed in the center and left samples, we performed a third calculation, stratifying in both
log;o A1 and log;g A2. We used a 50 x 50 grid of bilinear bias functions, with maxima equally
spaced between —1 and 3.2. To be precise, for i,5 = 1,...,50, we defined the bias functions

bii(6) = 6 <_1 Hh= U= los Al)
< b (—1 + h(j —;) —log, Ag) ’

with h as before. Let 7;; denote the biased distribution corresponding to 1);;.

We performed the two-dimensional EMUS calculation twice, initializing from the center
and left samples drawn from the natural stratification in log;y A;. For each i = 1,...,L, to
sample the row {n;; : j = 1,...,50} of biased distributions, we began by initializing sampling
of a single biased distribution 7;; with points from the either the center or left sample of ;.
We then sampled the other distributions 7;; for j # k in sequence, again initializing with
points from samples of adjacent distributions, either 7; ;41 or 7; j_1 in this case. If no samples
were found inside the support of a biased distribution, that distribution was ignored. For each
biased distribution, sampling was burned in for 4500 steps, and samples were collected for an
additional 2500 steps. Ultimately, 1397 of the 2500 biased distributions were sampled; the
unsampled distributions correspond to the white space in Figure 7a.

We computed the marginal in log;; A1 and log;q A2 using a 200 x 200 grid of histogram bins,
covering the region —1 <logiy A1 < 3.2 and —1 < logy A2 < 3.2; this corresponds to taking
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Figure 5: Estimates of the logarithm of the marginal density in log;, A1 and the asymptotic
variances of those estimates. Figure 5a displays the estimates of the marginal in log;y A
computed by various methods. The error bars are twice the estimated asymptotic standard
deviation in each histogram bin. For the two-dimensional EMUS calculations, standard de-
viations were estimated using the method described in Appendix G. For both the unbiased
calculation asymptotic variances were estimated using ACOR, [14]. No error bars are given
for the two one-dimensional calculations, as the barrier depicted in Figure 10 makes accu-
rate estimation of the asymptotic variance impossible. A clear error is visible in the two
one-dimensional umbrella sampling calculations, due to initialization along either side of the
barrier in Figure 10. Figure 5b displays the asymptotic variance of the marginal density in
logqy A1 for the unbiased and the two-dimensional EMUS calculations. We note that while the
unbiased calculation achieves greater accuracy near the mode, the EMUS calculation achieves
greater accuracy in the tails.

h=(3.2—(=1))/200 in (5.2); the result from the center calculation appears in Figure 7a. In
Figure 8, we show the mixture distributions corresponding to the modes of the two-dimensinoal
marginal in Figure 7a. The two-dimensional marginals were essentially the same for the center
and left initializations; see Figure 9. We also estimated the one-dimensional marginal in
log;y A1 using the two-dimensional stratification; see the results labeled “2D Center” and “2D
Left” in Figure 5a. Finally, we estimated the relative asymptotic variance of the marginal in
log;y A1 computed by two-dimensional stratification. Again, we observe that EMUS performs
much better than unbiased sampling in the tails, cf. Figure 5b.

The marginal in log;y A1 and log;g A2 confirms that barriers in Ay caused the problems
observed in calculating the marginal in log;y A; using the natural stratification. In fact, we
see that computing the marginal in either A\; or Ay requires stratifying both variables, as
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Figure 6: To generate Figure 6, we binned the samples for the one-dimensional left and center
EMUS calculations, and we plotted the difference in the histograms. The contour lines are
contours of the log marginal density, as in Figure 7a. Figure 6 shows that while the two
calculations largely sample the same regions, near log;; A1 = 0.45 they become trapped on
opposite sides of a barrier. This leads to poor sampling, causing a slowly decaying error in
the estimates of the marginal density, cf. Figure 5a.

stratifying only one leads to barriers that impede sampling in the other. In particular, there
are barriers in g along the line log;; A1 = 0.45 and a barrier in A\; along log;j A2 = 0.6: In
Figure 10, we plot an estimate of the conditional distribution of log;y A2 with log;y A1 = 0.45
fixed. This distribution is multimodal with a region of very low probability separating the
modes, which explains the poor sampling depicted in Figure 6.

To conclude, we have confirmed that EMUS can be extremely efficient for computing
tails. However, one must exercise care in the choice of strata. The natural stratification often
suffices, but in some cases, like computing the marginal in log;q A1, the biased distributions
of the natural stratification may be very difficult to sample. We propose the use of different
initializations, like the center and left samples, as a method of identifying problems related
to poorly chosen strata. Careful inspection of simulations performed with these different
initializations can identify problems and suggest better strata.

6. Conclusions. We have analyzed the Eigenvector Method for Umbrella Sampling (EMUS), |}
an especially simple and effective stratified MCMC method sharing many features with the
popular WHAM [27] and MBAR [44] methods of computational chemistry. We have demon-
strated the advantages of EMUS for sampling from multimodal distributions and computing
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Figure 7: Logarithm of marginal density in log;, A1 and log;y A2 as estimated by EMUS and
unbiased MCMC. Contour lines in both figures are every unit change in the estimated log;,
marginal density. Figure 7a is the EMUS estimate. The numbers 1, 2, and 3 on this figure
correspond to the mixture densities in Figure 8. Note that at values of log;, A near 3.0 we begin
to see the modes corresponding to singularities of the posterior. Figure 7b is the marginal
density estimated from a long unbiased trajectory of the ensemble sampler. Note that the
entire trajectory lies in a small neighborhood of the mode labeled 1 in Figure 7a.

tail probabilities, and we have explained how to identify and resolve the problems which may
occur if the method is implemented poorly. We have also given a tutorial intended to explain
how to diagnose and correct problems related to poorly chosen strata.

