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Abstract

In this paper we propose a general framework of performing MCMC with only a mini-batch of
data. We show by estimating the Metropolis-Hastings ratio with only a mini-batch of data, one is
essentially sampling from the true posterior raised to a known temperature. We show by experiments
that our method, Mini-batch Tempered MCMC (MINT-MCMC), can efficiently explore multiple
modes of a posterior distribution. Based on the Equi-Energy sampler (Kou et al. 2006), we developed
a new parallel MCMC algorithm based on the Equi-Energy sampler, which enables efficient sampling
from high-dimensional multi-modal posteriors with well separated modes.

1 Introduction

The Metropolis-Hastings (MH) algorithm provides a general recipe to sample from a posterior density
function given by π(θ) ∝ π0(θ)

∏n
i=1 p(xi|θ), where π0(θ) is the prior distribution1 of θ and

∏n
i=1 p(xi|θ)

denotes the joint likelihood over an i.i.d dataset X = {x1, . . . , xn}. The MH algorithm works by building
an ergodic Markov chain with π(θ) as its invariant distribution. To apply the MH algorithm, one needs
the ability 1) to evaluate the ratio of the posterior between two points: π(θ′)/π(θ) and 2) to draw sample
from a proposal function q(θ′|θ). Given θt at each iteration, we generate θ′ ∼ q(·|θt) and then determine
whether to accept it with probability

r(θt, θ
′) = min

{
1,
π(θ′)

π(θt)

q(θt|θ′)
q(θ′|θt)

}
= min

{
1,
π0(θ′)

π0(θt)

q(θt|θ′)
q(θ′|θt)

n∏
i=1

p(xi|θ′)
p(xi|θt)

}

This “accept or reject” step (henceforth referred to as the MH correction step) is essential for the Markov
chain to converge to the correct invariant distribution. The choice for q(θ′|θ) only affects the efficiency of
the algorithm.

When the dataset is large (n� 1), evaluating the ratio of the likelihood function at each iteration
of MH can be very expensive, as it requires scanning over the entire dataset. Instead, researchers tend
to rely on variational Bayes methods or stochastic optimization methods in which each update moves
the state along an stochastic gradient direction of the log posterior. Under convexity assumptions, when
the step size decreases to zero in a manner that satisfies the Robbins-Monro condition of divergent sum
and convergent sum of squares, these updates are guaranteed to find the global optimum. However,
without convexity, one can only expect to get close to a local optimum. In fact, it has been shown that
MCMC algorithms can have better performance than optimization based algorithms and variational Bayes

1To simplify notation, we assume π0(θ) ∝ 1, i.e. the uniform prior over the parameter domain. All the results in this
paper generalize to general priors with minor modifications.
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methods in many applications, including neural network training, topic modeling, matrix factorization,
etc [40][13][12].

In this paper we address the problem of performing MCMC with only a mini-batch of data. Specifically,
we show that if one replaces the expensive MH ratio with a cheap mini-batch estimate, one is essentially
sampling from πT (θ) – the true posterior raised to a certain temperature. Although the samples are not
distributed as the true posterior, they are still quite informative from a learning perspective since πT (θ)

keeps all the modes from π(θ). As we shall see, this “bias” actually works in our favor by enabling more
efficient transitions of the Markov chain. We provide evidences for this claim by applying our method on
training Bayesian logistic model. In fact, even for algorithms designed to sample from the exact posterior,
to apply them as an inference tool in practice, it may even be necessary to apply tempering on the target
distribution. See [47] for an example.

We highlight our contributions as follows:

1. Although the relationship between tempering and mini-batching has been noted, (for example, [3]
Section 6.3 observed this relationship using a heuristic acceptance rule with the Barker’s acceptance
criterion [5]), our paper is the first to establish the asymptotic equivalency between tempering and
mini-batching in Metropolis-Hastings.

2. From a practical standpoint, our algorithm is easy to implement and applicable to a wide range
of problems. For instances, we do not rely on any unknown bounds or correction distributions
of the log likelihood function, or a carefully designed adaptive sampling scheme [4, 29, 47], or
the availability of the gradient of the log density (compared with the “stochastic gradient based
approach” described in Section 2).

3. We do not require the step size to be decreasing. This allows a sampler to take much larger steps,
which is essential for a sampling algorithm to explore multiple modes of a posterior distribution
(more discussions in Section 2).

2 Related work

Below we discuss some related work on the topic of mini-batching in MCMC by summarizing them
into 3 categories. An extensive review of all previous work on performing MCMC with mini-batches of
data is beyond the scope of this paper. Readers are referred to [3] for an extensive review.

The pseudo-marginal approach. This approach relies on unbiased estimators of the unnormalized
target distribution [2, 33]. An important feature of methods in this category is that, under certain
assumptions, they generate samples from the exact target distribution with only mini-batches of data.
Unfortunately, these methods are generally not applicable to most problems of interests due to its
restrictive assumptions, e.g. a tight and cheap to compute lower bound on the log likelihood function [33].

The test based approach. A method in this category works by approximating the MH test with
mini-batches of data. It starts with a small batch size and increases it until a correct decision is made
with certain probability. While showing useful reduction in the overall computation, a common drawback
of this category is that the amount of data consumed can vary from one MH step to the next. In addition,
these algorithms typically rely on estimating some unknown quantities of the log likelihood or the log
likelihood ratio, which makes the implementation complicated and comprises the computation gain [4, 29,
47].

The stochastic gradient based approach. A typical algorithm of the this category uses the
stochastic gradient to construct their proposal and discard the MH correction step altogether (i.e. it
always moves to the new proposed point. See, for example, [1, 12, 13, 54]). However, without the MH
correction step, there is no guarantee that such an algorithm will generate samples from the correct
distribution. In fact, [3] showed naively approximating the MH test with a random mini-batch leads
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to a complicated invariant distribution that is hard to interpret; [13] showed a naive implementation
of “mini-batch Hamiltonian Monte Carlo” will generate samples that are arbitrarily bad. To make it
safe to discard the MH correction step, one common assumption made by algorithms in this category is
the “decreasing step size” assumption. Intuitively, without a correction step, each iteration is likely to
introduce a certain amount of bias. As the biases accumulate over iterations, the Markov chain may not
even be converging. This bias can be reduced if one uses a very small step size, such that the landscape of
the posterior distribution does not change much between moves. In this case, the acceptance probability
of the proposed move will be close to 1, hence making it safe to avoid a correction step. However, besides
slowing down the mixing of the chain, a more fundamental problem of the decreasing step size assumption
is that it implies the algorithm will converge to a local mode instead of moving between modes with
probability consistent with the posterior, at least not within a reasonable time frame.

