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Abstract 

Estimating free energy differences, an important problem in computational drug discovery and in 

a wide range of other application areas, commonly involves a computationally intensive process 

of sampling a family of high-dimensional probability distributions and a procedure for 

computing estimates based on those samples.  The variance of the free energy estimate of interest 

typically depends strongly on how the total computational resources available for sampling are 

divided among the distributions, but determining an efficient allocation is difficult without 

sampling the distributions.  Here we introduce the Times Square sampling algorithm, a novel on-

the-fly estimation method that dynamically allocates resources in such a way as to significantly 

accelerate the estimation of free energies and other observables, while providing rigorous 

convergence guarantees for the estimators.  We also show that it is possible, surprisingly, for on-

the-fly free energy estimation to achieve lower asymptotic variance than the maximum-

likelihood estimator MBAR, raising the prospect that on-the-fly estimation could reduce variance 

in a variety of other statistical applications. 
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Introduction 

An outstanding problem in computational statistics is how to efficiently sample multi-modal, 

high-dimensional probability distributions in order to estimate ratios of their normalizing 

constants.  One important instance of this problem is the calculation of free energy differences, 

which has applications in various fields, including computational drug discovery.  The 

probability distributions to be sampled in order to estimate free energy differences are Gibbs 

distributions, which give the probability that a physical system adopts a certain state; the free 

energy difference between a pair of Gibbs distributions is proportional to the logarithm of the 

ratio of their normalizing constants.  Sampling Gibbs distributions is typically computationally 

intensive, and often intractable with existing methods.   

Sampling algorithms such as Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) and molecular dynamics 

(MD) explore the state space of a simulated system through local moves and can get trapped in 

regions of high probability density (which are also called “modes”).  To facilitate sampling of the 

many modes, techniques such as replica exchange1–3 and simulated tempering4,5 are commonly 

used.  These methods “enhance” the sampling by introducing a parameterized family of 

overlapping distributions, and the problem becomes one of sampling each distribution within the 

family, which is typically still a formidable computational task.  If enough uncorrelated samples 

can be collected, free energy differences within the family can be estimated using a technique 

such as the weighted histogram analysis method (WHAM),6 or its “binless” version, the 

multistate Bennett acceptance ratio (MBAR).5,7–10 

A major drawback of enhanced sampling methods such as replica exchange and simulated 

tempering is that their sampling efficiency is strongly dependent on the underlying free energy 

landscape, which is, by the nature of the estimation problem, typically unknown a priori.  Each 
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distribution to be sampled does not contribute equally to the variance (i.e., the mean-squared 

error) of the free energy difference estimate of interest, and appropriately allocating limited 

sampling resources among these distributions requires that their relative contributions be 

estimated.  These estimates are, however, themselves determined by underlying samples, 

creating a cycle that makes it difficult to improve the efficiency of the free energy estimation 

procedure. 

To improve the efficiency of free energy estimation, methods that blend sampling and estimation 

have been developed in recent years, in which on-the-fly estimates guide sampling.  Using the 

method of stochastic approximation, Z. Tan has shown that one can use simulated tempering to 

estimate free energy differences on the fly, and moreover do so with the smallest possible 

asymptotic variance (i.e., in the limit of infinitely many samples) when the allocation of 

resources is fixed.11  A related algorithm, accelerated weighted histogram (AWH), estimates on 

the fly not only free energy differences, but also ensemble averages for other functions defined 

on the state space (i.e., observables).  This allows the sampler to estimate an asymptotic 

allocation of resources that lowers the variance of the desired free energy difference estimate.12,13  

These advances underline the value of incorporating estimate information into the sampling 

procedure in order to reduce the computational effort spent sampling less relevant parts of the 

free energy landscape.  Without establishing explicit conditions that guarantee convergence of 

free energy estimators, however, it is difficult to develop resource allocation schemes that can 

further reduce variance or accelerate convergence. 

Here we present Times Square sampling (TSS), an algorithm that provides a straightforward 

recipe to estimate ensemble averages on the fly for any function defined on the state space, and 

enables the use of this information to allocate computational resources to an intermediate 

distribution within the parameterized family where more sampling is needed.  TSS gives simple 
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conditions that establish how resources can be allocated based on the state of the system, the 

parameter of the intermediate distribution being sampled, or the current free energy estimates, 

while guaranteeing convergence.  This enabled us to introduce, for example, a visit-control 

mechanism, which modulates the likelihood of visiting upcoming distributions based on whether 

they have been under- or over-visited, that in our experiments greatly sped up convergence of the 

free energy estimates.   

Importantly, we also prove that an additional property of TSS that we observed, “self-

adjustment” (a term coined by Z. Tan for a property by which the likelihood of sampling 

upcoming distributions is modulated based on the current free energy estimates11), makes it 

possible for on-the-fly estimation algorithms to achieve lower asymptotic variance than the 

maximum-likelihood estimator MBAR.  Self-adjustment enables this improvement—a surprising 

one, given that maximum-likelihood estimators have the lowest variance when independent 

samples are available14—by taking advantage of on-the-fly information, which is unavailable to 

MBAR.  This raises the intriguing prospect that it may be possible to develop on-the-fly 

estimation procedures that improve over maximum-likelihood estimation in a variety of other 

statistical applications.  

We also describe features of TSS relevant to its practical implementation.  Performing energy 

evaluations for all intermediate distributions can be prohibitively expensive.  We thus include a 

windowing system, which limits the number of energy evaluations required to update the 

estimates.  Another issue is that convergence can be slow if the initial free energy estimates are 

sufficiently inaccurate.  We thus introduce a history-forgetting mechanism to TSS, which in 

many cases significantly reduces the number of steps it takes before the statistical variance 

becomes the dominant contributor to the error.  We summarize our implementation of TSS in 
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Section 2 (and provide a full implementation in the Appendix), and in Section 3 we demonstrate 

its use by applying it to a set of biomolecular free energy calculations using MD as the sampler. 

1. Mathematical background and theoretical derivation of TSS 

This section introduces mathematical notation used throughout the paper and explores theoretical 

aspects of the TSS algorithm.  In Section 1.1 we describe the simulated tempering algorithm, the 

sampling procedure on which TSS is based; Section 1.2 introduces stochastic approximation, 

which is used in TSS for on-the-fly estimation; Section 1.3 brings together the sampling and 

estimation, defines the TSS algorithm, and states theorems about its convergence; finally, 

Section 1.4 provides an example amenable to explicit calculations to study the effects of the 

mechanisms introduced in Section 1.3 on the free energy estimators.  

Our starting point is a compact state space 𝒮 ⊂ ℝ , elements of which are (for instance) 

positions of atoms; a compact parameter space Λ ⊂ ℝ , which represents a quantity to be varied 

(such as temperature); and a family of probability distributions {𝜌 (𝑥)𝑑𝑥, 𝜆 ∈ Λ} defined on 𝒮 

and parameterized by 𝜆 ∈ Λ ⊂ ℝ .  The distributions are defined in terms of dimensionless 

potential functions 𝐻 : ℝ → ℝ (which we will call Hamiltonians).  These functions are assumed 

to be continuously differentiable in (𝑥, 𝜆), and they specify the density 𝜌 (𝑥) with respect to the 

Lebesgue measure 𝑑𝑥 by 

 𝜌 (𝑥) =
𝑒 ( )

𝑍⋆ , 𝑥 ∈ 𝒮, 𝜆 ∈ Λ, (1) 

where 𝑍⋆ = ∫ 𝑒 ( )
𝒮

𝑑𝑥 are unknown normalizing constants called “partition functions” in the 

context of chemical physics.  It is desired to estimate ratios of partition functions 𝑍⋆ 𝑍⋆⁄  or, 
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equivalently, “free energy differences” 𝐹⋆ − 𝐹⋆  for 𝜆 ≠ 𝜆′, where we will call 𝐹⋆ = − log 𝑍⋆ the 

(dimensionless) “free energy”.  (It is important to note that choosing a good parameterized 

family {𝜌 , 𝜆 ∈ Λ} is a very difficult task in itself; the problem we address in this manuscript is 

that of optimizing the sampling and estimation for a given family.)   

Enhanced sampling methods such as replica exchange and simulated tempering assume Λ ⊂ ℝ , 

select a discretization {𝜆 , … , 𝜆 } ⊂ Λ, and sample 𝜌 , 𝑘 ∈ [𝐾] , where [𝐾] = {1, … , 𝐾}.  The 

index 𝑘 is called the rung.  For simplicity, going forward we write 𝜌  for 𝜌  and 𝐻  for 𝐻  for 

each 𝑘 ∈ [𝐾].  In simulated tempering, the method on which TSS is built, one specifies a “rung 

density” 𝛾 = (𝛾 , … , 𝛾 ) associated with the discretization {𝜆 , … , 𝜆 }, and then samples the 

joint distribution 𝛾  𝜌 (𝑥) 𝑑𝑥 𝒞(𝑑𝑘), where 𝒞(𝑑𝑘) is the counting measure on the set [𝐾] (i.e., 

the measure that assigns a unit mass to every singleton set {𝑘} ⊂ [𝐾]).  To avoid degeneracies, 

we fix some 𝜀 > 0 and define 𝒫 (𝐾) to be the set of probability densities 𝜙 on [𝐾] satisfying 

𝜙 ≥ 𝜀 for each 𝑘 ∈ [𝐾], and we only consider rung densities 𝛾 ∈ 𝒫 (𝐾).  We will see that 𝛾 

can be used to perform resource allocation by guiding the sampling in the rung space. 

Throughout, we assume that both {𝜌 , 𝜆 ∈ Λ} and a discretization are given, with Λ ⊂ ℝ  (the 

size of 𝑑 is irrelevant to the mathematical analysis, but in practice is limited by computational 

resources to a small integer: less than 5, for direct discretization).  To avoid multi-index notation 

we simply consider an enumeration {𝜆 , … , 𝜆 } ⊂ Λ of states, but the reader should note that the 

indexing scheme ignores the original topology, and the latter can be important at times.  We 

expect, for example, that whenever 𝜆  and 𝜆  are sufficiently close, the distributions 𝜌  and 𝜌  

exhibit good statistical overlap, as measured by the Rényi entropy divergence of order ½.  The 

list of states {𝜆 , … , 𝜆 } is obtained by discretization, meaning that 𝐾 grows, e.g., as 100d with 𝑑.  

In practice, the exponential growth constrains 𝑑 to modest values, making the Λ space “smaller” 

than the state space 𝒮, which contains 104–107 degrees of freedom in typical applications.  
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Consequently, Monte Carlo sampling of the Λ space can be done more efficiently than sampling 

of the state space, a situation we refer to as a “two-timescale sampling” scenario. 

1.1 The simulated tempering invariant distribution 

In this section, we describe how simulated tempering is used to sample a family of joint 

distributions of the form 𝛾  𝜌 (𝑥) 𝑑𝑥 𝒞(𝑑𝑘), and we impose assumptions on both the invariant 

distribution and the Markov transition kernel corresponding to the simulated tempering process.  

We then explain how the collected samples can be used to estimate the free energy differences, a 

task which is typically considered separately from the sampling procedure.  

The joint invariant density, which is our primary object of interest, is defined for any pair of 

“hypothesized” parameters 𝛾 ∈ 𝒫 (𝐾) and 𝑍 ∈ ℝ  (or, equivalently, 𝐹 ∈ ℝ  ) by 

 𝑝 , (𝑥, 𝑘) =
𝛾 𝑍⋆/𝑍

∑ 𝛾ℓ 𝑍ℓ
⋆/𝑍ℓℓ∈[ ]

𝜌 (𝑥) =
𝛾 𝑒 ( ) 𝑍⁄

∑ 𝛾ℓ 𝑍ℓ
⋆/𝑍ℓℓ∈[ ]

. (2) 

We will denote an expectation with respect to 𝑝 , (𝑥, 𝑘) 𝑑𝑥 𝒞(𝑑𝑘) by 𝔼 , , where we recall that 

𝒞 is the counting measure on [𝐾].  The marginal densities of 𝑝 , (𝑥, 𝑘) are 

 𝑝 ,
[ ]

(𝑘) =
𝛾 𝑍⋆/𝑍

∑ 𝛾ℓ 𝑍ℓ
⋆/𝑍ℓℓ∈[ ]

,            𝑝 ,
𝒮 (𝑥) =

𝛾 𝑍⋆/𝑍

∑ 𝛾ℓ 𝑍ℓ
⋆/𝑍ℓℓ∈[ ]

∈[ ]

 𝜌 (𝑥). (3) 

Although 𝑍⋆ (or 𝐹⋆) is unknown, it is possible to sample the density (2) for any choice of 𝛾 and 

𝑍 using, for instance, the simulated tempering sampler (defined below).  (Although we use the 

simulated tempering sampler in this work for the sake of concreteness, we note that the TSS 

algorithm is compatible with other samplers; aside from regularity conditions, the only important 
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property of a sampler for it to be used with TSS is that the sampler be ergodic for the distribution 

with density (2).) 

The simulated tempering algorithm samples (2) for any fixed (𝛾, 𝑍) ∈ 𝒫 (𝐾) × ℝ  by 

composing the pair of Markov transition kernels of densities 

 𝑃 ,
 (𝑥 , 𝑘′|𝑥, 𝑘) = 𝛿(𝑥 − 𝑥)

𝛾 𝑒 ( ) 𝑍

∑ 𝛾ℓ 𝑒 ℓ( ) 𝑍ℓ⁄ℓ∈[ ]
 (4) 

 𝑃 , (𝑥 , 𝑘′′|𝑥 , 𝑘′) = 𝛿(𝑘 − 𝑘′)𝒯
( )

(𝑥 |𝑥′). (5) 

The above densities are written with respect to the product of Lebesgue and counting measures 

on 𝒮 × [𝐾]; 𝛿 denotes the Dirac density for the continuous variable or the Kronecker symbol for 

the discrete variable.  The conditional distribution 𝒯 (𝑥 |𝑥 )𝑑𝑥′′ is assumed to be a Feller 

transition kernel, 𝒯( )(𝑥 |𝑥′)𝑑𝑥′′ the same kernel iterated 𝑛-steps, and for each fixed 𝑘′ we 

assume that the unique Markov process corresponding to the kernel converges in distribution to 

the unique invariant distribution 𝜌 (𝑥)𝑑𝑥.  In practice, the Markov process is simulated on a 

computer with a local-move-based sampler such as MCMC or MD, and 𝒯 (𝑥 |𝑥 )𝑑𝑥′′ 

represents the sampling distribution of a single time step of this sampler, which we only need 

assume to be ergodic for 𝜌 (𝑥)𝑑𝑥 for each 𝑘 ∈ [𝐾].  As noted above, the realities of chemical 

physics applications typically lead to two time scales for the combined sampling, with (5) mixing 

slowly and being computationally expensive, and (4) being achieved comparatively cheaply and 

rapidly between Markov chain updates of 𝑥.  From now on 𝑃 , = 𝑃 , ∘ 𝑃 ,  will denote the 

composition of the two transition kernels.   