Our purpose was to explain the benefits of stratified MCMC analytically, with the ulti-
mate goal of introducing stratified MCMC to a diverse audience of statisticians, engineers,
and scientists. Since stratified MCMC had previously been applied only to a particular class
of statistical mechanics calculations without any general justification, we began by developing
a general theory. We hope that our theory will serve as the basis for further developments. For
example, it may now be possible to undertake a comparison of EMUS and other so-called reac-
tion coordinate methods such as Wang—Landau sampling [52] or Metadynamics [28]. Despite
some similarities with EMUS, these methods work by a substantially different mechanism and
understanding the relative advantages of the two approaches is non-trivial. We also note that
there is potential to apply stratification to problems that lie outside the scope of the present
work. For example, we present a stratification method capable of computing dynamical quan-
tities such as mean first passage times [11].

Appendix A. Derivation of (2.1) and (2.3).
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Figure 8: Gaussian mixtures corresponding to means of histogram bins. Mixtures one through
three correspond to the labeled points on Figure 7a, mixture four corresponds to a distribution
near a singularity of the posterior, with log;; A1 = 4.34 and log;; A2 = 0.79. To be precise, the
blue curve in each plot is the mixture distribution corresponding to the mean of a histogram
bin centered at the point labeled in Figure 7a. The green curves are the individual mixture
components. The black bars are a histogram of the Hidalgo stamp data.

To see that (2.1) holds, observe that

Mh

- 1 gvi/ui
— Z'ﬂTz /U'L = Zzl Z£:1 W[wk] s [2521 wk/ﬂ]ﬂ]

__md
Zé:lﬂ-[wk]

Therefore, we have
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Figure 9: The difference between the free energy surfaces of the two-dimensional umbrella
sampling runs. The center calculation was initialized from the center one-dimensional cal-
culation, and the left calculation from the left one-dimensional calculation. In general the
difference is small, roughly a tenth of an order of magnitude in the log marginal.

To prove (2.3), observe that

=1
B N ;i (i u;) ]
B ; uj7r [Zﬁzl U/ up,
_ Yy

-

— w;

Appendix B. Proof of Lemma 2.1.

Proof. We prove only the second statement; proof of the first is similar. By definition, a
non-negative matrix M € RY* is irreducible if and only if for every subset A C {1,2,..., L}
of the indices, there exist indices i € A and j ¢ A so that Mj;; > 0. Now assume that for
every A C {1,2,..., L}, there exist j ¢ A and t > 0 so that

X} € Upea{m : ¢r(z) > 0}.

Then for some i € A, 1/%(Xg ) >0, so Fﬂ > 0, hence F is irreducible. |

Appendix C. Sparse Grid of Strata. One may define a uniform grid of strata so
that (3.6) increases only as d? with dimension, not exponentially: For any i € Z¢, let Vi =
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Figure 10: Here we give an estimate of the conditional distribution of log;y A2 with log;y A1 =
0.45 calculated from the two-dimensional marginal seen in Figure 7a. The conditional dis-
tribution is multimodal. The mode on the left corresponds to mixtures with the data from
thicknesses of 60 to 85 pum covered by a single Gaussian similar to mode 2 in Figure 8. The
mode on the right corresponds to mixtures with these data covered by two Gaussians similar
to mode 1 in Figure 8.

Wi = {x € Vj/ : min ||z — y|| < min||z — y|| for any k € Z%\ {j} }
yeVy yeVy

to be the d-dimensional pyramid consisting of all points in Vj’ closer to Vj than to any other
cube V.. Now let e,, denote the n’th standard basis vector in R?, and define

‘/i = UfLZl(WLi"F@n U Wivi_en) U ‘/i/

to be the cube V] enlarged by all the neighboring pyramids Wj;. The strata V; are convex,
and the corresponding bias functions ¢; = %1‘/i are a partition of unity. Each stratum V;
intersects only the 2d neighboring strata Vii., for n =1,...,d. Moreover, each intersection
between neighboring strata Vj and Vj consists of the pair of pyramids Wj; and Wj;, and it has
volume 1/d. Therefore, by Lemma 3.9, for this choice of bias functions, the nonzero entries
of F decrease as 1/d. It follows that (3.6) increases as d2.

Appendix D. Proofs of Theorem 3.3 and Theorem 3.5. Our proof of Theorem 3.3 (the
CLT for EMUS) is based on the delta method. To apply the delta method, we require the
following result ensuring the differentiability of w(G):

Lemma D.1. The function w(G) admits an extension w : RE*L — RE which is differen-
tiable on the set of irreducible stochastic matrices.
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Proof. By [47, Lemma 3.1], w(G) admits a continuously differentiable extension to an
open set U C REXL, We further extend the domain of w(G) to RZXL by arbitrarily defining
w(G) = 0 whenever G € RI*E\ U. [ ]

The extension in Lemma D.1 resolves two technicalities: First, the set of stochastic matri-
ces is not a vector space but a compact, convex subset of RE*E with empty interior. Therefore,
the derivative of w is undefined. Second, F' may be reducible for some values of N and some
realizations of the processes sampling the biased distributions. In that case, the invariant
distribution of F is not unique, so w(F') is undefined. Throughout the remainder of this work,
w(G) will denote the extension guaranteed by the lemma.