It is worth pointing out that our method is related to the usage of fractional posterior, which is
obtained by updating a prior distribution with the usual likelihood function raised to a fractional
power, the fractional likelihood function. There has recently been an renewed interests in the usage of
fractional posterior in Bayesian statistics, largely due to its empirically demonstrated robustness to model
misspecification. Moreover, [9] provide theoretical analysis on the contraction property of the fractional
posterior in a general misspecified setting and develop oracle inequalities for the fractional posterior. As
we shall see, our method is asymptotically equivalent to the use of fractional posterior, since the joint
likelihood will dominate the prior when the data set is sufficiently large.

3 Mini-batch Tempered MCMC

3.1 The algorithm

Before delving into the detailed analysis, we first present our algorithm: MINT-MCMC(“MINi-batch
Tempered MCMC”), or MINT for short. Let µ(θ) = 1

n

∑n
i=1 li(θ), where li(θ) ≡ l(xi; θ) = log p(xi|θ), i.e.

the log likelihood of data point xi evaluated at parameter θ. Let µ̂(θ) = 1
m

∑m
j=1 lij (θ), where {i1, . . . , im}

is a random subset sampled uniformly with without replacement from {1, . . . , n}. In other words, µ̂(θ) is
an estimate of µ(θ) based on a mini-batch of size m. Our algorithm can be described in pseudo-code as
in Algorithm 1. It has two important input parameters: τ , which determines the batch size; and λ(λ < τ)

which determines the temperature of the approximate stationary distribution.
We would like to highlight an important difference between our algorithm and the original MH

algorithm: the scaling factor for log likelihood difference is nλ instead of n. It has been noted in [3]
that naively using a mini-batch estimate for the log likelihood can lead very poor results, i.e. estimating
µ(θ) by n

m µ̂(θ). Importantly, our work suggests that the cause of the failure of the naive approach is the
incorrect scaling factor.

3.2 Analysis

In this section we prove the following result: suppose the mini-batch size is chosen as m = nτ where
0 < τ < 1, λ < τ , then the MINT simulates a Markov chain whose invariant distribution is asymptotically
the true target distribution raised to the temperature T = n1−λ.

We analyze MINT with an augmentation technique. For reasons that will become clear soon, we
consider first sampling from an augmented system (θ, t) ∈ Ω×R, whose joint density function is given by
f(θ, t) ∝ g(θ)eεtφθ(t), where g(·) is some density function of θ; φθ(·) is the probability density function of
N (0, σ2

θ) whose variance may depend on θ; ε is some constant which does not depend on θ or t. We can
sample from this new system using the MH algorithm with proposal q((θ, t)→ (θ′, t′)) = q(θ → θ′)φθ′(t

′),
where q(θ → θ′) is some arbitrary proposal function of θ, e.g. a random walk centered at θ. This defines
a homogeneous Markov chain in the augmented space. From standard Markov chain theory we know that
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Algorithm 1 MINT

Input: q(θ → θ′), τ , λ(< τ), l(x; θ) and B (number of burn-in samples)
Output: θB+1, . . . , θN ∼ πT (θ)

1: t = 0

2: while t ≤ Nan do
3: θ = θt

4: Propose a move θ′ using q(θ → θ′)

5: Compute the mini-batch MH ratio:

r = min

{
en

λ(µ̂(θ′)−µ̂(θ)) q(θ
′ → θ)

q(θ → θ′)
, 1

}

6: Draw u uniformly from [0, 1]

7: if u < r then
8: θt+1 = θ′

9: else
10: θt+1 = θ

11: end if
12: t = t+ 1

13: end while

f(θ, t) is the invariant distribution of this chain. The marginal distribution of θ of this chain is given by:

f∗(θ) =

∫
R
f(θ, t)dt ∝ g(θ)

∫
R
eεtφθ(t)dt = g(θ)e

1
2σ

2
θε

2

where the last equality follows from the moment generating function of N (0, σ2
θ).

We now apply the above augmentation idea to derive our algorithm. Write

t =
√
m(µ̂(θ)− µ(θ)) (1)

Then under random mini-batching, by the Central Limit Theorem, t ∼ N
(
0, σ2

θ

)
with a high degree

of accuracy, where σ2
θ denotes the variance of li(θ). Let m = nτ where τ ∈ [0, 1) is a hyper-parameter

for batch size. Define π̃(θ, t) = en
λµ̂(θ) = en

λµ(θ)+nλ−τ/2t, where λ < τ is another hyper-parameter for
temperature. Notice π̃(θ, t) can be evaluated using only a mini-batch of data. Now let nλ−τ/2 = ε,
g(θ) ∝ enλµ(θ), consider the following joint distribution of (θ, t):

f(θ, t) ∝ g(θ)eεtφθ(t) ≡ π̃(θ, t)φθ(t) (2)

From our discussion at the beginning of this section, if we assume normality for t, we can integrate it out
to obtain:

f∗(θ) ∝ enλµ(θ)+ 1
2σ

2
θε

2

= en
λµ(θ)(1+n−(τ−λ)γ(θ))

as the marginal equilibrium distribution for θ, where λ < τ , γ(θ) =
σ2
θ

2µ(θ) . If γ(θ) is uniformly bounded,
then as n→∞ this marginal is approximately the tempered posterior with T = n1−λ.

Therefore, if we can sample from f(θ, t), the generated samples of θ will be marginally distributed
as the true posterior raised to a temperature of n1−λ. We now show this can be achieved by touching
a mini-batch of data at each iteration. Recall to sample from the joint distribution f(θ, t), we can use
the MH algorithm with proposal q((θ, t)→ (θ′, t′)) = q(θ → θ′)φθ′(t

′). On the first glance it may seen
inevitable to touch all n points in the dataset, since the variance of t, σ2

θ , is usually unknown and its
unbiased estimate s2θ = 1

n−1
∑n
i=1(li(θ)−µ(θ))2 requires a scan over the entire dataset. However, it turns
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Figure 1: Experimental results of mixture of Gaussians with tied means. left : contour plot of samples
of MINT and tempered MCMC. right : average hitting time estimated from 20 independent runs as a
function of the number of iterations. The green bars indicate 1 standard error bars. The black dashed
line represents the ground truth.

out that to compute the Metropolis-Hastings ratio, knowledge of σ2
θ is not required:

f(θ′, t′)q((θ′, t′)→ (θ, t))

f(θ, t)q((θ, t)→ (θ′, t′))
=
π̃(θ′, t′)φθ′(t

′)q(θ′ → θ)φθ(t)

π̃(θ, t)φθ(t)q(θ → θ′)φθ′(t′)

=
π̃(θ′, t′)q(θ′ → θ)

π̃(θ, t)q(θ → θ′)

That is, the terms involving σ2
θ cancel out. In other words, if all we care about is θ, we can construct

an implicit Markov chain in the augmented space by using only a mini-batch of data at each MH step.
The stationary distribution of this Markov chain is the true posterior raised to a temperature of n1−λ.