For a fixed pair (𝛾, 𝑍), the empirical distribution of the rung trajectory 𝒦  using the sampler 𝑃 ,  

would converge to the marginal distribution 𝑝 ,
[ ]

(𝑘)𝒞(𝑑𝑘).  In other words, under certain 

ergodicity assumptions, 
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lim
→  

1

𝑡
1{ }(𝒦 )  =

𝛾 𝑍⋆/𝑍

∑ 𝛾ℓ 𝑍ℓ
⋆/𝑍ℓℓ∈[ ]

=
𝛾  𝑒

⋆

∑ 𝛾ℓ 𝑒 ℓ ℓ
⋆

ℓ∈[ ]

, (6) 

with 1{ }(𝑘′) denoting the indicator function of the set {𝑘}.  Because the hypothesized free 

energies 𝐹 are known, in principle (6) allows for the determination of the exact free energy 

differences, by solving for 𝐹⋆ − 𝐹⋆, 𝑘 = 2, … , 𝐾.  Unless the hypothesized and exact free 

energies are close to each other, however, the visitation of some of the rungs is a rare event, 

which leads to very high error in the free energy difference estimates.  The free energies can also 

be estimated using the variable 𝒳  by means of importance sampling, where 𝒳  is drawn from 

the mixture density 𝑝 ,
𝒮 (𝑥) ∝ ∑ 𝛾ℓ 𝑒 ℓ(𝒳 ) 𝑍ℓℓ∈[ ]  defined in (3): 

 lim
→  

1

𝑡

𝛾 𝑒 (𝒳 ) 𝑍

∑ 𝛾ℓ 𝑒 ℓ(𝒳 ) 𝑍ℓ⁄ℓ∈[ ]
 =

𝛾 𝑍⋆/𝑍

∑ 𝛾ℓ 𝑍ℓ
⋆/𝑍ℓℓ∈[ ]

=
𝛾  𝑒

⋆

∑ 𝛾ℓ 𝑒 ℓ ℓ
⋆

ℓ∈[ ]

. (7) 

The estimator (7)  is expected to have lower error than the counting estimator (6), though it also 

suffers from the exponential sensitivity to the hypothesized free energies 𝐹.   

Finally, we note that sampling (2) with a hypothesized parameter 𝑍  and rung density 𝛾 ∈ 𝒫 (𝐾) 

can be thought of as sampling (2) with the exact (unknown) parameter 𝑍⋆ along with a tilted 

rung density 𝛾 ∝ 𝛾 𝑍⋆ 𝑍⁄  (i.e., with 𝛾  being scaled by 𝑍⋆ 𝑍⁄ ).  This interplay between the 

hypothesized parameter 𝑍  and the rung density 𝛾 allows us to use (6) and (7) together to mutual 

advantage, resulting in a mechanism we call visit control, which we will introduce in Section 1.3.  

There remains, however, the issue of exponential sensitivity to the hypothesized free energies 𝐹, 

which is a problem for both estimators (6) and (7); we will address this problem in Section 1.2. 
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1.2 Stochastic approximation and iterative importance sampling 

To remedy the main disadvantage of simulated tempering, which is that a reasonably accurate 

guess of the free energies is required for good sampling, one can instead estimate the free 

energies on the fly and adapt them throughout the simulation.  Such a development enables one 

to make use of the simulated tempering transition kernels (4) and (5) even if the initial guess is 

not reasonably accurate.  In this section, we describe stochastic approximation, which is an 

appropriate mathematical framework to handle such an on-the-fly procedure, and explain how it 

has been applied to estimating free energy differences using samples generated by simulated 

tempering.  In the next section, we will extend the stochastic approximation procedure to 

estimate two additional types of quantities, and introduce the TSS algorithm as a triple of 

stochastic approximation recursions.  We note that we originally derived TSS differently, using 

the idea of iterative importance sampling (IIS); we will also define IIS in this section, as it 

provides a useful perspective on the algorithm.   

Stochastic approximation originates with the seminal paper of Robbins and Monro,15 and can be 

described as a stochastic root-finding procedure.  In this section, we outline the procedure with 

Markovian noise and explain its use for the on-the-fly estimation of averages.  In recent years, 

stochastic approximation has received significant attention in the fields of MCMC and MD (see 

refs. 16–18 and the survey refs. 19 and 20; see also refs. 12 and 13 for a similar algorithm.  For 

more complete references we refer the reader to refs. 21 and 22). 

Let 𝕐 ⊂ ℝ  and Θ ⊂ ℝ  denote subsets of Euclidean space, and for each 𝜃 ∈ Θ, 𝑦 ∈ 𝕐, let 

𝑃 (𝑦, 𝑑𝑦′) denote a Markov transition kernel with unique stationary distribution 𝑝 (𝑦)𝑑𝑦, where 

𝑑𝑦 is taken to be the Lebesgue measure for simplicity.  Suppose we wish to find a root 𝜃⋆ of 
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𝑔(𝜃) = 0, where 𝑔: Θ → ℝ  is defined by an expectation with respect to the stationary 

distribution 𝑝 (𝑦)𝑑𝑦: 

  𝑔(𝜃) = 𝔼 [𝐺(𝑌; 𝜃)] = 𝐺(𝑦; 𝜃)𝑝 (𝑦)𝑑𝑦
𝕐

.  (8) 

The function 𝑔(𝜃) is referred to as the “mean field” of the observable 𝐺(𝑦; 𝜃).  

Fix an initial guess (𝒴 , 𝜃 ) ∈ 𝕐 × Θ, and for 𝑡 ≥ 0 define the process  

 𝒴 ~𝑃 (𝒴 ,⋅) (9) 

 𝜃 = 𝜃 +
1

𝑡 + 1
Γ 𝐺(𝒴 ; 𝜃 ), (10) 

where for each 𝑡 ≥ 0, Γ is an 𝑛 × 𝑛  matrix called the gain matrix and 𝑡  is the gain factor.  

Together, equations (8), (9), and (10) define the stochastic approximation procedure with 

Markovian noise.  In the limit 𝑡 → ∞, the average behavior of the iterates 𝜃  is described by the 

ordinary differential equation (ODE) expressed in terms of the mean field 𝑔,  

�̇�(𝑡) = Γ𝑔(𝜃(𝑡)). (11) 

(Here, the overhead dot notation indicates a time derivative.)  This “mean field ODE” can be 

derived heuristically from (10) by rearranging the left-hand side to form a difference quotient, 

taking limits 𝑡 → ∞, and replacing the right-hand side by its average (8).  The theory of 

stochastic approximation makes this heuristic rigorous, by leveraging stability properties of the 

ODE to establish convergence of the stochastic iterates 𝜃  (see Section 4, Part 1 of the SM).  One 

can choose a more general gain factor of 𝑡  for 𝛽 ∈ (0.5,1], but 𝛽 = 1 is needed to obtain the 

minimal asymptotic variance of the estimate 𝜃 .  With 𝛽 = 1, it has further been shown that the 
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asymptotically optimal gain matrix is Γ = − 𝐽 (𝜃⋆) , where 𝐽 (𝜃) denotes the Jacobian of 𝑔 

evaluated at 𝜃 (see, for example, Section 3.2.3, Proposition 4 of ref. 22).  Under certain 

regularity conditions on the function 𝐺, the transition kernels 𝑃 , and the gain Γ, one can 

establish the almost sure convergence of 𝜃  to 𝜃⋆ (see ref. 23 or 24).  

For some fixed 𝛾 ∈ 𝒫 (𝐾), the stochastic approximation procedure with Markovian noise can be 

applied to free energy estimation by taking 𝒴 = (𝒳 , 𝒦 ), the free energy 𝐹 as the parameter 𝜃, 

and the kernel to be the simulated tempering kernel 𝑃 ,  for some fixed 𝛾 ∈ 𝒫 (𝐾).  As we have 

seen in the previous section, the common right-hand side of (6) and (7) uniquely identifies the 

free energies (up to an additive constant) if set equal to 𝛾 .  Those equalities (which determine 

the free energies) can be identified as the roots of the following mean field 

 𝑔 (𝐹) ≡ 1 −
⋆

∑ ℓ
ℓ ℓ

⋆

ℓ∈[ ]

= 0,   ∀𝑘 ∈ [𝐾]. (12) 

The left-hand sides of (6) and (7) provide the following two observables 𝐺 (⋅; 𝐹) that by 

averaging against 𝑝 , (𝑥, 𝑘) 𝑑𝑥 𝒞(𝑑𝑘) produce (12); namely, 𝑔 (𝐹) can be written as 

𝔼 , [𝐺 (𝒦; 𝐹)] = 0 if 

 𝐺 (𝑗; 𝐹) = 1 −
1

𝛾
1{ }(𝑗) (13) 

or 𝔼 , [𝐺 (𝒳; 𝐹)] = 0 if 

 
𝐺 (𝑥; 𝐹) = 1 −

𝑒 ( )

∑ 𝛾ℓ𝑒 ℓ ℓ( )
ℓ∈[ ]

. (14) 

Tan applied the Robbins-Monro algorithm to these (and other related) observables and made the 

crucial observation that the optimal gain matrix is trivial, being given by Γ =  𝐼 ×  (cf. Theorem 

1 in ref. 11), which from (10) gives the recursions  
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 𝐹 = 𝐹 +
1

𝑡 + 1
1 −

1

𝛾
1{ }(𝒦 )  (15) 

and  

 𝐹 = 𝐹 +
1

𝑡 + 1
1 −

𝑒 𝒳

∑ 𝛾ℓ 𝑒 ℓ ℓ(𝒳 )
ℓ∈[ ]

, (16) 

respectively.  He noted that (15) has been derived before by Liang et al.16 as Stochastic 

Approximation Monte Carlo (SAMC).  The recursions (15) and (16) are instances of a class of 

algorithms Tan has named Self-Adjusted Mixture Sampling (SAMS). 

We illustrate how self-adjustment affects convergence of free energy differences, by applying 

(15) to a simple example.  Consider two equally weighted identical distributions defined by 𝒮 =

[0,1], 𝐻 (𝑥) = 𝐻 (𝑥) = 0 and 𝛾 = 𝛾 = 1 2⁄ .  We wish to estimate the free energy difference 

𝐹⋆ − 𝐹⋆, which is equal to zero because 𝐹⋆ = − log 𝑍⋆ = − log ∫ 𝑒 ( )𝑑𝑥
𝒮

 and so 𝐹⋆ = 𝐹⋆ =

0 (see (1)).  Let Δ𝐹 = 𝐹 − 𝐹 , with 𝐹  defined by (15) for 𝑘 = 1,2.  Because [𝐾] = {1,2}, we 

have 1{ }(𝑗) + 1{ }(𝑗) = 1, and we compute 

 Δ𝐹 = Δ𝐹 + 2 ⋅ 1{ }(𝒦 ) − 1 .  (17) 

We recall that the stationary density for 𝑃 ,  is proportional to 𝛾ℓ 𝑒 ℓ(𝒳 ) 𝑍ℓ (see (2)).  If we 

use the asymptotic transition kernel 𝑃 , ⋆, then 𝒦  is drawn independently from the exact 

asymptotic distribution, and Δ𝐹  defines the 𝑡  partial sum of twice the random harmonic series, 

which converges to a non-constant distribution.24  Curiously then, at the level of typical 

stationary Monte Carlo sampling, the estimator Δ𝐹  is not consistent.  On the other hand, 

𝑃 ,
(𝒦 = 2) = 1 + 𝑒 , so if 𝒦  is drawn from 𝑃 , , whenever Δ𝐹 > 0 it is more 

likely that 𝒦 = 2 and hence by (17) the estimate Δ𝐹  is more likely to decrease, while if 

Δ𝐹 < 0 it is more likely that 𝒦 = 1 and hence the estimate Δ𝐹  is more likely to increase.  It 
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is this self-adjustment provided by the fluctuations in the stationary density 𝑝 ,  (through its 

dependence upon 𝑍 𝑍⁄ ∝ 𝑒 ) that ensures the almost sure convergence of Δ𝐹  to 0.  We 

will see (in the example provided in Section 1.4) that the self-adjustment property holds for (16) 

as well.  In the current example, however, (16), which is a variance-reduced form of (15) (see 

Theorem 2 in ref. 11), has zero variance because the two distributions 𝑒 ( )/𝑍⋆𝑑𝑥, 𝑘 = 1,2 

are identical.    

Now we introduce the idea of iterative importance sampling (IIS), which turns out to be 

asymptotically equivalent to (16), and provides useful perspective on the TSS algorithm 

introduced in the following section.  First we note that the simulated tempering importance 

sampling estimator (7) behaves very differently from (14).  In particular, when dealt samples 

drawn from a stationary distribution, (7) consistently estimates the free energy difference 

regardless of the nature of the mixture distribution from which the samples are drawn.  With 

fixed but arbitrary hypothesized (𝛾, 𝑍) and samples 𝒳  drawn from the mixture density 

𝑝 ,
𝒮 (𝑥) ∝ ∑ 𝛾ℓ 𝑒 ℓ(𝒳 ) 𝑍ℓℓ∈[ ] , eq. (7) can be re-arranged as  

 𝑍 ≡
1

𝑡

𝑒 (𝒳 )

∑ 𝛾ℓ 𝑒 ℓ(𝒳 ) 𝑍ℓ⁄ℓ∈[ ]
→

𝑍⋆

∑ 𝛾ℓ 𝑍ℓ
⋆/𝑍ℓℓ∈[ ]

, as 𝑡 → ∞. (18) 

As mentioned in the previous section, the efficiency of this method is acceptable only if the 

hypothesized partition functions are close to the exact ones.  The form of (18), though, suggests 

that this issue of exponential sensitivity can be resolved by adjusting the hypothesized 𝑍  

iteratively by setting it to the previous estimate of 𝑍⋆.  More explicitly, we define the following 

iterative importance sampling (IIS) estimator 

 𝑍 ≡
1

𝑡

𝑒 (𝒳 )

∑ 𝛾ℓ 𝑒 ℓ(𝒳 ) 𝑍ℓℓ∈[ ]
. (19) 
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The IIS estimator converges with optimal asymptotic efficiency, as follows under certain 

conditions from Tan’s work.  The estimator takes the recursive form 

 𝑍 = 𝑍 +
1

𝑡 + 1

𝑒 𝒳

∑ 𝛾ℓ 𝑒 ℓ(𝒳 ) 𝑍ℓℓ∈[ ]

− 𝑍 , (20) 

which in terms of the free energy 𝐹 = − log 𝑍  reads  

 𝐹 = 𝐹 − log 1 +
1

𝑡 + 1

𝑒 𝒳

∑ 𝛾ℓ𝑒 ℓ ℓ(𝒳 )
ℓ∈[ ]

− 1 . (21) 

The iteration (21) (and hence (19)) is asymptotically equivalent to (16), as can be inferred by 

considering the expansion log(1 + 𝑥) = 𝑥 + 𝑂(𝑥 ) and neglecting the 𝑂(𝑥 ) term, and all three 

recursions (15), (16), and (21) feature the self-adjustment property demonstrated in the example 

above.  Despite the asymptotic equivalence between (16) and (21), we will adopt the IIS 

formulation (19) (and hence the recursion (21)) because it makes transparent the interpretation of 

(20) as an importance sampling estimator when the adaptation of 𝑍  is frozen (i.e., when the 

expressions defining 𝑍  in (18) and (19) are the same).  With this interpretation, the global 

convergence of (20) when samples are drawn from stationary mixtures follows from the Strong 

Law of Large Numbers, whereas the same convergence is generally more difficult to establish 

for stochastic approximation recursions like (16), and does not hold for estimators driven purely 

by self-adjustment (such as (15)).  The same perspective on importance sampling will be used 

again in Section 2.3 to derive a history-forgetting mechanism.  