We now prove the CLT for EMUS.

Proof of Theorem 3.3. The proof is based on the delta method [6, Proposition 6.2] and a

formula for w'(F') given in [19].
By Lemma D.1, w(F) is differentiable at F', so the function

= —%1L 7*1L — = =7 = —.
B (F i (1)) = muslel = 5P P

is differentiable at (F,{m;[g*]}2,, {m[1*]}2,). Let 8;B € RY*2 be the derivative of B with

respect to those quantities computed from X}: That is,

0B OB
D.1 OB := | —=—, —= | e RE+2,
(D-1) ' <8FZ~; 8Gi;)
where aazg € R” denotes the partial derivative of B with respect to the i’th row of F' and

9B (0B 0B )
aaf(ag;’ai;)ER‘

To simplify notation, we will assume throughout the remainder of this argument that all

derivatives are evaluated at (F Amilg )Y, {mil1¥] iL:1)- In formulas involving matrix multi-
oB
» 9F;.? aG,;
Since we assume that the processes X} sampling the different measures 7; are independent,

[5, Chapter 1, Theorem 2.8] implies that

as row vectors.

plication, we will treat 0; B and

(D.2)
/ n —  Ix n —%  Ix * * * * d
M< (Flnglvllv"'7FL:agL51L) - (F1:77r1[g ]771-1[1 ]7--';FL:,7TL[9 ]77TL[1 ])) — N(O,E),

where ¥ is the covariance matrix of the product of the distributions N (07 Ky 122-). (That is,
Y € REEA2)XL(L+2) ig the block diagonal matrix with the matrices /ﬁi_lEi along the diagonal.)
Therefore, by the delta method,

VM (ruslg] — wlg]) % N(0,0?),
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where
= (0B,...,0LB)%(01B,...,0,B)"
L
(D.3) = k;'0;BY0,B".
=1

Now we observe that for any column vector v € R having mean zero,

d ow
d—gwk(F + ee;v') . = 81{1} =z (I — F)¥ey,

by [19, Theorem 3.1]. (In the formula above, e; € R” denotes the i'th standard basis vector.)
Therefore, we have

0B Vi gptvmle’) Yo SRvm(L] S sumi[g]

OF. Y aml iy 217 py akm[17]
L
(D.4) = 30 2 (g ~ mlglme(1)
1 'R
= zo¥(I — F)*g,

where

gr = V. [g° = m[g]1"] = £ (mx[g7], mi[17]).
(Equality (D.4) above follows from (2.1) and the definition (?7) of ¥.) Also,
0B

(D.5) 98 — w1, g = =t
Thus,
OB ;0B' _9B 0B' 9B 0B
0;BY;0;B' = ——0'—= = T ——
a-an 8Fz * 8sz 8Gz * an § 8Gz
= {1 F)#a-o'(1 = Fy*g+2(1 - F)*g- pit + (it}
and the result follows by (D.3). [ ]

We now prove of Theorem 3.5. To begin, we give some upper bounds on the partial
derivatives of the weight vector w(F') with respect to the entries of the overlap matrix F.

Definition D.2. Let e; € R denote the i’th standard basis vector. Fori,j € {1,2,..., L}
with © # j, define the logarithmic partial derivatives

0log wy, 0
o, (F) ::8Fij log wy, ;I + Fij (eieg- — eieg)

(D.6) _

log wi(F + 6(62'6;- — eieg)).
de e=0
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(These partial derivatives must be understood as derivatives of the extension guaranteed by
Lemma D.1; otherwise, they are defined only when Fi; > 0 and Fj; > 0.)

Our definition of logarithmic partial derivatives in (D.6) is not standard. However, we
observe that a version of the standard formula relating the total and partial derivatives of
log w holds: For all matrices H whose rows sum to zero,

0log wy,

d
(D.7) e Ologwk(F—i—EH) = ;

e=

We need only consider matrices whose rows sum to zero, since these are the only perturbations
for which F' 4+ eH can be stochastic.
The following result appears in [47, Theorem 3.6]. It is crucial in our proof of Theorem 3.5.

Lemma D.3. Recall P;[t; < t;] and alang;% from Definitions 3.4 and D.2. For all stochastic
and irreducible matrices F, we have

0 log wy, 1

1
F _
max an] ( )‘ - Pi[tj < ti]

ESE S
2Pi[tj <ti] Tk

We also require the following lemma in the proof of Theorem 3.5.