3.3 MINT in practice

Compared with standard MH algorithms, MINT only needs two additional parameters, τ and λ,
where τ is a parameter to control the batch size m = nτ . λ is a parameter to control the temperature of
the invariant distribution of the chain. A necessary condition for λ is λ < τ . Under this constraint, the
higher the λ, the lower the temperature, which implies the invariant distribution will be closer to the
true posterior. If we choose a small λ, then the invariant distribution will be more flatten out, which
will facilitate movement between modes. As a general guideline, if one’s goal is locating modes of the
posterior, it is desirable to choose a larger λ (say, λ = 0.99τ). On the other hand, if the goal is to
transition between modes, it is worthwhile to consider a smaller λ. We will illustrate in Section 4 the
choice of λ with several concrete examples.

4 Experiments: sampling with MINT

In the rest of this paper, we denote πT (·) as the true posterior raised to temperature T , with the
understanding that T = n1−λ. We use the term “full-batch MCMC” to refer to traditional MCMC
algorithms which use the entire dataset to estimate the MH ratio. We refer to full-batch MCMC applied
on πT (θ) as “tempered MCMC”. The term “MCMC” is reserved for full-batch MCMC applied on the
true posterior. Unless otherwise specified, we use Gaussian random walk proposals with a constant step
size for an experiment. The step size of a proposal is chosen such that the acceptance probability of
a sampler is around 0.30. After the batch size m is chosen, we specify our parameter choice through
λ = ατ , 0 < α < 1, where τ can be deduced from the batch size via τ = logm/ log n.

5



Figure 2: Experimental results of Bayesian logistic regression. left: comparison of the empirical of
distribution t with a univariate gaussian with the same mean and variance. right: convergence of test
accuracies for MINT, tempered MCMC and MCMC. The shaded regions indicate standard errors over 10
independent runs. Here 1/130 epoch is equivalent to one mini-batch iteration.

4.1 Gaussian mixture with tied means

We first demonstrate the workings of MINT on a simple example. To make the posterior multimodal,
we use the example of mixture of Gaussians with tied means as in [54]:

θ1 ∼ N (0, σ2
1), θ2 ∼ N (0, σ2

2)

xi ∼
1

2
N (θ1, σ

2
x) +

1

2
N (θ1 + θ2, σ

2
x)

We adopt a similar parameter setting as in [54]: σ2
1 = 10, σ2

2 = 1, σ2
x = 2, except for a much larger sample

size: we draw 106 observations from the model with θ1 = 0 and θ2 = 1. Besides one mode at this point,
the posterior has another mode at θ1 = 1, θ2 = −1. Due to the symmetry in the model, the ratio of the
true posterior between this two modes is 1.00. We test MINT on this example by generating 106 samples
with a batch size of 1, 000 and λ = 0.5τ . The results are summarized in Figure 1.

The first two plots in Figure 1 demonstrate the closeness of the empirical distribution of samples
generated by MINT and πT (θ), respectively. In addition, it shows MINT captures both modes accurately.
In the right panel of the same figure, we test MINT by estimating the ratio of the true posterior between
these two modes. We estimated the ratio as the ratio between the empirical probabilities for the samples
to fall within a small spherical neighborhood of radius 1e−2 of a mode. For a fixed number of iterations,
we estimate this ratio by taking an average over 20 independent runs. The results show MINT can
estimate this ratio quite accurately. We also benchmarked our algorithm against several other algorithms:
Stochastic Gradient Langevin Dynamics (SGLD) [54] and Stochastic Gradient Hamiltonian Dynamics
(SGHMC) [13]. These two algorithms were not able to provide a valid estimate for the ratio within the
106 iterations, since they can only visit one of the two modes, depending on the starting position. As
noted previously, this is because they both require the step size to be annealed to zero and hence making
it difficult for them to escape a local mode.

4.2 Bayesian logistic regression

Next, we test our algorithm on training Bayesian logistic regression models for 1s versus 7s binary
classification task on the MNIST [31] dataset which includes 28× 28 gray scale images for hand-written
digits. The data includes 13,000 training samples and 2,163 test samples after extracting all the 1s and 7s.

Recall that the only approximation we made in the derivation in Section 3 is the normality of t:

t =
√
m(µ̂(θ)− µ(θ)) ∼ N

(
0, σ2

θ

)
6



Table 1: Average mini-batch sizes(± one standard deviation) on logistic regression on the MNIST dataset.
The averages are taken over 10 independent runs (5000 samples each). “**” indicates results taken from
[47].

Method Mini-batch size

MINT 100
MHMINIBATCH** 125.4± 9.2

AUSTEREMH(NC)** 973.8± 49.8

AUSTEREMH(C)** 1924.3± 52.4

MHSUBLHD** 10783.4± 78.9

To investigate the validity of this assumption, for a fixed θ, we draw 5,000 random batches of size 100
from the training data and estimate the distribution of t. In the left panel in Figure 2, we compare
the empirical distribution of t against a univariate Gaussian with the same mean and variance. The
comparison shows the normal approximation is quite close for this example.

Next, we compare MINT with MCMC and tempered MCMC in terms of classification accuracy.In
the right panel of Figure 2, we plot the test accuracy of different samplers against the number of passes
made through the training data. Since full-batch MCMC algorithms need to make an entire pass over the
training data to generate one sample, MCMC and tempered MCMC did not start to make progress until
after 1 epoch2 and their accuracy did not converge until after 100 epochs. In comparison, MINT is able
to generate n/m = 130 samples each pass over the training set (In the figure, 1/130 epoch is equivalent
to one mini-batch iteration). In this case, the result shows the accuracy of MINT converges a several
magnitude faster than tempered MCMC and MCMC. This suggests that in terms of “number of bits
learned per unit of computation”, MINT is a lot more efficient than its full-batch counterparts. In the
appendix, we include a similar plot but with wall clock time measured in seconds on the x-axis. There we
see MINT achieves the same accuracy with a 100-fold speed-up over MCMC.