In the following section, we will write the IIS estimator in stochastic approximation form by 

using (10) directly in terms of the partition function 𝑍 = 𝑒 , and we will favor 𝑍 as the 

coordinate to be used for derivations, as they are the natural coordinates for the IIS form (19).  

On a computer, the state of the parameter will be stored as 𝐹 rather than 𝑍, in order to cope with 
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the limited range for the exponent of floating-point number formats, and so in our 

implementation of the TSS algorithm we will use (21). 

1.3 The Times Square Sampling algorithm 

In the previous section we reviewed how stochastic approximation can be used to estimate free 

energy differences on the fly.  Despite this advance, on-the-fly estimation of free energy 

differences remains difficult in molecular simulations, owing to the immense complexity of the 

space being sampled, so further efficiency improvements are highly desirable.  In this section we 

introduce the TSS algorithm, which provides a mechanism to optimally estimate auxiliary 

averages—namely, averages against 𝑝 , (𝑥, 𝑘)𝑑𝑥𝒞(𝑑𝑘) and its associated conditional and 

marginal distributions—on the fly, and a means by which to use these averages to guide the 

sampling process, thereby improving the estimation of free energy differences.  (This approach 

of estimating auxiliary averages to improve the estimation of a quantity of interest is in the same 

spirit as the developing field of adaptive Monte Carlo.20)  After briefly motivating the use of 

such auxiliary averages, we will describe in Section 1.3.1 three theoretical features of TSS, two 

of which use on-the-fly estimation of the auxiliary averages to guide the sampling of the rungs, 

while the third relates to the impact of the rung sampling on the asymptotic variance.  In Section 

1.3.2, we introduce the TSS algorithm itself as an extended triple of stochastic approximation 

recursions, and state mathematical results that illustrate how the features we have described 

improve the estimation of free energy differences. 

To motivate the introduction of auxiliary averages, we note that the IIS estimator introduced in 

equation (19) and the unnormalized stationary density 𝛾 𝑒 ( )/𝑍  both depend on the rung 

density 𝛾, the selection of which affects the asymptotic variance of the free energy difference 
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estimates 𝐹 − 𝐹  (as defined by (21)).  The specification of an optimal rung density 𝛾 is outside 

the intended scope of this paper, but (as discussed in more detail below) choosing 𝛾  equal to a 

constant for all 𝑘 ∈ [𝐾] is unlikely to be optimal.  Rather, it is natural to define 𝛾 in terms of 

averages of functions of 𝑥 against the various 𝜌 (𝑥)𝑑𝑥 (which is the distribution 

𝑝 , (𝑥, 𝑘)𝑑𝑥𝒞(𝑑𝑘) conditioned on 𝑘).  These averages are (like the free energies) unknown a 

priori, and estimating them will require an additional set of stochastic approximation recursions.  

In Section 1.3.1, we will show how any rung density defined as a deterministic function of such 

averages can be optimally estimated on the fly.  

The idea of using the rung density to guide the sampling is further extended in TSS.  We use 𝜋 ∈

𝒫 (𝐾) to denote a general rung density that depends not only on the averages that determine 𝛾, 

but also on a third set of averages, this time against the marginal distributions 𝑝 ,
[ ]

(𝑘)𝒞(𝑑𝑘), 

which are averages of functions of 𝑘; estimating these averages on the fly in turn yields a third 

set of stochastic approximation recursions. Asymptotically, 𝜋 will be equal to 𝛾, but there will 

also be a transient regime in which 𝜋 affects the rate at which the free energy estimates approach 

the equilibrium.  

With the introduction of 𝜋, the recurrence (20) written in the stochastic approximation form (10) 

becomes  

 𝐺 (𝑥; 𝜋, 𝑍) =
𝑒 ( )

∑ 𝜋ℓ 𝑒 ℓ( ) 𝑍ℓ⁄ℓ∈[ ]
− 𝑍 , (22) 

with mean field (see (8)) 

 𝑔 (𝜋, 𝑍) = 𝔼 , 𝐺 (𝒳; 𝜋, 𝑍) =
𝑍⋆

∑ 𝜋ℓ 𝑍ℓ
∗ 𝑍ℓ⁄ℓ∈[ ]

− 𝑍 . (23) 
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This is the first of three stochastic approximation observables that will be defined in this section.  

A common source of difficulty for the three observables is that producing good estimates of the 

mean field (e.g., (23)) from the observable (e.g., (22)) is the very large dimensionality of the 

configuration space 𝒮 of molecular systems.  To ameliorate these difficulties, two design goals 

are suggested for an algorithm intended to sample the joint density 𝛾 𝜌 (𝑥) and estimate the free 

energy differences and auxiliary averages simultaneously.  First, one should seek to minimize the 

asymptotic variance of the estimates, which requires that the stochastic approximation algorithm 

be applied with an optimal gain matrix.  Second, because the space Λ is tractable (whereas 𝒮 is 

not), correlations between the rung process 𝒦  and the free energy estimates 𝐹  should be 

leveraged to improve the quality of the free energy estimation by making the most of the samples 

𝒳 .  We will emphasize these design goals when we present the theoretical features of TSS in 

Section 1.3.1; in Section 1.3.2, we will then gather the required on-the-fly estimates into a triple 

of stochastic approximation recursions and present the TSS algorithm, along with theoretical 

results that demonstrate the improvements resulting from the features we have described.   

1.3.1 Features of TSS 

In this subsection we will describe three theoretical features of TSS, each of which makes a 

distinct contribution to efficiently sampling the joint density 𝛾 𝜌 (𝑥).  The first two features 

involve on-the-fly estimation of auxiliary averages, and in each case the stochastic 

approximation form is chosen to have an identifiable optimal gain matrix, which enables the 

asymptotic variance of the estimates to be minimized.  The third feature relates to the effect that 

the mixing properties of the sampler have on the asymptotic variance of the free energy 

difference estimates.  
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The first feature is the choice of asymptotic rung density 𝛾 ∈ 𝒫 (𝐾) and its on-the-fly 

estimation, which will yield the second of the three stochastic approximation recursions of TSS.  

Although we will choose a concrete form for 𝛾, our arguments below imply that any 𝛾 ∈ 𝒫 (𝐾) 

defined as a deterministic function of averages against 𝜌 (𝑥)𝑑𝑥 can be estimated.  Recall that 

𝛾 = (𝛾 , … , 𝛾 ) is a discretization of a density originally defined over the continuous variable 

𝜆 ∈ Λ.  That density is often taken to be constant (and so 𝛾 = 1 𝐾⁄ ), but this choice is unlikely 

to be optimal; an optimal density must transform as a pseudotensor under coordinate 

transformations having Λ as their image (its definition must be such that the density is multiplied 

by the absolute value of the Jacobian of the transformation).  Lindahl et al.13 have investigated 

the use of Riemannian metrics for the sampling of Λ, including the determinant of the Fisher 

information matrix  

 𝛾 ∝ det 𝔼
𝜕𝐻

𝜕𝜆

𝜕𝐻

𝜕𝜆
− 𝔼

𝜕𝐻

𝜕𝜆
𝔼

𝜕𝐻

𝜕𝜆
,

⁄

, (24) 

which we take as the default TSS reference rung density (see also ref. 25).  Note, though, that 

other choices are possible, as the function 𝐻 in the formula above can be replaced by other 

functions with preservation of the coordinate transformation law.  The formula expresses 𝛾  as a 

deterministic smooth function of a collection of auxiliary averages 𝜇⋆ = {𝜇⋆ = 𝔼 [𝜓 (𝒳)], 𝑖 =

1, … , 𝑀, 𝑘 ∈ [𝐾])} of functions 𝜓 (𝑥) against the distributions 𝜌 (𝑥)𝑑𝑥.  We also note that (24) 

illustrates a lack of dependence on the partition functions 𝑍⋆. 

In general we do not know the exact averages 𝜇⋆ that would allow us to use the target rung 

density 𝛾 (𝜇⋆), so we instead use 𝛾 (𝜇), where 𝜇 = {𝜇 ; 𝑖 = 1, … , 𝑀, 𝑘 ∈ [𝐾]} is a collection of 

hypothesized parameters.  These parameters 𝜇 represent our estimates of 𝜇⋆ obtained through the 

stochastic simulation algorithm, which leads to the second of the three of stochastic 

approximation equations.  The functional dependence given by (24) may indicate that there is no 
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𝜀 > 0 such that 𝛾(𝜇) ∈ 𝒫 (𝐾) for all possible values of 𝜇.  To prevent this situation, we re-

define 𝛾(𝜇) through the 𝜖 -regularization 

 𝛾 (𝜇) ∶=
(1 − 𝜖 )𝛾 (𝜇) + 𝜖 ℳ(𝜇)

∑ (1 − 𝜖 )𝛾ℓ(𝜇) + 𝜖 ℳ(𝜇)ℓ∈[ ]

 , ∀ 1 ≤ 𝑘 ≤ 𝐾, (25) 

where ℳ(𝜇) = max ∈[ ]𝛾 (𝜇) and 𝛾(𝜇) is unregularized if appearing on the right-hand side.  

The value 𝜖 ∈ (0,1] is taken to be small relative to 1.  The 𝜖 -regularization implies that 𝛾(𝜇) ∈

𝒫 (𝐾) for all 𝜇 and 𝜀 ≤ 𝜖 𝐾 .   

Instead of 𝜇, we work in terms of coordinates collectively represented by 𝜉 =  𝑍𝜇 = 𝑒 𝜇 and 

explicitly given by 𝜉 = 𝑍 𝜇 = 𝑒 𝜇 , for all 𝑘 ∈ [𝐾] and 𝑚 = 1, … , 𝑀.    To estimate 

the averages 𝜇⋆  we define the family of observables 

 𝐺 (𝑥; 𝜋, 𝑍, 𝜉) =
𝑒 ( )𝜓 (𝑥)

∑ 𝜋ℓ 𝑒 ℓ( ) 𝑍ℓ⁄ℓ

− 𝜉 , (26) 

with mean field 𝑔 (𝜋, 𝑍, 𝜉) = 𝔼 , 𝐺 (𝒳; 𝜋, 𝑍, 𝜉)  given by 

 𝑔 (𝜋, 𝑍, 𝜉) =
𝑍⋆𝔼 [𝜓 (𝑋)]

∑ 𝜋ℓ 𝑍ℓ
∗ 𝑍ℓ⁄ℓ∈[ ]

− 𝜉 . (27) 

A notable property of the mean fields (23) and (27) is their independence from 𝜋 when evaluated 

at 𝑍 = 𝑍⋆.  As a first consequence, the unique root of 𝑔 (𝜋, 𝑍⋆, 𝜉) = 0 is 𝜉⋆ = 𝑍⋆𝜇⋆  for all 

𝑘 ∈ [𝐾], and 𝑚 = 1, … , 𝑀.  As a second consequence (which anticipates Proposition 1), the 

optimal gain matrix for the stochastic approximation algorithm in 𝜉 is (as we will see) the 

identity matrix.  

Second, we introduce an important feature that operates at the level of the mean field 𝑔 , , 

defined in (23), rather than at the level of fluctuations about the equilibrium 𝑍⋆: by controlling 

the mean field, this feature helps estimates reach a neighborhood of the equilibrium more 
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efficiently, and will yield the third stochastic approximation recursion.  The mean field is 

changed through a modification (or “tilt”) in the rung density, and the tilt is chosen to bias the 

sampling toward under-visited rungs, which contributes to our second design goal.  If instead we 

were to use 𝛾(𝜇) directly in the makeup of the sampling distribution 𝑝 , (𝑥, 𝑘) 𝑑𝑥 𝒞(𝑑𝑘) 

(which, to our knowledge, is how it is commonly used in both simulated tempering and adaptive 

Monte Carlo), then when 𝑍 is far away from 𝑍⋆, the marginal rung occupancies would severely 

tilt away from the desired reference 𝛾(𝜇), which would thereby hinder the sampling of the rung 

process and the estimation of the free energy differences, slowing their approach to equilibrium.  

The 𝐹-dependence on the right-hand side of (36) illustrates the extreme sensitivity to errors in 

the free energy.  The errors tend to be large, given that free energies are extensive properties (i.e., 

properties that scale linearly with the dimensionality of 𝒮).  Observe that, if instead of 𝜋 in (36), 

we were to use 

 𝜋∘ (𝑍, 𝜉) =  
𝑍 𝑍∗⁄

∑ 𝛾ℓ(𝜇) 𝑍ℓ 𝑍ℓ
∗⁄ℓ

𝛾 (𝜇), (28) 

then we would actually recover 𝛾(𝜇) as the marginal even with 𝑍 being away from equilibrium.  

Of course,  𝜋∘  is not available, since it assumes knowledge of the exact partition functions.  TSS 

proposes to use (6)—its sibling (7) has already been used up in the form of (22)—as a control 

variate measuring and penalizing deviations of 𝜋 from 𝛾(𝜇), with the penalty vanishing at the 

equilibrium 𝑍⋆.  To achieve this, we introduce the tilt parameters 𝑜 = (𝑜 , … , 𝑜 ), which will be 

used to scale 𝛾(𝜇) through a deterministic function 𝜋(𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜): ℝ × ℝ ×  ℝ → 𝒫 (𝐾), and 

which are estimated using the observable 

 𝐺 (𝑗; 𝜋, 𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜) =
( )

1{ }(𝑗) − 𝑜 . (29) 

The mean field 
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 𝑔 (𝜋(𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜), 𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜) = 𝔼 ,

1

𝛾 (𝜇)
1{ }(𝒦) − 𝑜 =

1

𝛾 (𝜇)
  

𝜋 (𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜) 𝑍∗ 𝑍⁄

∑ 𝜋ℓ(𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜) 𝑍ℓ
∗ 𝑍ℓ⁄ℓ

− 𝑜  (30) 

is different from the special form assumed by (23) and (27) in that its dependence upon 𝑍∗  is not 

solely through the normalization constant, except for special cases, including the case 𝜋 = 𝜋∘.  