Lemma D.4. The asymptotic covariance matriz o* has the properties:
1. The rows and colums of o sum to zero. That is, for e € RY the vector of all ones,

o'e =0 and e'c’ = 0.
2. Forallj=1,...,L,
O';-k = U,ij = 0 whenever Fy, = 0.
Proof. Since the rows of F' sum to one with probability one, we have
var(Fy.e) = 0

for any fixed number of samples N;. Therefore, the asymptotic variance ¢* has e'o’e = 0, and
it follows that e'o? = o’e = 0 since o' is symmetric and positive semidefinite.
Let k£ be such that F;; = 0. Since Fj; = 0 with probability one, we have

cov(Ey, Fyj) =0
for any j =1,..., L, and therefore aék =0. [ ]

We now prove Theorem 3.5.

Proof of Theorem 3.5. We begin with formula (D.3):

L
(D.8) o? =Y k;'0,B'%;0B.
i=1
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Since the asymptotic covariance matrix Y; is symmetric and positive semidefinite, the Cauchy
inequality holds:

1 1
atZib < fatZia + fth,-b,
2 2
for all a,b € RETL. Therefore,

OB OB OB 0B \"
1Bt21 ZB =\ == =—= Ez anD ) a~
O30 <aFi; aGiz> <8Fi; aGiz>

OB OB \°® OB OB \*
<2 0)%==,0 2(0°, =—= | = (0", ==
(6F ) <8F ) - < ’aGJ ( ’663:)

0B ;9B' 0B OB
8}_72':J 8Fz 86—"1‘:7—Z 8(;2 .
(D,9) =: 240 + 2A4;.

=2

(Here, 0 denotes the zero vector in RZ, interpreted as a column vector.)
We now estimate the term Aj defined above. By (D.4), we have

oB' . 0B
Ay = —= o'—=
T Oik9m 7
ik lm=1 OFy
L
Jlogw, . Ologw
= X g 3 Y TR op e
=1 #i g "
Fi]'>0F'k>0
8logwg dlogw
(D.10) Z 28mOm Y Y \/VaT by vare (0) “oFy
¢m=1 J#i ki
F;j>0 Fip>0
where
- %
jk

varr, (¢5)/varr, (V) .

(The third equality above follows from formula (D.7) relating the total and partial derivatives
of logw, since the rows and colums of ¢* sum to zero by Lemma D.4.)
We claim that

(D.11)
9 alogw i - Ologw, i . O0logw,?
Z E \/varx, (¥7) £ e/ vars, (Vp) —=— < tr(RY) E vary, (V) — 2 £,
0F — OF;
J#i k#i JFi

Fi5>0 F;,>0 Fil>0
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To prove this, we observe that R’ is symmetric and positive semidefinite since o* is symmetric
and positive semidefinite. Therefore, R* has the spectral decomposition

L
Rz‘ = Z )\i’jvi’j ('Ui’j)t
7j=1

with eigenvalues ); ; > 0 and corresponding eigenvectors v/ such that |[v™/|| = 1. Thus, for
any a € RE,
L L
(D.12) a'Rla=> A lv™ -al> < | Y Ny | llal® = tr(R) [lal*.
j=1 g=1

Inequality (D.11) follows from (D.12) by setting
0 = vary, (wj)ag’Tg:‘ if j # i and F;; > 0, and
0 otherwise.
Finally, combining (D.10), (D.11), and Lemma D.3 yields

L 2 . «
Ap < tr(RY) (Z Zz!ge’) arr, (45)

oy Pilt; <t;])*

(=1
F;;>0
Moreover, we have
L L L
> e =0 zlmlgt —wlgl*)| < W zpm(|h]) = w[|n]),
=1 =1 =1
by (2.1), and therefore
. vary, (1)
D.13 Ag < tr(R)7[|h|]? — I
( ) 0> I'( )7TH H -~ Pi[tj < ti]g
J7i
F;;>0

We now observe that by (D.5)

A1 = Z?Etng = \112le C(BZ),

C(h;) denotes the asymptotic covariance of the trajectory average h; of h over the biased
process X;. Therefore, combining (D.8) and (D.13), we find

L
1 _ . vary, ()
2<2Y  — 2202 C(hy) + tr(RY)7[|A])? —
7 S23 o A O (Rl g Bl <t [
Fjij>0

as desired. [ |
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When the bias functions are a partition of unity, both the EMUS method and the state-
ments of Theorems 3.3 and 3.5 simplify considerably. (The bias functions are a partition of
unity if and only if 25:1 ;(x) =1 for all z.) In this case, f* = f for all functions f, and the
EMUS method reduces to

L

muslgl = Y wi(F)g,

i=1

where

Ni Ni
Fij =N (X)) and g = N, 'Y~ g(X)).
t=1 t=1

Corollary D.5. Suppose that the bias functions are a partition of unity. In that case, The-
orem 3.5 holds with either vary(g) or w[|g|]? in place of w[|h|]%. In addition, ¥ = 1, and one

can replace C(h;) with the asymptotic variance C(g;) of gi.

Proof. When the bias functions are a partition of unity,

(b)) = 7llg — 7[g]l]* < 7(lg — w[g]*] = varx(g),

and so we may replace 7[|h|]? with var;(g). In addition, equation (D.4) holds with gz = 74[g].
Thus, following the argument above, one may verify that the result also holds with 7[|g|]? in
place of 7[|h|]?. [ ]

Appendix E. Proof of Theorem 3.7.
In the arguments below, for any probability measure v on a set §2, we let

L*(v) :={u: Q= R:v[u? < oo},

and we define the L?(v) inner product

(f.9)v =v|[fg]

with the corresponding norm

”fHLQ(l/) =V <f7 f>y

Given a set U C R?, we define L?(U), [l 2(wy» (; )u to be the analogous function space, norm,
and inner product for Lebesgue measure on U.