Another interesting observation from the results is that tempered MCMC seems to converge much
faster than MCMC on the true posterior. This is because the tempered posterior is much flatter then
the true posterior, which in this example is highly concentrated around its maximum due the size of the
training set. Since we keep the acceptance probabilities of different samplers to be roughly the same,
tempered MCMC is able to take much larger steps. In fact, among the accepted transitions, the average
step sizes of MINT, tempered MCMC and MCMC turned out to be 1.71, 1.50 and 0.05, respectively.
Given the asymptotical equivalency of MINT and tempered MCMC, this in turn explains the efficiency of
MINT from an exploration perspective.

In Table 1 we compare the batch size used by MINT with several other test based mini-batch MCMC
algorithms, including [4](MDSUBLHD), [29](both the non-conservative version AUSTEREMH(NC) and
the conservative version AUSTEREMH(C) ) and [47](MHMINIBATCH). Given their probabilistic nature,
the batch sizes they use per iteration can vary, where as MINT uses a constant batch size. In fact,
all these methods achieve comparable test accuracy (> 99%) on this example. However, in terms of
mini-batch size, MINT not only uses the smallest batch size but is the only method whose batch size
remains constant.

It is important to point out an important difference between MINT and these other algorithms: the
goal of these test based methods is to sample from the true posterior while MINT samples from a tempered
posterior. However, even if an algorithm was original designed to sample from the true posterior, it may
be unavoidable to increase the temperature of the target posterior to facilitate parameter exploration.
See [47] for an example.

2In this paper we use the word “epoch” and “an entire pass over the training data” interchangeably.
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5 Mini-batch Equi-Energy Sampler

5.1 Background

When the posterior is multimodal, MCMC methods will offer more accurate inference than that based
on point estimation such as MAP (maximum a posteriori) or MLE (maximum likelihood estimate). On
the other hand, it is well-known that when the posterior is multimodal, a naive MCMC sampler is likely
to be trapped in one of the modal region. As a result, the sampler will miss, or vastly underestimate the
probabilities of, the other modal regions. When the sampler is trapped near a local mode, the chain can
be mixing so slowly that it may appear to have reached equilibrium when this is in fact can be quite
misleading. This problem of slow mixing is a main reason a MCMC based inference algorithm fails to
deliver good results.

To handle this problem, in 1991, Charles Geyer introduced “parallel tempering” , which to this
date is still one of the most effective methods to achieve fast mixing. The key idea is to sample
from a sequence of tempered distributions. Specifically, the algorithm considers a temperature ladder
1 = T0 < T1 < T2 < · · · < TK−1 < ∞ and evolves K Markov chains in parallel. Each of the K chains
samples from a tempered distribution at a different temperature Tk, k = 0, . . . ,K−1. With a slight abuse
of notation, denote by πk(·) the tempered version of π(·) at temperature Tk. It constructs a Markov chain
in the joint space (θ(0), θ(1), · · · , θ(K−1)), where θ(k) ∼ πk(·), k = 0, . . .K − 1. Occasionally, a proposal
is made to exchange the states of two chains. The proposal is accepted or rejected according to a MH
rule designed to sample from the product of the K tempered densities π0(θ)π1(θ) · · ·πK−1(θ). In other
words, each of the K chains is evolved with two types of transitions: Type I) Update θ(k) by a MH move
designed to sample from πk(θ), with the chains at different temperatures updating independently of each
other; Type II) Exchange current values of θ(k) and θ(k+1). Here the MH ratio based on the product joint
density is used to determine the acceptance of the proposal. When T is high, the landscape between the
modes will be flattened out. This makes it easier for a MCMC sampler to escape from local modes and
thereby speed up the mixing of a single chain. By the exchange moves, fast mixing at high temperatures
will accelerate mixing at lower temperatures. As a result, the whole system will mix at a much faster rate
than that of a single chain at T = 1 evolving by itself. See [17] for a review of applications of parallel
tempering in hard simulation problems.

In addition to parallel tempering, multi-canonical sampling [7] via the Wang-Landau algorithm is
another powerful method for simulating physical systems with complex energy landscape. Later, [30]
combines key elements from multi-canonical sampling and parallel tempering with a new type of movement,
the Equi-Energy jump, to form the “Equi-Energy sampler (EE sampler)”. More details of the EE sampler
will be discussed in Section 5.2. Here we note that fast mixing in all of these advanced methods is due to
sampling from a sequence of highly tempered distributions. However, when π(·) is a posterior density
given n i.i.d observations, it remains an open challenge on how to sample from a tempered π(θ).

5.2 The MINTEE sampler

As an extension to MINT, in this section we introduce a new sampling algorithm based on MINT and
the EE sampler: “MINi-batch Tempered Equi-Energy sampler (MINTEE)”. The idea is straight forward:
we apply MINT to sample from a series of tempered posteriors and incorporate EE jump to exchange
information between chains. The mixing of a low temperature chain will be accelerated by the fast mixing
of a high temperature chain. Although our focus here is to combine MINT with the EE sampler, the
combination with parallel tempering is completely analogous.

Similar with parallel tempering, the EE sampler considers a temperature ladder: 1 = T0 < T1 <

· · ·TK−1 <∞. In addition, it also considers an increasing energy sequence: H0 < H1 < H2 < · · ·HK−1 <

HK =∞ where H0 is a lower bound for the energy function: H0 ≤ infx h(x). This defines K distributions,
each indexed by a temperature and an energy truncation: πk(θ) ∝ exp

(
−h(θ)∨HkTk

)
for k = 0, 1, · · ·K − 1.
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Figure 3: Visualizations of samples from the lowest temperature chain. left : 1-D histogram along the first
dimension. middle: scatter plot of 2d T-SNE embedding. We labeled each “cluster” in the 2d embedding
with a numerical label to aid visualization. right : plot of k-means objective value against number of
clusters.

For each k, a sampling chain targeting πk(·) is constructed. Clearly, π0(·) is the original target distribution.
The EE sampler employs the other K − 1 chains to overcome local trapping by incorporating a type of
transition called the “Equi-Energy jump (EE jump)” to exchange states between two adjacent chains. In
the appendix, we include a detailed description of the EE sampler, together with a pictorial illustration
and a comparison with parallel tempering. Below we will focus on discussions unique to MINTEE.