Proposition 1, which will be stated in the next subsection, demonstrates that the optimal gain 

matrix is trivially available for this special case.  For the sake of efficiency, it is important to at 

least approximate 𝜋∘, and TSS uses the relative empirical frequencies 𝑜 to achieve this desiderate 

through a feedback mechanism we call visit control. 

Visit control relies on the two-timescale separation mentioned in Section 1, which we now 

express more concretely to mean that the ODE �̇� (𝑡) = 𝑔 (𝑍(𝑡), 𝜉(𝑡), 𝑜(𝑡)), which governs the 

average behavior of the estimates away from equilibrium, evolves at its steady state with respect 

to the tilt parameters 𝑜.  More explicitly, for any deterministic, smooth function 𝜋: ℝ × ℝ ×

 ℝ → 𝒫 (𝐾), and fixed 𝑍 ∈ ℝ  and 𝜉 ∈ ℝ , the steady-state condition for the tilts 𝑜 =

(𝑜 , … , 𝑜 ) is obtained by setting 𝑔 (𝜋(𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜), 𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜) = 0 (defined in (30)),  which defines 

𝑜⋆(𝜋, 𝑍).  We cannot use the steady-state condition to determine 𝑜, however, since 𝑔 (𝜋, 𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜) 

depends not only on the estimate 𝑍 but also on the unknown partition functions 𝑍⋆.  Instead, we 

use stochastic approximation with the observable 𝐺 (𝑗; 𝜋, 𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜) (defined in (29)) to provide an 

estimate of the tilt parameters 𝑜, which we then assume are at the steady state, in accordance 

with the two-timescale separation.  In general our estimate 𝑜 will not be exactly at the steady-

state (𝑜 ≠ 𝑜⋆(𝑍, 𝜉)), so the steady state condition 𝑔 (𝜋(𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜), 𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜) = 0 will be used to 

define new state variables 𝑍∘ .  After re-arranging, this steady-state condition becomes 

   
𝛾 (𝜇)𝑜

∑ 𝛾ℓ(𝜇)𝑜ℓℓ

=  
𝜋 (𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜) 𝑍∘ 𝑍⁄

∑ 𝜋ℓ(𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜) 𝑍ℓ
∘ 𝑍ℓ⁄ℓ

. (31) 
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(In the above equation, the variable 𝜇 is a function of 𝜉.  Here and elsewhere the functional 

dependence will not be given explicitly.)  When the tilt parameters are actually at their steady 

state (𝑜 = 𝑜⋆(𝑍, 𝜉)) then 𝑍∘ = 𝑍⋆, but otherwise the variables 𝑍∘  are simply functions of 

(𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜), which we refer to as visit control partition functions, and they define the visit control 

free energies by way of 𝐹∘ = −log(𝑍∘ ).   

Having obtained this auxiliary estimate 𝑍∘  for 𝑍⋆, we can now provide an approximation for 𝜋∘ 

in (28).  TSS proposes 

 𝜋 (𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜) =
(𝑍 𝑍∘⁄ ) ( )⁄

∑ 𝛾ℓ(𝜇) 𝑍ℓ 𝑍ℓ
∘⁄

( )⁄

ℓ

𝛾 (𝜇), (32) 

for some 𝜂 > 0, thus defining the feedback mechanism we called visit control.  By combining 

(31) and (32) we derive the explicit form 

 𝜋 (𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜) =
𝛾 (𝜇) (𝑜 )⁄

∑ 𝛾ℓ(𝜇) (𝑜ℓ)⁄ℓ∈[ ]

. (33) 

The case 𝜂 = 0 corresponds to no visit control (as in SAMC and SAMS), whereas the other 

extreme 𝜂 = ∞ corresponds to “infinitely strong” visit control, for which 𝜋  is formally equal 

to 𝜋∘, but which is unattainable because it would require 𝑜 = 1, by way of (31).  In practice we 

use 𝜂 ∈ (0, ∞), with larger 𝜂 creating a stronger bias to under-visited rungs.  Additionally, we re-

define 𝜋 (𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜) through the 𝜖 -regularization 

 𝜋 (𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜) ∶= (1 − 𝜖 )𝜋 (𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜) +  𝜖 𝛾 (𝜇), (34) 

where the symbol 𝜋 (𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜) appearing in the right-hand side of (34) denotes the right-hand 

side of (33) and 𝛾 (𝜇) denotes the right-hand side of (25).  We note that 

 𝜋 (𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜) ≥ 𝜖 𝛾 (𝜇) ≥ 𝜖 𝜖 𝐾 , (35) 
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so 𝜋 (𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜) ∈ 𝒫 (𝐾) for all (𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜) and 𝜖 ≤ 𝜖 𝜖 𝐾 .  With this choice, the 𝜖 -

regularization is certain to leave 𝛾 (𝜇) unchanged if applied to it.  The regularization is needed 

in order to ensure a minimum visiting propensity for rungs that could otherwise acquire very 

small unregularized weights through large fluctuations of 𝑜.   

The visit-control distribution 𝜋  is used in the denominator of (22), thereby affecting the mean 

field (23).  We show in Proposition 2 that with 𝑜 at its steady state 𝑜⋆(𝑍, 𝜉) and any 𝜂 > 0, the 

mean fields (23) converge faster to the equilibrium (𝑍⋆, … , 𝑍⋆ ) (up to a multiplicative constant), 

as measured by the rate of decrease of a naturally associated Lyapunov function defined later in 

(43).  The effect of the visit-control mechanism disappears at the equilibrium (𝑍⋆, 𝜉⋆, 𝟏), where 

we note that 𝟏 is the steady state of 𝑜 when 𝑍 = 𝑍⋆. 

Finally, we present the third of the theoretical features, the self-adjustment property (which we 

first illustrated in an example in Section 1.2).  This property is not an explicit use of an auxiliary 

average to guide the sampling, but is instead an implicit relationship between the observable for 

the partition functions (22) and the invariant density (2), which allows for in some cases 

substantial variance reduction.  Although the choice of 𝛾 determines the asymptotic distribution 

of the process 𝒦 , and thus modifies the asymptotic variance of the free energy difference 

estimates, variance reduction from self-adjustment is instead tied to the mixing properties of the 

transition kernel 𝒫 , .  Recall that self-adjustment drives convergence of the free energy 

estimator using only the form of the stationary distribution of 𝒫 ,  for fixed 𝜋, 𝑍; this was first 

discussed in Section 1.2, and will be explicitly illustrated in the uniform distributions example in 

Section 1.4.  The stationary distribution for 𝒫 ,  is the TSS sampling distribution 

𝑝 , (𝑥, 𝑘) 𝑑𝑥 𝒞(𝑑𝑘), and from the right-hand side of (6), the marginal probabilities for rung 

occupancy are 
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𝑍⋆ 𝑍⁄

∑ 𝜋ℓ 𝑍ℓ
⋆ 𝑍ℓ⁄ℓ∈[ ]

𝜋 =
𝑒

⋆

∑ 𝜋ℓ 𝑒 ℓ ℓ
⋆

ℓ∈[ ]

𝜋 . (36) 

The marginal distribution (36) favors selecting the rung 𝑘 with the greatest discrepancy 𝐹 − 𝐹⋆, 

weighted by 𝜋.  This self-adjustment property inherent to the weighted counting estimator (15) 

carries over to its variance-reduced counterparts (16) and (21), and in both cases the variance of 

the free energy estimates is tied to the integrated autocorrelation time of the process (𝒳 , 𝒦 ).  

To preserve the effect of self-adjustment and keep the variance as low as possible, we should 

make certain the contribution of the process 𝒦  to the integrated autocorrelation time is as small 

as possible. 

One way of preventing rung selection from becoming a slow process is to intersperse multiple 

updates of 𝒦  in between updates to the free energy estimates.  In the limiting case in which 

independent samples from 𝜌 (𝑥)𝑑𝑥 can also be cheaply generated and the kernel 𝑃 ,  applied 

multiple times between free energy updates, the impact of variance reduction from self-

adjustment will be shown to be substantial enough that the on-the-fly estimator outperforms 

post-sampling estimators.  Even optimal estimators such as MBAR have their variance bounded 

below by the Cramér-Rao bound;26 the self-adjusted on-the-fly estimation procedure, which 

samples from a different distribution 𝑝 , (𝑥, 𝑘)𝒞(𝑑𝑘)𝑑𝑥 every 𝑡 ≥ 0, does not.  

More concretely, if we fix the rung density 𝜋 ∈ 𝒫 (𝐾), given 𝑍  at time 𝑡 ≥ 0, and we draw 

(𝒳 , 𝒦 ) independently from 𝜌 , (𝑥, 𝑘)𝑑𝑥𝒞(𝑑𝑘), then the asymptotic variance of the free 

energy differences 𝐹 − 𝐹  is strictly smaller than that of the maximum-likelihood estimator 

MBAR.  A complete statement is in Proposition 3.  The rate of sampling the space Λ will be 

raised again in Section 2.1, where we introduce an important windowing system that restricts the 

movement of the process 𝒦 . 
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1.3.2 Stochastic approximation triple and theoretical results 

In this section, we present the basic TSS algorithm.  The form of the presentation is useful for 

theoretical investigation, and after placing the estimation of 𝜃 = (𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜) within the framework 

of stochastic approximation outlined in Section 1.2, we are able to state a convergence theorem 

and provide theoretical results on the optimality of the stochastic approximation procedure, the 

benefits of visit control and the variance reduction due to self-adjustment.  A more practical 

implementation of TSS, which builds on the presentation in this section, will be presented in 

Section 2.   

The parameter space of 𝜃 is Θ = ℝ × ℝ × ℝ , and the state space is 𝕐 = 𝒮 × Λ, with 𝒴 =

(𝒳 , 𝒦 ).  Because 𝜋 depends deterministically on 𝜃, but not on (𝑥, 𝑘), the expectations in (23), 

(27), and (30) remain unchanged whether 𝜋 ∈ 𝒫 (𝐾) is fixed or 𝜋 = 𝜋(𝜃) for fixed 𝜃 ∈ Θ.  We 

will continue to write 𝔼 ,  and 𝑝 ,  when there is no dependence of 𝜋 on 𝜃 or when it is 

irrelevant, and we will write 𝔼  when we wish to emphasize the dependence on 𝜃; similarly, we 

will write 𝑝  for 𝑝 ( ),  and 𝑃 (𝑥 , 𝑘 |𝑥, 𝑘) for 𝑃 ( , , ), (𝑥 , 𝑘 |𝑥, 𝑘).  We note that 𝜋  does 

not depend on 𝑍, but this lack of dependence is immaterial for the proofs, so we allow 𝜋 to be a 

general deterministic function of (𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜).  Also recall our preference for using the coordinates 

(𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜) ≡ (𝑒 , 𝑒 𝜇, 𝑜) for deriving the stochastic approximation equations, and for using the 

coordinates (𝐹, 𝜇, 𝑜) for storing information on a computer.  The observables (22), (26), and (29) 

lead to the following equations for TSS:  For each 𝑘 ∈ [𝐾] and 𝑚 ∈ 1, … , 𝑀,  

 𝑍 = 𝑍 +
1

𝑡 + 1

𝑒 𝒳

∑ 𝜋ℓ(𝜃 ) 𝑒 ℓ(𝒳 ) 𝑍ℓℓ

− 𝑍  (37) 

 𝜉 = 𝜉 +
1

𝑡 + 1

𝑒 𝒳

∑ 𝜋ℓ(𝜃 ) 𝑒 ℓ(𝒳 ) 𝑍ℓℓ

𝜓 (𝒳 ) − 𝜉  (38) 
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 𝑜 = 𝑜 +
1

𝑡 + 1

1

𝛾 (𝜃 )
1{ }(𝒦 ) − 𝑜 . (39) 

Alternatively, if expressed in terms of (𝐹 𝜇 𝑜) , 

 𝐹 = 𝐹 − log 1 +
1

𝑡 + 1

𝑒 𝒳

∑ 𝜋ℓ(𝜃 )𝑒 ℓ ℓ(𝒳 )
ℓ

− 1  (40) 

 𝜇 = 𝑒 𝜇 +
1

𝑡 + 1

𝑒 𝒳

∑ 𝜋ℓ(𝜃 )𝑒 ℓ ℓ(𝒳 )
ℓ

𝜓 (𝒳 ) − 𝜇  (41) 

 𝑜 = 𝑜 +
1

𝑡 + 1

1

𝛾 (𝜃 )
1{ }(𝒦 ) − 𝑜 . (42) 

Note that owing to (40), equation (41) produces zero variance for 𝜓 (𝑥) = 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑡. 

Proposition 1.  The duple of recursions defined by (37) and (38) has the minimal asymptotic 

variance among all gain matrices, regardless of the rung-sampling probability 𝜋.  If in addition 

𝜋 = 𝜋∘, then the triple formed by adjoining (39) also has minimal asymptotic variance.  

The proof can be found in Section 1 of the Supplementary Materials.  Because the stochastic 

approximation algorithm with optimal gain matrix is invariant under coordinate changes, the 

analysis of the mean fields and their Jacobians (carried out in Proposition 1; see Section 1.2 of 

the SM) is valid in any coordinate system—and thus applies to both (37)–(39) and (40)–(42)—

once the optimality is demonstrated.  Away from the point of stability, the choice of coordinates 

obviously matters.   

We can now describe the general TSS algorithm.  

Algorithm 1 
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0) Fix (𝒳 , 𝒦 ) ∈ 𝒮 × [𝐾] and any 𝜃 ∈ Θ. 

1) For 𝑡 ≥ 0, generate 𝒦  from 𝑃 (⋅ |𝒳 ), and then 𝒳  from 𝑃 (⋅ |𝒦 ). 

2) Update 𝜃 = (𝐹 , 𝜇 , 𝑜 ) to 𝜃  using equations (40), (41), (42) and go to step 1. 

The main object we use to establish a convergence theorem for Algorithm 1 is the relative 

entropy 

with 

 
𝑟 = 𝛾

𝑍⋆

𝑍
𝛾ℓ

𝑍ℓ
⋆

𝑍ℓ
ℓ∈[ ]

. (44) 

The relative entropy is defined for any 𝛾 ∈ 𝒫 (𝐾) and all 𝑍 ∈ ℝ ; 𝑉 (𝑍) is non-negative and 

equal to zero only when 𝑍 = 𝑐 𝑍⋆ for some common multiplicative constant 𝑐 > 0.  This 

function serves as a global Lyapunov function for the mean field (23) uniformly in 𝜋 ∈ 𝒫 (𝐾), 

which allows us to establish convergence of the system  �̇�(𝑡) = 𝑔 (𝜋, 𝑍(𝑡)) in the more general 

case that allows for dependence of 𝜋 on 𝜃.   