Our proof of Theorem 3.7 requires a Poincaré inequality, Lemma E.1. We refer to [31,
Section 3] for an introduction to Poincaré inequalities and their role in the theory of diffusion
processes.

Lemma E.1. Assume that the Poincaré inequality holds for U with constant A; that is,
assume that for all weakly differentiable f : U — R so that Vf € L*(U),

Jo- [ 7o

< AO) IV fllz2@
L2(U)
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We have a similar Poincaré inequality for my,:

I = muDll 2y < BAD) exp (f (s;fv ~inf v)) 92

Proof. By a standard scaling argument, the Poincaré inequality holds for U, with constant
hA. To see this, let Ay, : U — Up, be the affine transformation

Apx = 29 + h(x — ).

For any f : U, — R with Vf € L?(Uy,), using the change of variable formula and the chain
rule, we have

2 2

L

foAp— /Uf o Ap
< hAZ|V(f o Ah)”%%U)
= KR A% [(Vf) 0 Anl2a 0
= D22 |V |72, -

Un  L2(Uy) L2(U)

Now observe that for any f € L?(my,),
Hf - Wh[f] “L2(7rh) = IC%IHIQIHJC - C||L2(7rh)a

since 7[f] is the L?(m,) orthogonal projection of f onto the space of constant functions.
Therefore, we have

2

— T 22 -
||f h[f]HL (7n) S Hf /Uh f L2(7p)

< (o) -1,

< h?A? (SUPW(»T)) IV £l 220

2

L2(Uy,)

Un
125Pse, T (2

< h2A%Z
- infgep, mh(2)

IV £ 122

and the result follows. [ |

Remark E.2. The Poincaré inequality for the Lebesgue measure on a set U holds under
very weak conditions on U. For example, when U is convex, the Poincaré inequality holds
with constant A(U) = D/, where D is the diameter of the domain [38].

We now prove Theorem 3.7:
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Proof of Theorem 3.7. We begin by stating a simple consequence of the functional cen-
tral limit theorem for reversible, continuous time Markov processses: Let Y; be a reversible,
stationary Markov process with ergodic distribution 7 and generator L. Let g € L?(r), and

define

By [25, Corollary 1.9],

V(g —7lg)) % N(0,0%(g)).
where
(E.1) o*(g) = {g = mlg), L (g — 7[g]))x-
Here, L=!(g — 7[g]) denotes any function in the domain of L with
L(L™ (g — 7lg))) = g — 7lg]

and 7[L~'(g—7[g])] = 0. Such a function must exist when g € L?(7) and X; is reversible [25].
We now show that the process X/ meets the conditions above for the central limit theorem.
First, we recall that the generator of Xth is the operator

Ly=p"'A-VV.V

with domain

D(Ly,) :={g € C*(U") : Vg(z) - n(z) = 0 for all z € JU"};

see [2, Proposition 3.2] for the case of a convex polyhedron or [13, Chapter 8] for a domain
with C? boundary.

By [24, Theorem 4.3.3], a process Y; with invariant distribution 7 is reversible if its gen-
erator is symmetric and it has the strong continuity property

(E.2) lim || Tif — fll= = 0 for all f € L*(x),
t—0+

where T} f (z) := E,[f(Y};)] denotes the backwards semigroup associated with Y;. The generator
Ly, of Xf is symmetric, since for all f, g € D(Ly), using integration by parts, we have

B UV Vg)r==8"" | Vf-Vgz, " exp(=BV)dx

Up
=B~ [ fdiv(z;exp(—BV)Vy) da
Un
-1 fz,jl exp(—pV)Vg-ndS
ouUy,

= [ 57189V -V s expl-) o

(E.3) = (f, Lng)n-
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(Here, z}jl = fUh exp(—pV)dz is the normalizing constant for 7p.) Since (Vf, Vg)r is in-
variant under exchanging f and g, (f, Lng)r = (Lnf,g)r and Ly, is symmetric. We postpone
discussion of the strong continuity of XJ* to the end of the proof.

We now use the Poincaré inequality (Lemma F.1) and (E.3) to prove that X} is ergodic
and to estimate the term L;'(g — m4[g]) appearing in the formula for 02(g); in essence,
we adapt the approach outlined in [31, Section 3] to the family of reflected processes X'
We prove ergodicity first. By [4, Proposition 2.2], a process is ergodic if and only if 0 is a
simple eigenvalue of its generator. By the Poincaré inequality (Lemma E.1) and (E.3), for all
u < D(Lh),

(B4)  lu—mu[u]lZ2r,) < ColVullZar,) = CiBlu, —Lu)m, < CiBllull i, 1 Lull2(xy).