To combine MINT with the EE Sampler, we propose to use MINT to sample in parallel the K − 1

tempered truncated distributions, πi(θ), i = 1, . . .K − 1. We choose a small starting batch size mK−1, e.g.
mK−1 = 1000 when n = 1e6, and increase the batch size geometrically along the ladder: mk = γmk+1,
γ > 1. The temperature of the chain is implicitly given by the relations: τ = logm/ log n, T = n1−λ, λ < τ .
In practice, typically one would want to choose λ close to τ so that the tempered distributions will be
closer to the true target distribution. It should be noted the maximum length of the ladder is bounded
by the sample size n, the smallest batch size mK−1 and its rate of increase γ.

A unique advantage of MINTEE over the EE sampler is its computational efficiency. Suppose we
want to collect N samples from a posterior of n i.i.d observations with K chains. Without MINT, the
total cost of applying the EE sampler is O(K2Nn), whereas the overall cost of MINTEE can be easily
shown to be O(Nn), assuming the smallest batch size mK−1 is chosen such that mK−1γ

K−1 = n.

5.3 Experiments

We include the pseudo code and implementation details of MINTEE in the appendix . As an
illustration, consider the following model for x ∈ R: x ∼ 1

50N (θ1, σ
2) + 1

50N (θ2, σ
2) + · · ·+ 1

50N (θ50, σ
2)

where σ2 = 1 is assumed to be known; θ = (θ1, θ2, · · · , θ50) ∈ R50 is the parameter of interests. We
generate 105 observations from θ∗ = [2, 0, · · · , 0]. Due to the symmetry of the model in θ, the posterior
has 50 modes locating at the corners of a hyper-rectangular of size 250. This posterior serves as a good
test for sampling algorithms since the dimension is relatively high and the modes are quite far away.

We run MINTEE to generate 300,000 samples from the lowest temperature chain. More implementation
details can be found in the appendix, where we also include results showing samples from MINTEE follow
the correct marginal distribution. In Figure 3, we visualize the the results for the lowest temperature
chain. In the left panel we plot the 1 dimensional histogram of the first dimension of the samples. The
result shows clearly that the samples have the correct marginal distribution: the samples follow a bimodal
distribution whose the height of the mode at θ1 = 0 is about 50 times of mode at θ1 = 2, which is
consistent with the posterior. We made the same plot for other 49 dimensions and found similar results. It
is worth noting that in this case any optimization method will only be able to locate one of the 50 modes,
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failing to provide any information about the relative probability of the local optima. We plot in the
middle panel a 2 dimensional embedding learned by T-SNE [32]. The plot shows MINTEE has visited all
50 modes with roughly equal probabilities. Next, we examined the clustering properties of the sampling
using the elbow rule of K-Means. The plot shows a clear elbow shaped curve with a turning point at
C = 50, which shows the samples are highly concentrated around the 50 modes. We also compared the
sampling results of MINTEE with plain MCMC. In this example, MCMC failed to escape from the local
mode where it starts.

6 Conclusions and future work

In this work we propose a mini-batch MCMC algorithm by establishing the asymptotic equivalency
between mini-batching and tempering. Our method builds on the fundamental framework of traditional
MCMC, but uses stochastic estimate of the MH ratio to avoid the costly exact computation. By using
an augmentation technique, we prove the samples generated by MINT is asymptotically distributed as
the true posterior raise to a known temperature. In addition, our derivation shows the root cause to the
failure of the naive subsampling approach [3, 13] is the incorrect scaling factor. Our empirical results,
both in simulated settings and on real data, validate our theory and demonstrate the practical value of
MINT as an inference tool. Based on MINT, we also developed MINTEE, which is a sampling algorithm
which can sample exactly from a high dimensional posterior with well-separated modes.

In terms of future work, it would be interesting to extend MINT to methods such as Hamiltonian
Monte Carlo (HMC). [8] shows the sample trajectories generated by naive mini-batching can deviate from
the trajectories generated using full data, unless the batch size is so large that rules out any computational
gain. [13] also shows naively doing subsampling in HMC can break any convergence guarantees to the
true distribution. However, as we have emphasized in the paper, MINT’s convergence properties are
ensured by the use of a mini-batch MH step which is independent of the proposal function. It thus seems
promising that one should be able to incorporate HMC within MINT’s framework.

Another direction worth pursuing is to consider how to perform mini-batch Gibbs sampling. As early
as 2004, [44] provides empirical evidence showing applying mini-batching within Gibbs sampling for
Latent Dirichlet Allocation [10] delivers excellent results. More recently, [25] provides insights for doing
mini-batching in Gibbs sampling on a large scale logistic regression, by tackling the problem from a more
general perspective of approximating the Markov transition kernel. Given existing work so far, we believe
one should be able to generalize the idea we used in developing MINT to Gibbs sampling.

On the theory side, it would be worthwhile to study the theoretical properties of MINT is greater
depth. For example, it would be insightful to study the rate of convergence of MINT to the tempered
distribution. However, they are beyond the scope of this paper and we leave them for future work.

Acknowledgement

We are grateful to James Johndrow for his useful comments on the paper. We thank Rachel Wang
and Tung-yu Wu for the helpful discussions during the early stage of this project. The work is supported
by NIH-R01GM109836 and NSF-DMS1407557.

10



References

[1] Sungjin Ahn, Anoop Korattikara Balan, and Max Welling. “Bayesian Posterior Sampling via
Stochastic Gradient Fisher Scoring.” In: ICML. 2012.

[2] Christophe Andrieu and Gareth O Roberts. “The pseudo-marginal approach for efficient Monte
Carlo computations”. In: The Annals of Statistics (2009), pp. 697–725.

[3] Rémi Bardenet, Arnaud Doucet, and Chris Holmes. “On Markov chain Monte Carlo methods for
tall data”. In: arXiv preprint arXiv:1505.02827 (2015).

[4] Rémi Bardenet, Arnaud Doucet, and Christopher C Holmes. “Towards scaling up Markov chain
Monte Carlo: an adaptive subsampling approach.” In: ICML. 2014, pp. 405–413.

[5] Av A Barker. “Monte carlo calculations of the radial distribution functions for a proton? electron
plasma”. In: Australian Journal of Physics 18.2 (1965), pp. 119–134.

[6] Aharon Ben-Tal, Laurent El Ghaoui, and Arkadi Nemirovski. Robust optimization. Princeton
University Press, 2009.

[7] Bernd A Berg and Thomas Neuhaus. “Multicanonical ensemble: A new approach to simulate
first-order phase transitions”. In: Physical Review Letters 68.1 (1992), p. 9.