Despite the availability of a global Lyapunov function, it is non-trivial to provide general 

conditions under which the sequence {𝑍 , 𝑡 ≥ 0} is globally convergent with probability 1.  The 

main theoretical approaches used to establish almost-sure convergence globally are known as 

“reprojection” techniques;27,28 these are discussed in the Supplementary Materials.  In our 

statement of Theorem 1, we assume that the space Θ is compact. 

 𝑉 (𝑍) = 𝐷 (𝛾||𝑟) = − 𝛾 log
𝑟

𝛾
,

∈[ ]

 (43) 
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Theorem 1. 

Let 𝜋 be a non-vanishing continuously differentiable function of 𝜃, with continuous derivative 

on the compact set Θ, and assume 𝑜⋆ = 𝟏 is the unique globally asymptotically stable 

equilibrium point of �̇� = 𝜋 (𝑍⋆, 𝜉⋆, 𝑜) 𝛾 (𝜉⋆)⁄ − 𝑜 (𝑡).  For 𝑡 ≥ 0, let (𝒳 , 𝒦 ) be the 

stochastic process produced as in Algorithm 1.  Then we have 

I. 𝐹 − 𝐹ℓ → 𝐹⋆ − 𝐹ℓ
⋆ as 𝑡 → ∞ almost surely; 

II. 𝜇 → 𝔼 [𝜓 (𝒳)] as 𝑡 → ∞ almost surely; 

III. 𝜋 → 𝛾 (𝜇⋆) as 𝑡 → ∞ almost surely, and (𝒳 , 𝒦 ) ⇒ 𝑝 ( ⋆), ⋆(𝑥, 𝑘)𝑑𝑥𝒞(𝑑𝑘), 

where ⇒ denotes convergence in distribution (see Supplementary Materials). 

We now present Propositions 2 and 3, which relate to visit control and self-adjustment, 

respectively; an analytically tractable example that illustrates the effect of both these 

mechanisms follows in Section 1.4.  The proofs of Propositions 2 and 3 can be found in the 

Supplementary Materials. 

Proposition 2.  

Fix an arbitrary rung density 𝛾: ℝ → 𝒫 (𝐾) and let 𝑜⋆(𝑍, 𝜉) denote the steady state of the 

mean field of 𝑜 for fixed 𝑍, 𝜉 and variable 𝜂 ≥ 0.  Let 𝑍(𝑡) denote the solution of the 

ODE �̇�(𝑡) = 𝑔 (𝜋 (𝑍(𝑡), 𝜇(𝑡), 𝑜⋆(𝑍(𝑡), 𝜉(𝑡))), 𝑍(𝑡)), where 𝑔 (𝜋, 𝑍) is defined in (23) and 

𝜋 (𝑍, 𝜇, 𝑜) is defined in (33).  Then, with 𝑉 (𝑍) defined in (43),  
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 𝑑

𝑑𝑡
𝑉 (𝑍) ≤

𝑑

𝑑𝑡
𝑉 (𝑍) ≤ 0,    ∀𝑡 ≥ 0, 𝜂 > 𝜂 ≥ 0. (45) 

Both inequalities are strict unless 𝑍 is a scalar multiple of 𝑍⋆, in which case the time derivatives 

are equal to 0. 

Proposition 3.  

Let 𝜋 ∈ 𝒫 (𝐾), and suppose MBAR uses a proportion 𝜋 > 0 of independent samples from 

𝜌 (𝑥)𝑑𝑥, whereas for each fixed 𝐹 ∈ ℝ  and the same 𝜋, TSS uses independent samples from 

𝑝 , (𝑥, 𝑘)𝑑𝑥 𝒞(𝑑𝑘).  Then, for any 𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ [𝐾], the asymptotic variance of  𝐹 − 𝐹  for TSS is 

smaller than that of MBAR. 

1.4 Example 

The example in this section is intended to illustrate the self-adjustment procedure and the 

corresponding result of Proposition 3, as well as the visit-control mechanism and the 

corresponding result of Proposition 2.  Consider two overlapping uniform distributions of equal 

width (Figure 1), formally defined by 𝐻 (𝑥) = ∞ ⋅ 1[ , ] (𝑥) and 𝐻 (𝑥) = ∞ ⋅ 1[ , ] (𝑥), 

where 𝐴  denotes the complement of a set 𝐴 ⊂ ℝ.  Both uniform distributions have a width of 1, 

so 𝐹⋆ = 0 for 𝑖 = 1, 2, and overlap on a region of width 2𝛿.  We use 𝛾 = 𝛾 = 1/2, and we 

rewrite the linearized estimator (16) in terms of Δ = 𝐹 − 𝐹 , which yields 

 
Δ = Δ +

1

𝑡 + 1
⋅

𝑒 𝒳 − 𝑒 𝒳

1
2

𝑒 (𝒳 ) +
1
2

𝑒 (𝒳 )
. (46) 
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(We use the linearized estimator here because it is better suited to algebraic manipulations, but 

we note that the properties we illustrate also hold for the TSS estimator (21).)  We first illustrate 

the variance reduction from self-adjustment, which concerns the local fluctuations of Δ , and so 

we take 𝜋(𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜) = 𝛾(𝜇) (i.e., independent of 𝑜).  We consider two pairs of sampling and 

estimation schemes.  The first is normally considered to be the best way of estimating the free 

energy differences:  Simulate independent samples 𝒳 , … , 𝒳  from 𝜌 (𝑥)𝑑𝑥 and 𝒳 , … , 𝒳  

from 𝜌 (𝑥)𝑑𝑥 (in equal proportions by the choice of 𝛾) and process the samples using MBAR 

(or, in this case, simply BAR).  The asymptotic variance of the estimator is Σ =

2(1 − 2𝛿) 𝛿⁄ = 2 𝑝 𝛿⁄ , where 𝑝 = (1 − 2𝛿) (see Section 3.3 of the SM). 

The second scheme, which features self-adjustment, picks any initial (𝒳 , 𝒦 ) and initial 

estimate Δ , and generates (𝒳 , 𝒦 ) using the transition kernel 𝑃 ,  at time 𝑡 ≥ 0, where 𝑍 =

(1, 𝑒 ), 𝑃 ,  is the simulated tempering transition kernel, and 𝑃 , = 𝑃 , ∘ … ∘ 𝑃 ,  is its 𝑁th 

step iteration.  As shown in Part 1, Section 3.3 of the SM, the asymptotic variance of the TSS 

estimator is  

 
Σ = 4(1 − 2𝛿) 1 + 2

( )

( )
= 4𝑝 + 8 . (47) 

Observe that Σ = 𝑂(𝛿 ), but for any 𝛿 > 0, there is 𝑁 large enough that Σ = 𝑂(1); in 

the limit 𝛿 → 0, the effect of self-adjustment can completely eliminate variance due to the small 

but finite overlap 2𝛿.  In fact, whenever 𝑁 ≥ 2, Σ < Σ , and post-processing the samples 

with MBAR would increase the variance of the estimate.  In this example, all it takes to 

outperform MBAR is an extra iteration of the simulated tempering sampler between estimator 

updates. 

Next, we illustrate how the visit control mechanism affects the mean field (23) of the free energy 

differences.  Equation (46) clearly illustrates the exponential slowdown that may occur when the 
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gain factor is taken to be proportional to 𝑡 , but this choice of gain factor is highly desirable 

given the lack of efficiency in sampling 𝒮 in typical problems.  If Δ  deviates by a large quantity 

from the equilibrium value (in this case 0)—if Δ = 100, for instance—then the contribution of 

𝐻  to (46) is suppressed for as long as Δ  remains large (larger than ~10).  During this time, Δ  is 

decreased by −2 (𝑡 + 1)⁄  to produce Δ ; due to the slow, logarithmic rate of divergence of the 

harmonic series, however, it takes ∝ exp(|Δ | 2⁄ ) steps to reach equilibrium.    

The standard way of handling this difficulty is by increasing the gain factor, typically to 𝑡  for 

𝛽 ∈ (0.5,1].29  This choice biases the Monte Carlo samples entering the free energy estimators 

toward the most recent samples in a substantial way; with this approach, not only is the rate of 

decay of the root-mean-square error slower than the celebrated 𝑡 / , but the approach is 

unattractive for situations where the samples in 𝒮 have long correlation times.  Tan has proposed 

a two-stage algorithm (see equation 15 of ref. 11) in which a more aggressive gain factor is used 

only up to a certain “burn-in” time 𝑡 , but it is not clear how the idea can be expanded for setups 

in which there are many competing times 𝑡  that must be automatically established.  Another 

general way of coping with the problem of relaxing from large initial deviations is provided by 

proximal operators, as discussed in ref. 30.   

TSS handles the problem of the exponential slowdown with the visit-control mechanism, which 

works in part by increasing the magnitude of the mean field of the free energy estimate (i.e., by 

modifying 𝑔(𝜃) in (11) itself) when Δ  is far from the equilibrium Δ⋆ (𝑍  and 𝑍⋆ in the general 

case).  To illustrate how this works, we compare the mean field with and without visit control:  

Using the expression for the mean field 𝑔 (𝐹) in (12), the mean field corresponding to (46) is 

determined by  𝑔 (𝐹) − 𝑔 (𝐹), where 𝐹 − 𝐹 = Δ; this gives 
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Δ̇(𝑡) = Δ̇(Δ(t), 𝑜(𝑡)) =

1 − 𝑒 ( )

𝜋 𝑜(𝑡) + 𝜋 𝑜(𝑡) 𝑒 ( ) 
. (48) 

Not using visit control is equivalent to saying that 𝜋 = 𝛾(𝜇), which implies Δ̇(𝑡) ≤

max(𝛾 , 𝛾 ) = 2.  This boundedness of the mean field prevents the stochastic discretization 

(46) from compensating for the small step size 𝑑𝑡 = 1 (𝑡 + 1)⁄ , exponentially slowing the rate of 

convergence of the free energy difference estimates Δ .     

We will now show the effect of visit control (using the unregularized form: i.e., 𝜋 =

𝜋 (𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜), as defined in (33)) on the mean field.  In order to evaluate 𝜋 = 𝜋 (𝑍, 𝜉, 𝑜), we 

must invoke the two-timescale assumption introduced at the beginning of Section 1, which 

allows us to treat o as being at its Δ-dependent steady state (which we denote 𝑜⋆ (𝑍, 𝜉) in the 

general case).  In the present case, with 𝑜 expressed in terms of Δ (by setting (30) equal to 0 and 

solving for Δ), we find 𝑜 ∝ 𝑒 ( )⁄ , and evaluating 𝜋  (as defined in (33)) gives  

 
𝜋 (Δ) =

1

1 + 𝑒
,

𝑒

1 + 𝑒
, (49) 

where 𝛽 = 𝜂 (𝜂 + 1)⁄ .  Using 𝜋 = 𝜋 (Δ) in (48), we find that  

 
Δ̇(𝑡) = −2 sinh

Δ

2

cosh
𝛽Δ
2

cosh
(1 − 𝛽)Δ

2

= 𝑔 Δ(𝑡) . (50) 

Note that 𝑔(Δ) = −𝑔(−Δ), and that 𝑔(Δ) → ±∞ exponentially as Δ → ∓∞.  The dynamics have 

thus improved, pulling back to 0 exponentially fast as |Δ| → ∞, which compensates for the small 

step size and thus avoids the exponential slowdown. 
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2 Implementation 

Despite the theoretical features laid out in Section 1.3, TSS is not yet able to handle the demands 

of many problems of interest to the chemical or biological physicist.  The main reason is that the 

visit control mechanism, while satisfactorily addressing the exponential slowdown of estimation 

arising from the 𝑂(𝑡 ) gain in simple examples (as in Section 1.4), is only a partial solution in 

more complex problems.  In Section 2, we complement the theoretical features with practical 

ones:  We describe a system of partitioning the space Λ, called windowing, that is needed for the 

stability of the estimates and the computational efficiency of the algorithm; we address the issue 

of the sampler’s dependence on initial conditions using a modified version of what is known as 

“burn-in” suitable for use in on the fly estimators; and we modify the algorithm to use multiple 

replicas (i.e., multiple parallel samplers that contribute to the same free energy estimate) to take 

advantage of distributed computational resources.  In Section 2.4, we then use a flow-chart to 

sequentially guide the reader through each step of the algorithm, showing how the features 

introduced in this section fit together and comparing the relative computational cost of different 

parts of the algorithm. 

To explain these key algorithmic features, we must first understand the nature of the slowdown 

that TSS as described to this point cannot overcome:  Even with visit control, the empirical 

distribution of 𝒦  may become skewed to a specific region of Λ early in the simulation when the 

estimates are poor, and as we discussed in Section 1, a skewed sampling of Λ may substantially 

hinder estimation.  The skewed sampling of Λ is exacerbated by the tight coupling of the 𝒳 and 

𝒦 dynamics through the composition of samplers 𝑃 , ∘ 𝑃 , .  First, the coupling means that the 

𝑥-conditioned density, sampled by 𝑃 , , tends to be highly localized around an 𝑥-dependent 

mode, reducing mobility of 𝜆𝒦  and preventing proper exploration of the full space Λ.  Second, 

the 𝜆 -conditioned density, sampled by 𝑃 ,  (typically molecular dynamics), is highly complex 
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and difficult to equilibrate given present computational resources, implying that the early history 

of a TSS simulation is dependent upon hard-to-control initial conditions, with unknown decay 

times of the dependence. 

There are a few approaches to overcoming the coupled problems of sampling 𝑃 ,  (which can be 

directly monitored) and sampling 𝑃 ,  (which exhibits unknown decay times and cannot be 

directly monitored), though none are silver bullets.  Notably, the AWH algorithm uses a 

recursion that is very similar to (21), but modulates the weight of samples in the recursion 

through a “covering criterion,” which (roughly speaking) changes the gain in the recursion 

depending on how many times the space Λ has been covered by 𝜆𝒦 .  Such an approach is 

effective, but may require some trial and error, which is costly when running long-timescale MD 

simulations. 

The features of our TSS implementation that tackle these coupled problems are a windowing 

system and a history-forgetting system.  The windowing system (introduced in Sections 2.1 and 

2.2) addresses the issue of exponential slowdown as it arises from the skewed distribution of 𝒦  

by subdividing the Λ space into a collection of loosely connected individual TSS dynamics, each 

constrained to its own, sufficiently small domain, called a window.  The windowing system 

makes the algorithm robust:  When 𝒦  is restricted to a set of the form {𝑘: |𝜆 − 𝜆| < 𝛿} for 

some 𝜆 ∈ Λ, 𝛿 > 0, the variance of the free energy difference estimate 𝐹 − 𝐹  goes to 0 and 

skew in the empirical distribution of 𝒦  is eliminated as 𝛿 → 0 for all 𝑘, 𝑗 in that set.  At the 

same time, the nature of the windowing system makes the algorithm very scalable, in large part 

by enabling the efficient use of multiple replicas (as defined in Section 2.3). 