Cr = hA(U) exp <ﬁ <sup V — inf V>> i
2 U Uy,

Now if w is not constant, ||u—mp[u] H%Z(Wh) > 0, 8o || Lpul[2(x,) > 0 and u is not an eigenvector

where

with eigenvalue 0. Hence, 0 is a simple eigenvalue of L, and Xth is ergodic.
Finally, we estimate o7 (g). We have

ull 2 (ryy < CrBILul| L2(ry)-

Taking u = L, (g — m[g]) in the above yields

1Z3 (9 = mala)ll2(m) < CiiBllg — malolll L2y

which implies

o (9) = (g — mulgl, L™ (g — malg]))m, < ChBvars,(g),

using the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality.

It remains to show that the process X' has the strong continuity property (E.2). We
only sketch an argument, since the basic ideas are standard. First, one can use the Lipschitz
continuity of strong solutions of the reflected process [2, Lemma 4.1] to show that X[ has the
Feller property. (That is, one can show that Tju is continuous whenever u is continuous.) In
addition, since the process Xth has an infinitesimal generator, we have the pointwise continuity

property
(E.5) lim Tyu(z) = u(x)

t—0t

for all x € Uy, and all u € D(Ly,). Now we have ||T;||oc < 1 for all £ > 0, where ||T}||« is the
operator norm of T; on the space of continuous functions with the sup-norm, and therefore
by a density argument the limit (E.5) holds for all continuous u. Hence, by [8, Lemma 1.4],
we have

lim sup [Tiu(z) —u(z)| =0
t—0t+ xeUp,
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for all continuous u. The strong continuity property (E.2) then follows by another density
argument, using that [|73[|z2(r,) < 1 for all £ > 0. [ ]

Appendix F. Proof of Theorems 4.1 and 4.2.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. By Corollary D.5, since the bias functions are a partition of unity,
we have

: 1
2 -1 7. ) »2 1 S
(F.1) o(g) <2 E K; {C(gl)z1 + vary(g) tr(R") Z Fij}.
iczd /K74 J#i
Fij>0

To prove the desired upper bound, we substitute estimates of C(g;), RY and Fjj into the
inequality above.
First, we consider the asymptotic covariances R' and C(g;). Let

h=1/K.
The diameter of U; is 2v/dh, so by Assumption 3.6
(F.2) Ri; < Ch*B exp (2\/&h5||VV||Loo) < Chbexp (2\/&1\VV||LOO) .
(The second inequality follows since hf3 < 1 by definition.) Similarly,
(F.3) C(3i) < Ch*P exp (2Vd]| WV 1< ) vars,(9).

Second, by Lemma 3.9, the nonzero entries of the overlap matrix F' are bounded below as
0 tends to infinity:

exp (—2Vd|VV 1)

ij = 1

(F.4)

for all i,j so that Fjj > 0. We also observe that each row of F' has 3¢ nonzero entries, since
F; i1k > 0 only when all entries of k belong to {—1,0,1}.
We now estimate the term involving C(g;) in (F.1). By (F.3), we have

(F.5) Z 22 C(gi) < Ch*bexp (2\/gHVV||Loo) Z 22 vary, (9).

iczd /K74 i€z24/ K74
Now we have
varg (9) = mi [lg — mlg][*] < m [!9 - 7?[9]\2} :

Therefore,

(F.6) > v < Y am|lg - gl =7 [lo - wlgll?] = vare(g).

iczd /K74 iczd /K74



STRATIFICATION AND MARKOV CHAIN MONTE CARLO 43

(The inequality follows since 0 < z; < 1 for all i; the second to last equality follows using (2.4)
and that {ti}icz4/xza is a partition of unity.) Thus,

(F.7) 3 2 C(H) < Ch*Pexp (m/&uvvum) varx(g).
i€z /K74

It remains to address the term involving R! in (F.1): Using (F.2), (F.4), and that each
row of F has 3% nonzero entries, we have

. 1
(F.8) t(R) Y - < O h T exp (M&HVVHLOO)
A Y
Fij>0

for every i € Z?/KZ. Finally, using (F.7), (F.8), and x; ! = K¢ = [5]¢, we conclude
o2(g) < QCha‘b{Kd exp (2x/&HVV||Loo) + 6242 oxp (4\/21||VV\|L00> } vary(g)

< <D 8140 + E[3] Qd”’“) varg(g),

where the constants D and F depend on d and V, but not on g or . |

We note that if one uses the bias functions proposed in Appendix C, then the constants
D and FE in the proof of Theorem 4.1 grow only polynomially with the dimension d, not
exponentially. However, we do not claim that those bias functions perform better than the
uniform grid (3.8) or the bias functions of Section 5.3 in practice.

We now prove Theorem 4.4:

Proof of Theorem 4.4. Take g := 1,>p. Since the bias functions are a partition of unity,
by Corollary D.5, we have

, 1
2 -1 L2 2 i 1
(F.9) oy <2 Z k; S C(gi)z; + pjs tr(R") Z 7

i=0 jFi
F;;>0

First, we estimate
i < a ! < a
Rj; < Ch%exp <hﬂ%<|v (ac)\) < Ceh
foralli=1,..., K —1 by Assumption 3.6. By Assumption 4.3,
K .
R;; <D forj=K-1K,
and Rg =0 for j # K — 1, K, since 11 is constant over the support of mx. In addition,

REF =0forallj=1,...,L,
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since all bias functions 1; take a constant value over the support of mx ;. Likewise,
C(gr) < Ceh®varg, (g) < Ceh?®,

and C(g;) =0 for all i # K.