[8] Michael Betancourt. “The fundamental incompatibility of scalable Hamiltonian Monte Carlo and
naive data subsampling”. In: International Conference on Machine Learning. 2015, pp. 533–540.

[9] Anirban Bhattacharya, Debdeep Pati, and Yun Yang. “Bayesian fractional posteriors”. In: arXiv
preprint arXiv:1611.01125 (2016).

[10] David M Blei, Andrew Y Ng, and Michael I Jordan. “Latent dirichlet allocation”. In: Journal of
machine Learning research 3.Jan (2003), pp. 993–1022.

[11] Rich Caruana et al. “Ensemble selection from libraries of models”. In: Proceedings of the twenty-first
international conference on Machine learning. ACM. 2004, p. 18.

[12] Changyou Chen et al. “Bridging the gap between stochastic gradient MCMC and stochastic
optimization”. In: Proc. of AISTATS. 2016.

[13] Tianqi Chen, Emily B Fox, and Carlos Guestrin. “Stochastic Gradient Hamiltonian Monte Carlo.”
In: ICML. 2014, pp. 1683–1691.

[14] Anna Choromanska et al. “The Loss Surfaces of Multilayer Networks.” In: AISTATS. 2015.

[15] Simon Duane et al. “Hybrid monte carlo”. In: Physics letters B 195.2 (1987), pp. 216–222.

[16] John Duchi, Elad Hazan, and Yoram Singer. “Adaptive subgradient methods for online learning and
stochastic optimization”. In: Journal of Machine Learning Research 12.Jul (2011), pp. 2121–2159.

[17] D. J. Earl and M. W. Deem. “Parallel tempering: Theory, applications, and new perspectives”. In:
Physical Chemistry Chemical Physics 7.23 (2005), pp. 3910–3916.

[18] Stuart Geman and Donald Geman. “Stochastic relaxation, Gibbs distributions, and the Bayesian
restoration of images”. In: IEEE Transactions on pattern analysis and machine intelligence 6 (1984),
pp. 721–741.

[19] Charles J Geyer. “Markov chain Monte Carlo maximum likelihood”. In: (1991).

[20] Xavier Glorot and Yoshua Bengio. “Understanding the difficulty of training deep feedforward neural
networks.” In: Aistats. Vol. 9. 2010, pp. 249–256.

[21] Kaiming He et al. “Delving deep into rectifiers: Surpassing human-level performance on imagenet
classification”. In: Proceedings of the IEEE international conference on computer vision. 2015,
pp. 1026–1034.

11



[22] Wassily Hoeffding. “Probability inequalities for sums of bounded random variables”. In: Journal of
the American statistical association 58.301 (1963), pp. 13–30.

[23] Gao Huang et al. “Snapshot Ensembles: Train 1, get M for free”. In: arXiv preprint arXiv:1704.00109
(2017).

[24] Zaijing Huang and Andrew Gelman. “Sampling for Bayesian computation with large datasets”. In:
(2005).

[25] James E Johndrow et al. “Approximations of markov chains and bayesian inference”. In: arXiv
preprint arXiv:1508.03387 (2015).

[26] Kenji Kawaguchi. “Deep learning without poor local minima”. In: Advances In Neural Information
Processing Systems. 2016, pp. 586–594.

[27] Nitish Shirish Keskar et al. “On large-batch training for deep learning: Generalization gap and sharp
minima”. In: arXiv preprint arXiv:1609.04836 (2016).

[28] Diederik Kingma and Jimmy Ba. “Adam: A method for stochastic optimization”. In: arXiv preprint
arXiv:1412.6980 (2014).

[29] Anoop Korattikara, Yutian Chen, and Max Welling. “Austerity in MCMC land: Cutting the
Metropolis-Hastings budget”. In: Proceedings of the 31st International Conference on Machine
Learning (ICML-14). 2014, pp. 181–189.

[30] SC Kou, Qing Zhou, and Wing Hung Wong. “Discussion paper equi-energy sampler with applications
in statistical inference and statistical mechanics”. In: The annals of Statistics (2006), pp. 1581–1619.

[31] Yann LeCun, Corinna Cortes, and Christopher JC Burges. “MNIST handwritten digit database”.
In: AT&T Labs [Online]. Available: http://yann. lecun. com/exdb/mnist 2 (2010).

[32] Laurens van der Maaten and Geoffrey Hinton. “Visualizing data using t-SNE”. In: Journal of
Machine Learning Research 9.Nov (2008), pp. 2579–2605.

[33] Dougal Maclaurin and Ryan P Adams. “Firefly Monte Carlo: Exact MCMC with subsets of data”.
In: arXiv preprint arXiv:1403.5693 (2014).

[34] Stanislav Minsker et al. “Scalable and robust Bayesian inference via the median posterior”. In:
International Conference on Machine Learning. 2014, pp. 1656–1664.

[35] Dmytro Mishkin and Jiri Matas. “All you need is a good init”. In: arXiv preprint arXiv:1511.06422
(2015).

[36] Radford M Neal et al. “MCMC using Hamiltonian dynamics”. In: Handbook of Markov Chain Monte
Carlo 2 (2011), pp. 113–162.

[37] Willie Neiswanger, Chong Wang, and Eric Xing. “Asymptotically exact, embarrassingly parallel
MCMC”. In: arXiv preprint arXiv:1311.4780 (2013).

[38] Arkadi Nemirovski et al. “Robust stochastic approximation approach to stochastic programming”.
In: SIAM Journal on optimization 19.4 (2009), pp. 1574–1609.

[39] Sergei Yur’evich Novak. “On self-normalized sums and Student’s statistic”. In: Theory of Probability
& Its Applications 49.2 (2005), pp. 336–344.

[40] Sam Patterson and Yee Whye Teh. “Stochastic gradient Riemannian Langevin dynamics on the
probability simplex”. In: Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems. 2013, pp. 3102–3110.

[41] Herbert Robbins and Sutton Monro. “A stochastic approximation method”. In: The annals of
mathematical statistics (1951), pp. 400–407.

[42] Gareth O Roberts, Jeffrey S Rosenthal, et al. “Optimal scaling for various Metropolis-Hastings
algorithms”. In: Statistical science 16.4 (2001), pp. 351–367.

12



[43] Gareth O Roberts and Richard L Tweedie. “Exponential convergence of Langevin distributions and
their discrete approximations”. In: Bernoulli (1996), pp. 341–363.

[44] Michal Rosen-Zvi et al. “The author-topic model for authors and documents”. In: Proceedings of the
20th conference on Uncertainty in artificial intelligence. AUAI Press. 2004, pp. 487–494.