The history-forgetting mechanism (introduced in Section 2.3) addresses the issue of long decay 

times that arises in sampling 𝑃 ,  by continuously adapting the estimates to use a fixed fraction 
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𝛼 ∈ (0,1) of the samples collected.  In this way, the samples {𝒳 : 0 ≤ 𝜏 < 𝛼𝑡} do not participate 

explicitly in the formation of estimators for the current time 𝑡.  This adaptation entails redefining 

the estimators, and in doing so we also modify TSS to use multiple replicas, in order to take 

further advantage of the wide availability of distributed computing resources.  The algorithm is 

then summarized in Section 2.4, and we offer some guidance as to its use and implementation. 

2.1 The windowed parametric invariant distribution 

In this section we introduce the windowing system, which decomposes the global sampling of Λ 

into a collection of local sampling problems.  This section parallels Section 1.1, in that it 

introduces a family of extended probability densities depending on a pair of parameters 𝜋 and 𝐹, 

and for each such pair defines ergodic sampling dynamics for which the corresponding density is 

invariant.  These local dynamics entail local estimates of 𝜃 = (𝐹, 𝜇, 𝑜), which will then have to 

be stitched together to provide global estimates across all of Λ; in Section 2.2, we provide a 

procedure to determine global estimates based on the collection of window-local estimates. 

The windowing system decomposes the parameter space Λ into a collection 𝑊 ; 1 ≤ 𝑗 ≤ 𝐽  of 

connected overlapping windows 𝑊 ⊂ Λ, and separate TSS iterations are performed within each 

window.  To link the windows together, it introduces window dynamics that allow the sampler to 

select a different window among those containing 𝜆  for the current rung 𝑘.  Instead of sampling 

a pair (𝒳, 𝒦), we will thus now sample a triple (𝒳, 𝒦, 𝒥), with the specification that the 

stationary density conditioned on 𝒥 = 𝑗 is equal to the original stationary density 𝑝 , (𝑥, 𝑘) 

defined in (2).  We provide a more detailed description for the sake of concreteness, but note that 

other variants are possible.  The important attributes that must be respected are that the windows 

cover the entire parameter space Λ and that the window dynamics are positively recurrent. 
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The windows are structured so that each 𝜆 ∈ Λ belongs to exactly two windows, with the 

additional constraint that the symmetric matrix 𝒲 with 𝑖, 𝑗 entry equal to 1 if 𝑊 ∩ 𝑊 ≠ ∅ and 

otherwise equal to 0 be irreducible (Figure 2).  If we define the set win(𝑘) = {𝑗 ∈ [𝐽]: 𝜆 ∈ 𝑊 }, 

it follows that the cardinality of win(𝑘) is 2 for each rung 𝑘 ∈ [𝐾].  For each 𝑗 ∈ [𝐽], quantities 

such as 𝑍 ;⋅ and 𝜋 ;⋅ (which are specified with a bullet in place of the second subscript) denote the 

sets of per-window quantities 𝑍 ; ; 𝑘 ∈ [𝐾]: 𝜆 ∈ 𝑊  and 𝜋 ; ; 𝑘 ∈ [𝐾] , respectively.  

Quantities with no subscript denote the totality of components over all windows: 𝑍 ≡ {𝑍 ; ; 𝑗 ∈

[𝐽], 𝑘: 𝜆 ∈ 𝑊 }, for example.  Similar notation will be used for the per-window estimates in 

Sections 2.2 and 2.3.  All per-window rung densities, such as 𝜋 ;⋅, are defined so that 𝜋 ; ≥ 𝜀 >

0 for all 𝜆 ∈ 𝑊  and 0 for 𝜆 ∉ 𝑊 .  The densities are also normalized, and thus ∑ 𝜋 ;∈[ ] =

∑ 𝜋 ; = 1: ∈ . 

Next, we define the window process 𝒥 , which at any fixed time 𝑡 ≥ 0 is equal to one of the two 

possible indices in win(𝒦 ).  The window 𝑊𝒥  will be called the active window.  The 

dynamics of 𝒥  are determined by the transition density 

 𝑃 , (𝑥 , 𝑘 , 𝑗 |𝑥, 𝑘, 𝑗) = 𝛿(𝑥 − 𝑥 )𝛿(𝑘 − 𝑘 ) 1 − 1{ }(𝑗 ) 1 ( )(𝑗 ), (51) 

which, given 𝑘, selects the other window in win(𝑘) with probability 1.  (If during the early 

stages of the simulation the estimates 𝜋 ;⋅, 𝐹 ;⋅ are not yet defined for some window 𝑊 , neither 

the window nor rung is updated—that is, neither of the transition kernels (51) or (52) are used—

and instead (𝑘 , 𝑗 ) is set to (𝑘, 𝑗); the rest of the algorithm continues normally, and 𝜋 ;⋅ and 𝐹 ;⋅ 

become defined in the following cycle.)  This antithetic selection can of course be generalized to 

a random selection in which the other window is selected with probability 𝑝 ∈ (0,1], but the 

need for efficient rung sampling (as discussed in Section 1.3) motivates us to take the most 

aggressive choice 𝑝 = 1.  The transition density for the triple (𝒳, 𝒦, 𝒥) is defined by 𝑃 , =

𝑃 , ∘ 𝑃 , ∘ 𝑃 , , where 
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  𝑃 , (𝑥 , 𝑘 , 𝑗′|𝑥, 𝑘, 𝑗) ∝ 𝛿(𝑗 − 𝑗)1 (𝜆 )𝑃
;∙, ;∙

(𝑥 , 𝑘′|𝑥, 𝑘)    (52) 

has been restricted to only propose rungs within the active window, and 𝑃 , (𝑥 , 𝑘 , 𝑗 |𝑥, 𝑘, 𝑗) =

𝛿(𝑗 − 𝑗)𝑃 , (𝑥 , 𝑘 |𝑥, 𝑘) is unchanged.  These dynamics and the irreducibility condition on the 

symmetric matrix 𝒲 ensure each window will be visited asymptotically, and together with (51) 

determine the parametric invariant density to take the form 

 �̅� , (𝑥, 𝑘, 𝑗) = �̅� , (𝑗|𝑥, 𝑘)�̅� , (𝑥, 𝑘)  =
1

2
1 (𝜆 )�̅� , (𝑥, 𝑘), (53) 

where �̅� , (𝑗|𝑥, 𝑘) denotes a conditional density and �̅� , (𝑥, 𝑘) denotes a marginal density. 

Equation (53) states that at stationarity each rung 𝑘 is assigned one of the two windows 

containing 𝜆 , with equal probability.  

To complete the description of the parametric invariant density, we derive an explicit 

dependence of �̅� , (𝑥, 𝑘) on 𝜋, 𝑍.  To this end, set �̅� ≡ �̅� , (𝑗) (the marginal density of 𝒥), and 

let ℙ ,  denote the distribution associated to the density �̅� ,  (with respect to 𝑑𝑥 𝒞(𝑑𝑗)𝒞(𝑑𝑘); 

see Section 1.1).  The marginal density �̅� , (𝑥, 𝑘) is relatable to the complementary marginal �̅�  

by way of the conditional probability decomposition 

 �̅� , (𝑥, 𝑘) = �̅�  �̅� , (𝑥, 𝑘| 𝑗) =

∈[ ]

�̅�
𝜋 ; 𝑒 ;

⋆

∑ 𝜋 ;ℓ𝑒 ;ℓ ℓ
⋆

ℓ: ℓ∈

𝜌 (𝑥). (54) 

Multiplying (54) by 1 (𝜆 ), integrating over 𝑥 ∈ 𝒮, and summing over 𝑘 implies, for (𝒳, 𝒦, 𝒥) 

distributed according to ℙ ,  and each 𝑖 ∈ [𝐽], 

 ℙ , (𝜆𝒦 ∈ 𝑊 ) = �̅� ℙ , (𝜆𝒦 ∈ 𝑊 |𝒥 = 𝑗) = �̅�
∑ 𝜋 ; 𝑒 ;

⋆

: ∈ ∩

∑ 𝜋 ; 𝑒 ;
⋆

: ∈

. (55) 

A different decomposition produces, for each 𝑖 ∈ [𝐽], 
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�̅� = ℙ , (𝒥 = 𝑖|𝜆𝒦 ∈ 𝑊 )𝑃(𝜆𝒦 ∈ 𝑊 ) + ℙ , (𝒥 = 𝑖|𝜆𝒦 ∉ 𝑊 )ℙ , (𝜆𝒦 ∉ 𝑊 )

=
1

2
ℙ , (𝜆𝒦 ∈ 𝑊 ) + 0 ⋅ ℙ , (𝜆𝒦 ∉ 𝑊 ), 

(56) 

which together with (55) leads to the equation 

 
1

2

∑ 𝜋 ; 𝑒 ;
⋆

: ∈ ∩

∑ 𝜋 ; 𝑒 ;
⋆

: ∈

�̅� = �̅� , ∀ 1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝐽. (57) 

Note that, for each 𝑖 ∈ [𝐽], the family of disjoint subsets 𝑊 ∩ 𝑊 ; 1 ≤ 𝑗 ≤ 𝐽, 𝑗 ≠ 𝑖  form a 

partition of 𝑊 .  It follows then that (57) asks for the invariant right-eigenvector of a left-

stochastic matrix, which determines �̅�  (using ∑ �̅�∈[ ] = 1) and completes the description of the 

invariant distribution �̅� , (𝑥, 𝑘, 𝑗)𝑑𝑥 𝒞(𝑑𝑗)𝒞(𝑑𝑘).  This distribution is analogous to the invariant 

distribution 𝑝 , (𝑥, 𝑘)𝑑𝑥𝒞(𝑑𝑘) defined in Section 1.1, but now with windows. 

2.2 Obtaining global estimates from local, per-window estimates 

In this section we define the dependence of 𝜋 and 𝑍 on the collection of per-window estimates 

𝜃 ≡ {𝜃 ; ; 𝑗 ∈ [𝐽], 𝑘: 𝜆 ∈ 𝑊 }, which requires defining the rung weights 𝜋 , the partition 

functions 𝑍 , and the visit control partition functions 𝑍∘  globally from the local estimates 𝜃 

(defined for 𝑗 ∈ [𝐽], 𝑘: 𝜆 ∈ 𝑊 ).  There are two results in this section:  The first is the 

formulation in Section 2.2.1 of a convex optimization problem that allows us to produce, for a 

given 𝜃, a set of global visit control free energies {𝐹∘, 𝑘 ∈ [𝐾]} that are used for sampling, 

analogously to those defined in the case of a single window in Section 1.3.  These free energies 

are useful for driving the sampling, but are too noisy for the purpose of providing a final 

estimate.  To address this issue, in Section 2.2.2 we also formulate a second, simpler 

optimization problem that provides a way to unite the free energy estimates across windows with 

a lower noise (albeit in a way only applicable near convergence) for the purpose of reporting a 
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set of global free energies {𝐹 , 𝑘 ∈ [𝐾]} to the user, which we call the reported free energies.  

The per-window recursions that define 𝜃 ;  for 𝑗 ∈ [𝐽] and 𝑘: 𝜆 ∈ 𝑊  based on (𝒳 , 𝒦 , 𝒥 ) 

and 𝜃  will be given in Section 2.3. 

We first describe an element common to both the visit control and reported free energies, which 

is the asymptotic rung density 𝛾 ≡ {𝛾 ; ; 𝑗 ∈ [𝐽], 𝑘: 𝜆 ∈ 𝑊 }.  Although the densities 𝛾 ;∙(𝜇) 

could be defined to vary with 𝑗 in an arbitrary fashion, in practice we take all these densities to 

be conditional densities of the common global density 𝛾(𝜇) of components 𝛾 (𝜇) considered in 

equation (24) of Section 1.  In what follows we only need the un-normalized functional 

dependence of 𝛾 (𝜇) on 𝜇 (e.g., of the kind expressed by the right-hand side of (24)), and its 

locality property that 𝛾 (𝜇) depends only on row 𝑘 of the original 𝐾 × 𝑀 matrix 𝜇.  This locality 

implies that, for each 𝑘 ∈ [𝐾], the function 𝛾  initially defined on matrices of size 𝐾 × 𝑀 can be 

naturally restricted to a function defined on matrices of size 1 × 𝑀 (i.e., rows), and hence we 

write 𝛾 𝜇 ;⋅  to mean this restricted function evaluated on the 𝑘  row of 𝜇 ;⋅.  This property 

allows for a simple definition of 𝛾 ;  as a function of the 𝐽 matrices {𝜇 ;,⋅, 𝑗 ∈ [𝐽]} of sizes 𝐾 ×

𝑀, where 𝐾  is the number of rungs in 𝑊 .  We take 

 𝛾 ; (𝜇) =
(1 − 𝜖 )𝛾 𝜇 ;∙ + 𝜖 ℳ(𝜇)

∑ (1 − 𝜖 )𝛾ℓ 𝜇 ;∙ + 𝜖 ℳ(𝜇)ℓ: ℓ∈

 1 (𝜆 ), ∀ 1 ≤ 𝑘 ≤ 𝐾, (58) 

where ℳ(𝜇) = max ∈[ ], ∈ ( ) 𝛾 𝜇 ;∙  and 𝜖 ∈ (0,1] is a positive regularization parameter 

that is small relative to 1.  The parameter 𝜃 will thus be defined for each 𝑗 ∈ [𝐽] and 𝑘: 𝜆 ∈ 𝑊  

by a tuple of the form 𝜃 ; = 𝐹 ; , 𝜇 ; , , … 𝜇 ; , , 𝑜 ; . 
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2.2.1 Global visit control free energies 

To guide the reader in the definition of the global visit control free energies as a function of the 

per-window estimates 𝜃 = {𝜃 ; : 𝑗 ∈ [𝐽], 𝑘: 𝜆 ∈ 𝑊 } , we first sketch the general idea.  In the 

single-window case we identified the visit control free energies explicitly in terms of the tilts, 

eliminating the need to refer to 𝐹∘ ; in the case of multiple windows, however, we will need 𝐹∘  

as an intermediate in order to define visit control globally.  The key step is to invoke the two-

timescale separation described in Section 1.3 and impose the steady-state condition (31), thereby 

relating the tilts 𝑜 and density 𝛾 to the density 𝜋 and visit control 𝐹∘, the latter two being used for 

sampling.  This relationship allows us to obtain the marginal density for 𝒥, and in turn the 

marginal density for 𝒦.  Finally, upon specifying the dependence of 𝜋 ;  on 𝜃 through our 

particular choice of visit control (32), the steady state relation (31) can be recast as a convex 

optimization problem, which leads to our definition of visit control free energies {𝐹∘, 𝑘 ∈ [𝐾]}.  

Notably, the complexity of the optimization problem scales with the number of windows, not the 

number of rungs (the latter typically being greater), which is important for efficiency. 