We now show that the nonzero entries of the overlap matrix are bounded below indepen-
dent of M. First, we estimate the entries which are averages over the biased distributions
with bounded support. By Lemma 3.9, we have

1
Fj>—=>0
Y = 2exp(2) ~

foralli=0,...,K —1 and j so that F}; > 0. whenever Fj; > 0. It remains to address those
entries related to biased distributions with unbounded support, so with ¢ = K, K + 1. By
Lemma F.1, Fg 11 and F 1 are bounded below by some ¢ > 0 independent of M, for this
choice of bias functions. (Lemma F.1 and its proof appear in Appendix F. Lemma F.1 is the
only part of the proof which relies on Assumption 4.2.) In addition, for any i =0,..., K + 1,
we have Fj; = %, which implies Fg 11k =1 — Fri1,5k41 = % since F' is stochastic when the
bias functions are a partition of unity.

Finally, we substitute the above estimates of the overlap matrix and the variances into (F.9).J]
Let ¢ = min{#, 1/2exp(2)}. Observe that h decreases with M, so Ceh® < E for some constant

E, uniformly in M. Let F' = max{D, E}. We have

2 9 2 2 Y(K +2)?
< Y (K +2) {C(gz-)»’«“? +p%4(2F)02} < 2K +2)FK 4 (72>
=0

Py ?\4 Py ¢

We now observe that

2K 2k _ Fryk 1
pvM 2k+1 Frre1 T oc

Therefore,

o? < 2F(K +2) +4F(K + 2)?
7 < . ’

2
M C

3

which proves the result. |
We now prove Lemma F.1, which is used in the proof of Theorem 4.4.

Lemma F.1. Under the hypotheses of Theorem 4.4, there exist constants My,04+,60_ >0
depending on V' but not on M so that

FK,K+1 > 0+ >0 and FK,Kfl >0_>0

whenever M > M.
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Proof. We consider Fi i1 first. We have

Ln((M —hM)) 1 [y exp(=V(2)) da
27w([M —h,00)) 2 fj\o/;:h exp(—V(z))dx

Frrg 1=

By the integral mean value theorem,

M
/ exp(—V (z))dz = hexp(—=V (Ep—nr))
M—h

for some &nr—p s € [M — h, M]. Moreover, by (4.5), we have
V(z) <V(M)+ V' (M)(x — M) for all zx > M > M.

Therefore, when M — h > My,

/oo exp(—V (2)) dz < /oo exp(—V(M — h) — V/(M — h)(x — M + h)) dz
M—h M—h
_ exp(=V(M —h))
VI — )

It follows that
Frrc—1 > hV'(M — h) exp(V(M — h) = V(Epr—n,mr))
> / . o ’
> hV' (M — h)exp ( hgrﬁr;a}&dv (ac)\)

> hV'(M — h)exp(—1)
_ v-w
~ [maxgep|V'(@)]]

(F.10) exp(—1),

using the definition h = M/K.

To estimate the quotient in expression (F.10), we distinguish two cases: By (4.5), V' is
nondecreasing on [Mjy, 00), so either lim, o V'(z) = Co < 0o or lim,_, V' (2) = co. In the
first case, V' is bounded, and we have

Vi(M—h) V'(Mo)

(F.11) Mmax,<p [V (@)1 = [maxgepo,o0 V' (@)]]

> 0,

whenever M — h > Mj. In the second case, for M sufficiently large,

! v
max|V'(z)| = V'(M).

Therefore, applying in succession the mean value theorem, the monotonicity of V', assump-
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tion (4.6), and the hypothesis lim,_, o, V'(2) = oo, we have that for all M sufficiently large,

V(M — h) B V(M) V(M) —V'(M — h)
[max<np|V'(z)[]  [V'(M)] [V/(M)]

> V(M) hV"(nn—n,m)

—[VI(M)] V(M)

S V(M) V"(yv—nm)

— V(M) VI (ar—n)?
V(M)

“vany
11—«

(F.12) > 5
>0

(In the second and third lines above, nar—p v € [M — h, M] denotes the point guaranteed by
the mean value theorem so that V' (M) — V'(M — h) = hV"(nar—n,m)-) It follows from (F.10),
(F.11), and (F.12) that there exist M_,60_ > 0 so that

(F.lg) FK,K—I >0_>0

whenever M > M_.
Now we prove that Fx i1 is bounded below. We have

1 [a exp(=V (z)) dz

2 fz\o/?,h exp(—V(x))dx

1 f]\(}o exp(—V(x))dx
St (= V (@) da

>a A]\;Hh exp(—V(x))dx
f]\]}{h exp(—V(x))dx

f]\])[/‘”rh exp(V(z — h) — V(z))exp(—=V(z — h)) dx

f]\]y—h exp(—V(z)) dx

> 0_exp < min V — max V>

Fr g1 =

:FKJ(_

>0_

[M—h,M~+h] [M—h,M+h]
(F.14) > 60_exp <—2h max |V’|> .
[M—h,M+h]

As above, to bound the quantity appearing in the exponent in (F.14), we distinguish
the two cases lim, o V/(z) = C1 < oo and lim, o V/(2) = co. In the first case, for M
sufficiently large that 2C; > |V'(z)| > C1/2 whenever & > M — h, we have

maxp—pn) |V _ 201
[max[o’M]]V’ﬂ o Cl/2

(F.15) h  max }]V’\: 4.