[45] Andrew M Saxe, James L McClelland, and Surya Ganguli. “Exact solutions to the nonlinear
dynamics of learning in deep linear neural networks”. In: arXiv preprint arXiv:1312.6120 (2013).

[46] Steven L Scott et al. “Bayes and big data: The consensus Monte Carlo algorithm”. In: International
Journal of Management Science and Engineering Management 11.2 (2016), pp. 78–88.

[47] Daniel Seita et al. “An Efficient Minibatch Acceptance Test for Metropolis-Hastings”. In: arXiv
preprint arXiv:1610.06848 (2016).

[48] Robert J Serfling. “Probability inequalities for the sum in sampling without replacement”. In: The
Annals of Statistics (1974), pp. 39–48.

[49] Sanvesh Srivastava et al. “WASP: Scalable Bayes via barycenters of subset posteriors”. In: Artificial
Intelligence and Statistics. 2015, pp. 912–920.

[50] Charles Stein et al. “A bound for the error in the normal approximation to the distribution of a sum
of dependent random variables”. In: Proceedings of the Sixth Berkeley Symposium on Mathematical
Statistics and Probability, Volume 2: Probability Theory. The Regents of the University of California.
1972.

[51] Ilya Sutskever et al. “On the importance of initialization and momentum in deep learning.” In:
ICML (3) 28 (2013), pp. 1139–1147.

[52] Yee Whye Teh, Alexandre H Thiery, and Sebastian J Vollmer. “Consistency and fluctuations for
stochastic gradient Langevin dynamics”. In: Journal of Machine Learning Research 17.7 (2016),
pp. 1–33.

[53] Tijmen Tieleman and Geoffrey Hinton. “Lecture 6.5-rmsprop: Divide the gradient by a running
average of its recent magnitude”. In: COURSERA: Neural networks for machine learning 4.2 (2012).

[54] Max Welling and Yee W Teh. “Bayesian learning via stochastic gradient Langevin dynamics”. In:
Proceedings of the 28th International Conference on Machine Learning (ICML-11). 2011, pp. 681–
688.

[55] Chiyuan Zhang et al. “Understanding deep learning requires rethinking generalization”. In: arXiv
preprint arXiv:1611.03530 (2016).

[56] Qing Zhou and Wing Hung Wong. “Reconstructing the energy landscape of a distribution from
Monte Carlo samples”. In: The Annals of Applied Statistics (2008), pp. 1307–1331.

13



A Appendix

A.1 Bayesian logistic regression

As mentioned in Section 3.2, we include a plot the test accuracy of the three samplers against wall
clock time in Figure 4.
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Figure 4: Test accuracy for MINT, tempered MCMC and MCMC as a function of wall clock time.

A.2 MINTEE

In this section we provide details about the MINTEE sampler presented in Section 4. We first review
the essentials of the EE sampler [30] and then provide the pseudo-code for MINTEE. We also include the
implementation details and more experimental results for the experiment in Section 4.3 .

A.2.1 The MINTEE sampler

As mentioned in Section 4.2, the EE sampler also considers a temperature ladder: 1 = T0 < T1 <

· · ·TK−1 <∞. In addition, it considers an increasing energy sequence:

H0 < H1 < H2 < · · ·HK−1 < HK =∞ (3)

where H0 is a lower bound for the energy function: H0 ≤ infx h(x). This defines K distributions, each
indexed by a temperature and an energy truncation: πk(θ) ∝ exp

(
−h(θ)∨HkTk

)
for k = 0, 1, · · ·K − 1. For

each k, a sampling chain targeting πk(·) is constructed. Clearly, π0(·) is the original target distribution.
The EE sampler employs the other K chains to overcome local trapping by incorporating a type of
transition called the “Equi-Energy jump (EE jump)” to exchange states between two adjacent chains.

The idea is to first partition the state space Θ based on the energy levels: Θ = ∪K−1k=0 Dk, where
Dk = {θ : h(x) ∈ [Hk, Hk+1)}, 0 ≤ k ≤ K−1 are the energy sets determined by the predetermined energy
sequence (3). The empirical Equi-Energy sets are referred to as energy rings. For any θ ∈ Θ, let I(θ)

denote the partition index such that I(θ) = j if and only if θ ∈ Dj , or equivalently, if h(θ) ∈ [Hj , Hj+1).
We start the EE sampler by running a Markov chain θ(K−1) targeting the highest-order distribution
πK−1(·). After an initial burn-in period, the EE sampler starts constructing the K − 1th order energy
rings D̂(K−1)

j , 0 ≤ j ≤ K − 1. The chain θ(K−2) is updated through two types of transitions: the local
MH move and the EE jump. At each update, with probability pee the current state θ(K−1)i goes through
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Figure 5: Illustration of the power of Equi-Energy jump.

an EE jump: a state θ′ is chosen uniformly from the highest-order energy ring D̂
(K−1)
j indexed by

J = I(θ
(K−2)
n ) that corresponds to the energy level θ(K−2)i . Note θ′ and θ(K−2)i have similar energy levels,

since I(θ′) = I(θ
(K−2)
i ) by construction. The chosen θ′ is accepted to be the next state θ(K−2)i+1 with

probability min{1, πK−2(θ
′)πK−1(θ

(K−2)
i )

πK−1(θ
(K−2)
i )πK(θ′)

}. If θ′ is not accepted, θ(K−2)i+1 keeps the old value θ(K−2)i . After a

burn-in period on θ(K−2), the EE sampler starts the construction of the second highest-order energy rings
D̂

(K−2)
j in much the same way as the construction of D̂(K−1)

j , that is, collecting the samples according to
their energy levels. Once the chain θ(K−2) has been running for N steps, the EE sampler starts θ(K−3)

targeting πK−3(·) while it keeps on running chain θ(K−2) and θ(K−1). Like θ(K−2), at each step chain
θ(K−3) is updated through either a MH update or an EE jump. In this way, the EE sampler successively
moves down the energy and temperature ladder until it reaches the distribution π0(·). It can be proven,
under mild assumptions, each chain θ(k), k = 0, 1, . . . ,K − 1 constructed by the EE sampler is ergodic
with πk(·) as its steady-state distribution. The proof and more implementation details can be found in
[30].

The power of an EE jump is illustrated in Figure 5. As long as the higher temperature chain
have previously visited two regions of similar energy values, the EE jump makes it possible for a lower
temperature chain to jump across the two regions, even if they are quite far apart in the parameter space
and separated by high energy barriers. In contrast, with parallel tempering, the lower temperature chain
can make use of the higher temperature chain only through its current state but not the energy level.
Thus the EE sampler makes much stronger use of the information from the higher temperature chain by
working with the energy function directly.