To impose the steady-state condition, we begin by assuming that the tuple (𝒳, 𝒦, 𝒥) is drawn 

from the sampling density �̅� , (𝑥, 𝑘, 𝑗) defined in (53) for fixed 𝜋, 𝐹, and that the tilts 𝑜 ;⋅ are at 

their steady state for each 𝑗 ∈ [𝐽].  We recall that this is exactly how visit control was defined in 

Section 1.3.  The steady state (31), averaged over all windows, gives the relation 

  𝑝
𝛾 ; (𝜇)𝑜 ;

∑ 𝛾 ;ℓ(𝜇)𝑜 ;ℓℓ: ℓ∈
= 𝑝

𝜋 ; 𝑒 ;
∘

∑ 𝜋 ;ℓ𝑒 ;ℓ ℓ
∘

ℓ: ℓ∈

, ∀ 1 ≤ 𝑘 ≤ 𝐾. (59) 

with to-be-determined marginal rung probabilities 𝑝 , 𝑗 ∈ [𝐽] and global visit control free 

energies 𝐹∘, 𝑘 ∈ [𝐾].  As in the single-window case, when 𝑜 is at its steady state for any fixed 

𝜋, 𝐹, the relation (59) correctly implies 𝐹∘ = 𝐹⋆; otherwise, (59) defines the visit control free 
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energy 𝐹∘ up to an additive constant.  The equation itself restates the conditional probability 

decomposition  ℙ , (𝒦 = 𝑘) = ∑ ℙ , (𝒦 = 𝑘|𝒥 = 𝑗)ℙ , (𝒥 = 𝑗)∈[ ] .  Because the equality 

expressed by the equation holds at all times, we note (by multiplying by 1 (𝜆 ) and summing 

over all 𝑘 ∈ [𝐾], as in (54)–(57)) that the probabilities 𝑝 ; 1 ≤ 𝑗 ≤ 𝐽  are the solution to the 

stochastic eigenvector problem 

 
1

2

∑ 𝛾 ; (𝜇)𝑜 ;: ∈ ∩

∑ 𝛾 ; (𝜇)𝑜 ;: ∈
𝑝

∈[ ]

= 𝑝 , ∀ 1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝐽, (60) 

which can be solved by, for example, the QR method.31  When 𝑜 is at its steady state, 𝐹∘ − 𝐹⋆ is 

constant over all 𝑘 ∈ [𝐾], and in this case the  �̅�  determined from (57) are equal to the 𝑝  

determined from (60).  

We now use the specific form of 𝜋 ;  as given by (32) (applied separately to each individual 

window) to relate the left-hand side of (59) to its right-hand side, as follows  

 𝜋 ; (𝜃) =
𝛾 ; (𝜇)𝑒

∘
;

∑ 𝛾 ;ℓ(𝜇)𝑒 ℓ
∘

;ℓ
ℓ: ℓ∈

, ∀ 𝑗 ∈ [𝐽], 𝑘 ∈ ℓ: 𝜆ℓ ∈ 𝑊 , (61) 

for some 𝜂 > 0 and unknown visit control free energies 𝐹∘, 𝑘 ∈ [𝐾].  Combining everything, the 

relation (59) gives, for each 𝑘 ∈ [𝐾] and unknowns {𝐹∘, 𝑘 ∈ [𝐾]} 

 

𝑞 ≡  𝑝
𝛾 ; (𝜇)𝑜 ;

∑ 𝛾 ;ℓ(𝜇)𝑜 ;ℓℓ: ℓ∈
∈ ( )

  

= 𝑝
𝛾 ; (𝜇)𝑒 ;

∘ ( )⁄

∑ 𝛾 ;ℓ(𝜇)𝑒 ;ℓ ℓ
∘ ( )⁄

ℓ: ℓ∈

, ∀ 1 ≤ 𝑘 ≤ 𝐾. 

(62) 

The first equality in (62) defines 𝑞  as the left-hand side of (59), whereas the second equality 

defines a system of equations with unknowns 𝐹∘.   
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As for the case of a single window, with 𝜋 ; (𝜃) and 𝛾 ; (𝜇) on the rhs of the following 

equation given by (61) and (58), respectively, we re-define 𝜋 ; (𝜃) through the 𝜖 -

regularization 

 𝜋 ; (𝜃) ∶= (1 − 𝜖 )𝜋 ; (𝜃) + 𝜖 𝛾 ; (𝜇), ∀𝑘: 𝜆 ∈ 𝑊 , (63) 

where 0 < 𝜖 ≤ 1.  We note that the 𝜖 -regularization leaves 𝛾 ;⋅(𝜇) unchanged, if applied to it. 

The solution of (62) would be readily provided by 

 𝐹∘ = (𝜂 + 1)log
1

𝑞
𝑝 𝛾 ; (𝜇)

∈ ( )

𝑒 ; ( )⁄ , ∀ 1 ≤ 𝑘 ≤ 𝐾, (64) 

if only we knew the window free-energy offsets 

 𝑓 = (𝜂 + 1)log 𝛾 ; (𝜇)

: ∈

𝑒 ;
∘ ( )⁄ , ∀  1 ≤ 𝑗 ≤ 𝐽. (65) 

We note that any solution 𝐹∘ to (62) also minimizes the convex function 

 𝑝 log 𝛾 ; (𝜇)𝑒 ;
∘ ( )⁄

: ∈
+

1

𝜂 + 1
𝑞 𝐹∘. (66) 

Except for an additive term equal to the Shannon entropy − ∑ 𝑞 log(𝑞 ), the last expression 

is equal to 

 
1

𝜂 + 1
𝑝 𝑓 + 𝑞 log 𝑝 𝛾 ; (𝜇)

∈ ( )

𝑒 ; ( )⁄ , (67) 

as follows by substituting (64) and (65) into (66).  The minimization is carried out subject to the 

constraint ∑ 𝑝 𝑓 = 0, since (67) does not change if all offsets 𝑓  are modified by the addition 

of one same number (details are provided in the Supplementary Materials, Part 2, Section 5.2.2).  

Furthermore, only the components with 𝑝 ≠ 0 are uniquely determined.  We set 𝑓 = 0 for the 
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others, since their precise values do not affect the algorithm.  We note once again that the 

number of windows 𝐽 is often much smaller than the number of rungs 𝐾, which helps mitigate 

the cost associated with this global step of the algorithm.  Finally, we observe that the visit 

control free energies are heavily dependent on the tilts, which are estimated by counting events.  

Counting estimators are notoriously noisy, and thus we recommend that visit control free 

energies only be used for sampling, and that different estimates (to be defined in the following 

section) be reported to the user. 

2.2.2 Global reported free energies 

Windowed TSS evaluates a separate free energy 𝐹 ;  for each window 𝑊  containing 𝜆 , raising 

the question of how to combine the different estimates available for the same rung in a single 

global set of estimates.  The visit control mechanism provides one possible answer in the form of 

the unique set of global free energy estimates {𝐹∘; 𝑘 ∈ [𝐾]}, but these estimates are rather noisy, 

since they depend on the many tilts 𝑜 ; ∙; 𝑗 ∈ [𝐽], 𝑘: 𝜆 ∈ 𝑊 , which are estimated by counting 

events.  We can reduce the noise by assuming the algorithm has already converged, so the tilts 

have approached their asymptotic value of 1.  The stationarity of the ODE for 𝑜 ;  (30) at the 

equilibrium value of 1 implies 

  𝑜 ; =
𝑒 ;

∘ ( )⁄

∑ 𝛾 ;ℓ(𝜇)𝑒 ;ℓ ℓ
∘ ( )⁄

ℓ: ℓ∈

= 1, ∀ 𝑗 ∈ [𝐽], 𝑘: 𝜆 ∈ 𝑊 .  (68) 

This many equations cannot be accommodated just by selecting {𝐹∘; 𝑘 ∈ [𝐾]}, which forces us to 

select 𝜂 = ∞.  With the tilts set to unity, (60) becomes 

 𝛾 ; (𝜇)
: ∈ ∩

𝑝 = 𝑝

∈[ ]

, ∀ 𝑖 ∈ [𝐽], (69) 
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which defines the stochastic eigenvector 𝑝 , … , 𝑝 .  This eigenvector can be used to define a 

global estimate of the asymptotic rung density through the weighted average 

 𝛾 ≡ 𝑝 𝛾 ; (𝜇)

∈ ( )

, ∀ 𝑘 ∈ [𝐾]. (70) 

We refer to 𝛾  as the reported rung density.  Similarly, by letting 𝜂 → ∞ in (64) with 𝑞 =

𝛾 , we obtain the TSS reported free energies 

 𝐹 =
1

𝛾
𝑝 𝛾 ; (𝜇)

∈ ( )

𝐹 ; − 𝑓 , ∀ 1 ≤ 𝑘 ≤ 𝐾. (71) 

The window free energy offsets 𝑓  are deduced by letting 𝜂 → ∞ in the system of equations 

obtained by setting the gradient of (67) to 0 and retaining the dominant terms.  The offsets can be 

shown to solve the linear system 

  𝛿 − 𝑡 𝑓 = 𝛾 ; (𝜇) 𝐹 ; −
𝑝 𝛾 ; (𝜇)

𝛾
𝐹 ;

∈ ( ): ∈

, (72) 

where 𝛿  is the Kronecker symbol and 𝑡  are the entries of the right-stochastic matrix 

  𝑡 = 𝛾 ; (𝜇)
𝑝 𝛾 ; (𝜇)

𝛾
.

: ∈ ∩

 (73) 

As in the case of the reported free energies, once the offsets 𝑓  are determined, the quantities 

𝐹  can be reported to the user by way of (71).  We note that solution of (72) is not uniquely 

determined, and that one equation must be dropped out and replaced by ∑ 𝑝 𝑓 = 0∈[ ] .  

Additional details relating to the implementation of (72) within the TSS code are available in the 

Supplementary Materials, Part 2, Section 5.2.3. 
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2.3 History forgetting and multiple replicas: Multireplica stochastic approximation with 

burn-in 

In this section we describe two features of our implementation of TSS inspired by traditional 

statistical practices, namely burn-in and use of multiple parallel samplers, modified to be 

compatible/useful for on-the-fly estimation.  We adapted burn-in as a history forgetting 

mechanism, which also enables the estimation of asymptotic error bars, by making use of the fact 

that TSS is formulated as an IIS estimator (as in (19)).  The same formulation also enables the 

use of multiple conditionally independent samplers, which we call multireplica TSS. 

We first describe the history-forgetting mechanism.  At any time 𝑡, the history of the simulation 

is divided into two parts: the early history, corresponding to times 𝑠 earlier than ⌊𝛼𝑡⌋ (the largest 

integer smaller than or equal to 𝛼𝑡), and the recent history, corresponding to times 𝑠 later than 

⌊𝛼𝑡⌋.  Here, 𝛼 ∈ [0,1) is a fixed fraction that determines the proportion of history that is 

“forgotten.”  For the single-window IIS estimator (19), we can neglect the early history, and 

recast the estimator as follows 

 𝑍 ≡
1

𝑡 − ⌊𝛼𝑡⌋

𝑒 (𝒳 )

∑ 𝛾ℓ 𝑒 ℓ(𝒳 ) 𝑍ℓℓ∈[ ]⌊ ⌋

. (74) 

Note that, when 𝛼 = 0, (74) is exactly the IIS estimator (19).  The influence of the early samples 

𝒳  on 𝑍  is now indirect, and can decay faster than the law 𝑡  otherwise allows.  The problem 

with (74), though, is that it requires storing the entire state history in order to be able to evaluate 

the neglected part.  We circumvent this shortcoming through the introduction of a system of 

epochs, which we define as follows: 
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Given a base multiplier 𝜙 > 1, consider the exponentially increasing sequence of integers 

defined recursively by 𝜏 = 0, 𝜏 = 1, and 𝜏 = ⌈𝜙𝜏 ⌉ for 𝑙 ≥ 2.  Here, ⌈𝜙𝜏 ⌉ is the smallest 

integer greater than or equal to 𝜙𝜏 .  For any integer 𝑙 ≥ 1, the semi-open interval (𝜏 , 𝜏 ] is 

called the 𝑙-th epoch.  For any real number 𝑠 ≥ 0, we let 𝑛(𝑠) be the smallest integer 𝑙 ≥ 1 such 

that 𝑠 ≤ 𝜏 .  The definition of 𝑛(𝑠) is such that 𝑠 lies in the epoch 𝑛(𝑠).  The current time 𝑡 

marks the beginning of a new epoch if and only if 𝑡 = 𝜏 ( ) + 1, and the end of a new epoch if 

and only if 𝑡 = 𝜏 ( ).  For any 𝛼 ∈ [0,1), the epoch index 𝑛(𝛼𝑡) increases by 1 at every cycle 𝑡 

for which ⌈𝛼𝑡⌉ crosses into a new epoch.  Such crossing events happen if and only if 

simultaneously 𝛼(𝑡 − 1) > 0 and 𝑛(𝛼𝑡) > 𝑛(𝛼(𝑡 − 1)).  We define the recent history of the 

simulation to be the sequence of state variables generated at the times 𝜏 ( ) + 1,  𝜏 ( ) +

2, …, 𝑡. 

Having established this notation, we can now modify the stochastic approximation triple for use 

with the history forgetting mechanism, and simultaneously incorporate the use of multiple 

parallel samplers.  In order to use the parallel samplers, we need to define 𝜃  using information 

across all 𝑅 ≥ 1 replicas, indexed by 𝑟 ∈ [𝑅] = {1, … , 𝑅}, which will allow us to define the rung 

density 𝜋 = 𝜋(𝜃 ) across all windows.  Each replica has its own state (𝒳, 𝒦, 𝒥) and runs in 

parallel with all other replicas; the only data shared between the replicas are the sets 𝜋 =

{𝜋 ; , 𝑗 ∈ [𝐽]; 𝑘: 𝜆 ∈ 𝑊 } and 𝐹 = 𝐹 ; , 𝑗 ∈ [𝐽]; 𝑘: 𝜆 ∈ 𝑊 .  We let (𝒳 (𝑟), 𝒦 (𝑟), 𝒥 (𝑟)) 

denote the tuple for the 𝑟  replica at time 𝑡 ≥ 0, which uses the transition kernel  𝑃 ,  

(defined above in (52)) conditionally independently from all other replicas given 𝜋 , 𝐹  for 

𝑡 ≥ 1.  A first step in defining the free energies with history forgetting is to compute and store 

the population counters 

 𝒩 , ≡ 1{ } 𝒥 (𝑟)

∧

, (75) 
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representing the number of visits paid to window 𝑊  during the 𝑙-th epoch by the 𝑅 replicas.  The 

number of visits paid to the window in the recent history of the simulation is 

 𝒩 ≡ 𝒩 ,

( )

( )

. (76) 

Only the epochs 𝑙 with 𝑛(𝛼𝑡) ≤ 𝑙 ≤ 𝑛(𝑡) are needed at the current time.  The current epoch is 

typically incomplete, so the population counters with 𝑙 = 𝑛(𝑡) change with time.  During any 

time 𝑡 that marks the beginning of a new epoch, new counters 𝒩 ( ),  are instantiated on the 

memory store.  During any time 𝑡 for which 𝛼𝑡 crosses into a new epoch, the chronologically 

earliest counters 𝒩 , , the ones with 𝑙 = 𝑛(𝛼𝑡) − 1, are removed from the memory store.  The 

number of counters committed to the store thus remains bounded during the simulation. 