[M—h,M+h
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In the second case, for M sufficiently large,

max(ps—p, ar41) V'] < V(M + h)
{max[()’MHV’H - V(M)

(F.16) h  max |V'|=
[M—h,M-+h]

By (4.6), we have the differential inequality
V" < alV']2

This implies

for

the solution of the initial value problem

y = ay2 and y(0) = V'(M).

Therefore,
1 1 V(M)
"(M < = <
VIM AN < 5T —an ~ VD) T —a[ VDTS T—a
so by (F.16),
, 1
(F.17) h  max |V'|<——.
[M—h,M+h) 1l -«

It follows from (F.14), (F.15), and (F.17) that there exist M4, 604 > 0 so that
(F.18) Fr i1 > 0. >0

whenever M > M, . |

Appendix G. Improved Method of Computing Error Bars. In [48, Section VIL.B.1],
we proposed a practical method of estimating the asymptotic standard deviations (error bars)
of averages computed by EMUS. Using the notation established in Appendix D, our method
proceeds as follows:

1. Compute F, {g:}L,, and {15}L ;.

2. Compute w(F) and the group inverse (I — F)%.
3. Evaluate ;B at F, {g:}L,, and {1}£ .

4. Compute the time series

G = 0B (XD, on(XD), 0" (XD, 1 (X)) = (P Fir g, 17) ).
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5. Compute an estimate y? of the integrated autocovariance of ( using an algorithm
such as ACOR [14].

6. Compute as an estimate o2 the quantity

(G.1) 52 = ZL: X0

. : 2. o
We originally proposed computing the group inverse (I — F')# using the method of [19]
based on the QR factorization. We have since discovered that this method does not always
yield sufficiently accurate results. For example, when computing error bars for the marginal
in s in Section 5.3, we observed a highly oscillatory numerical error affecting some entries
of (I — F)#. That the sign pattern in Figure 11a fails to be symmetric is evidence of this
numerical error. We note that since the exact overlap matrix F' is in detailed balance with
w(F), we have diag(w(F))F diag(w(F))~! = F'. (Here, diag(w(F)) denotes the diagonal

matrix with w(F') along the diagonal.) Therefore,

(I = F)%)" = diag(w(F))(I — F)* diag(w(F)) ",

which implies that the sign pattern of (I — F)# is symmetric since w(F) is positive. As a
result of these numerical errors, we were unable to accurately compute error bars for the
EMUS estimate of the marginal density.

Sign pattern for QR computed group inverse Sign pattern for iterative inverse

Figure 11: Sign pattern of group inverse (I — F)# computed by method of [19] (Figure 11a)
and using power iteration (Figure 11b). Yellow indicates an entry with positive sign, blue a
negative sign. Here, we consider the overlap matrix F' computed to estimate the marginal
density of uo in Section 5.3. The oscillations in sign observed in the upper right corner of
Figure 11a are evidence of numerical error.

We therefore propose computing the group inverse by a new method combining QR fac-
torization with power iteration. We first compute an estimate G° of (I — F)# by the method
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of [19]. We then iterate
(G.2) G"tl = 7(G") = FG" + 1 — ew(F),

where e Ei]RL denotes the column vector of all ones and F := (I — ew(F)!)F. We observe
that (I — F')* is a fixed point of this iteration, since

I((I = F)*) = (I - ew(F))F(I - F)* + (I - en(F)")

=(F=I)(I = F)" + (I = ew(F)") + (I - F)*

= (I - F)*.

Above, we use well known properties of the group inverse, including that the spectral projector

I —ew(F)! commutes with F, that (I —ew(F)")(I-F)# = (I—-F)#, and that (I-F)(I—F)* =
I —ew(F)t. )

Moreover, when F' is irreducible, #¥ is a contraction for K sufficiently large. By the

Perron-Frobenius theorem, the spectral radius of F' is smaller than 1 — &, for some ¢ > 0.

_q11/k
Therefore, by Gelfand’s formula, for any matrix norm ||-||, we have limg_, o, HF K H <1l—¢/2,
and so for some K,

HF’“H < (1 —¢/2)* whenever k > K.

Now
K-1
IH(GQ) = FXG+ (I —en(F)) ) FI.
7=0
Thus, assuming that the norm ||-|| is submultiplicative,

|-75G) = 5 )| = |FE (G - m)|| < |FE| e - H) < (- e/2)%)16 - B

Therefore, the power iteration converges and its limit is the group inverse (I — F)#

Using this new method, we computed (I — F)# for I the overlap matrix involved in
estimating the marginal in ps in Section 5.3. We performed 10° power method iterates.
Observe that the sign pattern of the group inverse computed with power iteration is symmetric;
see Figure 11b.

The power iteration (G.2) converges slowly when the spectral gap of F is small. We have
shown in [47] that the spectral gap may be very small: It decreases exponentially with a
temperature parameter in a limit similar to the one analyzed in Section 4.1 above. However,
even when the spectral gap is small, we conjecture that a modest number of power iterations
will significantly reduce the numerical error in the group inverse, since the error in the initial
calculation seems to be highly oscillatory and the power iteration has a smoothing effect.
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