After introducing the EE sampler, we provide the pseudo code for MINTEE in Algorithm 2. An
pictorial illustration of MINTEE can be found in Figure 6. In our implementation, we cached the past
states together with their energy values for each chain. We use the cached data from higher temperature
chains to construct the Equi-Energy rings.

Next we address a unique issue caused by mini-batching. Consider two adjacent chains in the
temperature ladder. In Type I moves, the chains are updated independently using mini-batch estimates
of µ(θ). The batch size in a lower temperature chain is larger than that in a higher temperature chain.
When we try to decide whether to exchange state θ in the lower temperature chain with state θ′ in the
higher temperature chain, we need to know µ(θ) and µ(θ′) up to the same required accuracy (which is
implicitly determined by the batch size). However, µ(θ′) is estimated using a smaller batch size than
what is needed for energy evaluation in the lower temperature chain. Therefore, we must draw a further
batch of size mk −mk+1 to make up for the difference in batch sizes. The extra computational cost for
this exchange operation is quite modest.
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A.2.2 Implementation details of the MINTEE experiment

Table 2: Percentage of samples in each energy ring

Energy ring sizes (%)

Chain Tk mk < H1 [H1, H2) [H2, H3) [H3, H4) [H4, H5) [H5, H6) ≥ H6

θ(0) 1.00 100000 51.08 4.76 6.45 8.44 10.00 9.73 9.55
θ(1) 19.41 5378 40.15 5.01 7.14 9.63 12.20 12.72 13.16
θ(2) 27.13 3841 34.80 4.91 7.16 10.11 13.09 14.37 15.57
θ(3) 37.93 2743 29.93 4.78 7.05 10.23 13.97 15.82 18.22
θ(4) 53.02 1959 22.20 4.17 6.42 9.93 14.40 18.17 24.71
θ(5) 74.06 1400 13.60 3.16 5.12 8.45 13.69 20.02 35.96
θ(6) 103.51 1000 6.08 1.74 3.07 5.60 10.44 18.71 54.37

(Tk−1,m)
burn in sampling with MINT

start constructing D̂j
(K−1)

(Tk−2, γm)
burn in sampling with MINT

start constructing D̂j
(K−2)

, θ(K−2)
pee

1− pee

EE jump
local M-H move

(Tk−3, γ
2m)

(Tk−4, γ
3m)

...

(T0, n)
burn in collect N samples from π(·)

Figure 6: Illustration of the MINTEE sampler.

Recall the model we consider is as follows, x ∈ R:

x ∼ 1

50
N (θ1, σ

2) +
1

50
N (θ2, σ

2) + · · ·+ 1

50
N (θ50, σ

2)

where σ2 = 1 is assumed to be known; θ = (θ1, θ2, · · · , θ50) ∈ R50 is the parameter of interests. We
generate 105 observations from θ∗ = [2, 0, · · · , 0]. Due to the symmetry of the model in θ, the posterior
has 50 modes at 2ej , j = 1, · · · , 50, where ej is a standard basis vector in R50. Without lose of generality,
we put a uniform prior over θ. We apply MINTEE to this problem. We take H0 to be −∑n

i=1 log p(xi|θ∗),
although any of the 50 modes in this case has the same lowest energy level. We set K to be 7. In other
words 7 chains were employed in total. We increase the batch size by 1.4 every time we start a new
chain. Note the temperature sequence is determined once the batch size and its rate of increase is chosen.
Following the suggestion by [30], we set energy levels H1, · · · , H6 by letting (Hk+1 −Hk)/Tk ≈ c = 10.
The EE jump probability pee was taken to be 0.1. More details about the configurations of each chain
are tabulated in Table 2. The initial states of all chains were taken to be the origin. In order to make use
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of the gradient information of the log posterior, we use Langevin dynamics to generate proposal. To be
specific, for each chain k, a proposal is generated as:

θ(k)′ = θ(k) +
ε2k
2
g(k) + εkz

where z ∼ N (0, I50); g(k) denotes the stochastic gradient of log πk(θ) = −h(θ)∨HkTk
evaluated at θ(k). The

step size εk of each chain is initialized as 5e−4
√
Tk and then adaptively chosen so that the acceptance

probability of each chain is within [0.2, 0.5]. Each chain starts to construct its energy ring after a burn-in
of 10,000 samples. We run the algorithm to collect 300,000 samples from the lowest temperature chain.
We report the percentage of samples in each energy ring in Table 2. One can see that as the temperature
decreases, samples become more and more concentrated in the low energy rings.

Algorithm 2 MINTEE

Input: N,B (number of burn-in samples)
Output: Samples from K + 1 chains: θ(k)i ∼ πk(θ), k = 0, 1, . . . ,K, i = 1, 2, . . .

1: n = 0

2: while number of samples in chain 0 is less than N do
3: n = n+ 1

4: for k = K down to 0 do
5: if n < (K − k)(B +N) then
6: continue
7: end if
8: Retrieve (θ

(k)
n−1, ĥ(θ

(k)
n−1)) from cached results

9: {ĥ(θ(k)) denotes the estimated energy of θ(k) based on batch size mk }
10: Compute i = I(θ

(k)
n−1)

11: Draw umh uniformly from [0, 1]

12: if k == K or D̂(k+1)
i = ∅ or umh < 1− pee then

13: perform an MH step on θ(k)n−1 to get θ(k)n

14: else
15: {perform an EE jump on θ(k)n−1}
16: Uniformly pick a state (θ′, ĥ(θ′)) from D̂

(k+1)
i

17: Increase the accuracy of ĥ(θ′) by sampling additional mk −mk+1 samples
18: Draw uee uniformly from [0, 1]

19: if uee < min{1, π̂k(θ
′)πk+1(θ̂

(k)
n−1)

π̂k+1(θ′)π̂k(θ
(k)
n−1)
} then

20: {Here π̂k(θ) = exp
(
− ĥk(θ)∨HkTk

)
, where ĥk(θ) denotes the estimated energy of θ based on a

batch size of mk}
21: θ

(k)
n = θ′

22: else
23: θ

(k)
n = θ

(k)
n−1

24: end if
25: end if
26: if n > (K − k)(B +N) +B then
27: Add (θ

(k)
n , ĥ(θ

(k)
n )) to D̂(k)

I(θ
(k)
n )

28: end if
29: end for
30: end while
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