The next step for defining the free energies with history forgetting is to define estimates within 

each epoch, which we call the epoch free energies.  For convenience, we define the importance 

sampling ratios: 

 ℛ ; (𝑟) ≡
𝑒

𝒳 ( )

∑ 𝜋 ;ℓ 𝑒 ;ℓ ℓ 𝒳 ( )
ℓ: ℓ∈

1{ } 𝒥 (𝑟) , (77) 

with the denominator set to 1 if 𝒩 = 0.  For all 𝑛(𝛼𝑡) ≤ 𝑙 ≤ 𝑛(𝑡), 𝑘 ∈ [𝐾] and 𝑗 ∈ win(𝑘), we 

then define the epoch free energies 𝐹 ;
,  by 

 𝑒 ;
,

≡
1

𝒩 ,
ℛ ; (𝑟)

∧

, (78) 

where we use the convention that 𝐹 ;
, = 0 if 𝒩 , = 0.  Despite the notation, at time 𝑡 all epoch 

free energies remain unchanged, except for those with 𝑙 = 𝑛(𝑡), which can be computed as 

follows: for all 𝑗 ∈∪ {𝒥 (𝑟)} and 𝑘 such that 𝜆 ∈ 𝑊  
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 𝐹 ;
, = 𝐹 ;

, − ln 1 +
1

𝒩 ,
𝒩 , − 𝒩 , + 𝑒 ;

,

ℛ ; (𝑟) . (79) 

The overall free energy estimators with history forgetting 𝐹 ;  are then obtained by 

straightforward averaging, as follows: 

 𝑒 ; ≡
1

𝒩
𝒩 ,

( )

( )

𝑒 ;
,

. (80) 

Recursions for 𝜇 ;
, = 𝔼 [𝜓 (𝒳)] and 𝑜 ;

,  analogous to (79) are constructed along similar lines 

and combined over epochs as in (80).  Together, these three recursions define the tuple 𝜃 ;
, =

𝐹 ;
, , 𝜇 ;

, , 𝑜 ;
,  and the corresponding quantity averaged over epochs 𝜃 ; = 𝐹 ; , 𝜇 ; , 𝑜 ;  (see 

the Supplementary Materials, Part 2, Sections 5.1.1–5.1.4).   

2.4 Putting it all together 

In this section, we will use the illustration in Figure 3 to discuss the order in which the elements 

of TSS we have introduced are employed and highlight some of their computational 

characteristics.  We will then provide practical guidance regarding the selection of windows and 

other parameters. 

The simulation begins with each replica having some state (𝑥, 𝑘, 𝑗).  As shown in the upper-left-

hand rectangular boxes in Figure 3, each replica first swaps to the other window containing its 

current rung 𝑘, after which the MD dynamics are performed by each replica separately, and the 

Hamiltonians are evaluated for each window occupied by a replica.  Although the evaluation of 

the 𝐻 (𝑥) can be computationally expensive (especially if Λ ⊂ ℝ  and 𝑑 > 1), the most 

computationally expensive part of these boxes is generally the MD step.  
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Moving on to the stochastic approximation updates (upper-right-hand box), we note that the 

epoch-based, per-window estimator updates to 𝐹 ;⋅
,  (as defined in (79)), and the analogous 

updates to 𝜇 ;⋅
, , 𝑜 ;⋅

, , and 𝒩 ,  (as defined in the SM, Sections 5.1.1–5.1.4), are 

computationally inexpensive operations relative to the cost of the MD step and the evaluation of 

the Hamiltonians for the active windows.  The updates of 𝑓 and 𝜋 ;⋅  are more 

computationally expensive than the epoch-based, per-window estimator updates, because they 

require the minimization of (67) to obtain the window free energy offsets 𝑓 ; 𝑗 ∈ [𝐽] .  

Notably, the convex optimization problem (67) is a global operation, and its cost increases with 

the number of windows.  

As shown in Figure 3, each element of the state (𝑥, 𝑘, 𝑗) is sampled sequentially, and neither the 

sampling of x nor j is dependent on the estimates (𝐹 , 𝜋 ).  One motivation for structuring 

the algorithm in this way is to take advantage of this independence, by computing the estimates 

(as outlined in Sections 2.1–2.3) on an external device simultaneously with the MD step and the 

evaluation of the energies {𝐻 (𝑥), 𝑘 ∈ 𝑊 }, and then receiving the estimates in order to perform 

the k dynamics, which is dependent on (𝐹 , 𝜋 ).  The energies {𝐻 (𝑥), 𝑘 ∈ 𝑊 } are sent to 

the external device to update the estimates for the next cycle. 

On certain computing architectures, such as the special-purpose molecular dynamics 

supercomputer Anton 3,32 the latency of communication with the external device (the time to 

send and receive a small packet of data) can be large relative to the MD step.  To mitigate the 

cost of this communication, one can leverage the observation that self-adjustment reduces the 

variance of the free energy estimates, with the maximal improvement happening when the newly 

generated (𝑥′, 𝑘′) state is stochastically independent of previous (𝑥, 𝑘) states.  We can 

approximate this stochastic independence by iterating a composition of the 𝑥- and 𝑘-transition 

kernels 𝜈 ≥ 1 times during a TSS cycle, without resampling the window index 𝑗 .  The send and 
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receive operations occur only once per cycle, and the 𝜈 iterations use the same fixed estimate 

𝐹 , 𝜋  received right before the first update to the state of k within a cycle.  The strategy is 

effective because the variables (𝒳, 𝒦) are often strongly correlated, and would thus be poorly 

sampled if the 𝑥- and 𝑘-transition kernels in a cycle were not alternated before being composed. 

Once the energy evaluations are available, the 𝑘 dynamics (the center-left box following the send 

operation in Figure 3) can be performed for each replica, an inexpensive process compared to the 

computation of the energies.  The updates to 𝑘 do not require updates from the upper-right-hand 

box at every cycle, and thus do not incur any communication latency; they can be executed on 

the device that performs the sampling immediately after the energies are evaluated. 

Finally, before proceeding to the next cycle t + 1, the epoch estimators must be updated.  The 

epochs allow for the computation of error bars by means of a jackknife estimate.  Although the 

computation of the error bars is computationally expensive (because for each epoch one needs to 

solve an optimization problem like the one for the reported free energies), this expense can be 

safely mitigated by computing the error bars infrequently, as they do not drive the simulation.  

(The full procedure is described in Part 2, Section 6 of the SM.)   

We now provide some guidance on choosing parameters that have been introduced in TSS: the 

visit control parameter 𝜂 ≥ 0, the history forgetting parameter 𝛼 ∈ [0,1) and base multiplier 𝜙 >

1, the regularization parameters 𝜖  and 𝜖 ∈ (0,1], as well as the selection of windows.  

To begin, we recall that, at the extremes, the parameter 𝜂 ≥ 0 has the following binary behavior:  

When 𝜂 = 0, visit control is “off,” and otherwise it is “on.”  In practice, we find that 𝜂 = 2 works 

well for a broad range of systems.  A larger value of 𝜂 may further accelerate convergence for 

some systems (though we recall that the choice does not affect the asymptotic variance of the 
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estimates), but with increased risk of rung moves that lead to failure of the MD component, 

whereas a value of 𝜂 smaller than 1 is never the optimal choice in our experience.  Regardless of 

the particular value 𝜂 is set to, the most important choice is to turn visit control on (i.e., to set 

𝜂 > 0).  In Section 3, a range of values of 𝜂 will be simulated, to illustrate the utility of 𝜂 > 0 

and the different rates at which the estimates reach their equilibrium value. 

For the history forgetting parameter 𝛼, which determines the proportion of history that is 

“forgotten,” we recommend using the value 19%.  We find this rate to be within a range of 

reasonable values for many systems, with the particular number chosen because the asymptotic 

statistical efficiency of using history forgetting relative to using the full trajectory, √1 − 𝛼 =

0.9, is easy to remember.  To determine 𝜙, it is convenient to think in terms of number of epochs 

𝑛  and use the relation 𝜙 = 𝛼 ⁄ ; in general, we choose 𝑛 = 32, which 

corresponds to 𝜙 ≈ 1.0533.  Increasing the number of epochs will improve the precision of the 

error bars asymptotically, but will also require longer simulation times to ensure that the epochs 

are sufficiently decorrelated to use the jackknife error estimator. 

The small regularization parameters 𝜖 , 𝜖 ∈ (0,1] ensure that the visitation frequency is at least 

a fraction 𝜖 𝜖  of the frequency of the most visited rung.  If, for instance, there is a window 

𝑊 ⊂ Λ for which 𝐻 (𝑥) varies little with 𝜆 ∈ 𝑊 , then the unregularized density 𝜋 (which 

approaches 𝛾 asymptotically) may assign very little weight to that window (as it should).  The 

downside is that the window may not be visited sufficiently often in the recent history of the 

simulation, which can increase the errors of the overall free energy estimates, despite the window 

contributing little to the overall estimate.  To accommodate such degenerate cases, we 

recommend setting 𝜖 = 0.01 and 𝜖 = 0.001, which we have found to be suitable for a wide 

range of simulations.   
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In most cases, TSS is robust to the choice of window size (see, for instance, Section 3), and the 

user should observe good convergence of the free energy estimates.  In cases where convergence 

is poor, the behavior of the rung sampling process may help indicate whether a poor choice of 

window size is the source of the problem.  If the process is becoming diffusive (i.e., the rung 

process 𝒦  is limited to moves between adjacent rungs, which can significantly increase the 

variance of the free energy estimates), or if the optimization problem becomes prohibitively 

expensive, the windows may be too small.  One can reduce the computational expense resulting 

from a large number of windows, without increasing window size, by computing 𝑓  less 

frequently than on each cycle.  On the other hand, the windows may be too large if one observes 

poor pre-asymptotic behavior of the estimates: notably, the exponential slowdown discussed in 

Section 1.4.  Overly large windows also allow the selection of unphysical rungs early in the 

simulation, when the estimates are poor, which can lead to failures in the MD step.  Reducing the 

size of the windows will eliminate these problems, with the added benefit of reducing the 

computational expense of evaluating the Hamiltonians. 

3 Numerical example 

Here we illustrate the use of TSS for sampling and estimation on an example problem relevant to 

computational drug discovery, and in particular how certain TSS parameter choices that 

influence sampling in the Λ space affect free energy estimation in practice.  Although the 

example we have chosen appears to be complex compared to typical models simulated with 

MCMC, it is a relatively straightforward instance of a problem that arises frequently in drug 

discovery:33 the calculation of free energy differences in aqueous solution. 
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3.1 Description of the chemical system 

We simulated a collection of eight amino acids (A, C, F, H, I, L, M, and N) that have a common 

substructure (X), which is alanine (A) with three hydrogens removed (see Figure 4).  To compute 

the free energy differences among the different structures using TSS, we pick a parameterized 

family of distributions 𝜌 , 𝜆 ∈ Λ in which the distribution of each amino acid structure 

corresponds to a rung 𝜆 ∈ Λ, and for which 𝜌  varies smoothly with 𝜆 between the structures.  

There are standard approaches (broadly called “alchemical free energy perturbation”) in the MD 

literature for parameterizing such families of distributions, although we note that determining 

parameterizations that yield low-variance free energy estimates is itself an active area of 

research.34,35  

Broadly, the alchemical free energy perturbation parameterization approach we use is as follows:  

To compute the free energy difference between the X and A substructures, for instance, a one-

dimensional parameter 𝜆 ∈ [0,1] is chosen such that the interaction energies of the three 

hydrogen atoms are “off” (equal to zero) when 𝜆 = 0  and “on” when 𝜆 = 1.  As 𝜆 gradually 

moves from 0 to 1, terms in the Hamiltonian 𝐻(𝑥, 𝜆) corresponding to bonded interactions (such 

as bond stretching or angle bending) and non-bonded interactions (such as the van der Waals and 

electrostatic interactions) are progressively scaled up and become equal to the strength they 

normally have in the A structure once 𝜆 = 1.  We note that the usual van der Waals interaction 

potential has a singularity at the origin (i.e., when distance between two atoms is zero), and we 

instead use a “softcore” van der Waals potential, which avoids this singularity (as described in 

Part 3, Section 7.2 of the SM).  Additional information on the schedule and simulation details are 

provided in Part 3, Section 7.1 of the SM.    
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Each of the eight substructures is linked to the common 𝑋 substructure through such a 

parameterization, and we take Λ to be a graph 𝒢 = (𝒱, ℰ) consisting of nine vertices 𝒱 =

{𝑋, 𝐴, 𝐶, 𝐹, 𝐻, 𝐼, 𝐿, 𝑀, 𝑁} and eight edges ℰ = {(𝑋, 𝐴), … , (𝑋, 𝑁)}.  As shorthand, we refer to 

edge (𝑋, 𝐶) simply as “edge 𝐶”. 

We now discretize the Λ space.  We use a collection of 400 rungs, with 50 consecutive rungs for 

each edge 𝐸 ∈ ℰ, 𝑖 = 0, … ,7.  We identify each 𝐸  with the set {𝜆 ∈ Λ: 𝑘 = 0, … ,49}, 

which corresponds to the parameter set that guides the morph according to the family of 

distributions 𝜌 (𝑥)𝑑𝑥, 𝜆 ∈ 𝐸 ; the morph 𝑋 → 𝐴 for 𝐸 , for instance, is guided by the addition of 

the three missing hydrogens.  The free energy difference of edge 𝐸  is defined as 𝐹 − 𝐹 .  

An illustration of the discretization of Λ can be found in Figure 5.  

3.2 Numerical simulations and results 

In the next three sections, we study the effect on the free energy estimators of three features of 

TSS that affect the sampling in the Λ space: the windowing system, the visit-control mechanism, 

and the self-adjustment property (the former introduced in Section 2.1, and the latter two in 

Section 1.3).  All the free energy estimates are reported in units of 𝑘 𝑇.  We performed each 

simulation using 32 replicas (see Section 2.3 for discussion of replicas), with a per-sampler time 

of 250 ns (aggregate 8 µs).  The simulation length is much longer than needed to obtain useful 

estimates (as we will see below, for the best-performing setup the estimates stay within 0.5 𝑘 𝑇 

of their final values after just 1 ns of simulation).  Long simulations do, however, enable a 

thorough examination of the effects of modifying the parameters, and also ensure that we obtain 

good estimates of the errors.  The errors are estimated using the jackknife estimator (Section 2.3 

and Part 2, Section 6 of the SM) with 32 epochs and a history forgetting parameter 𝛼 = 0.19.  
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We used the regularization parameters 𝜖 = 0.01 and 𝜖 = 0.001 and, except for the alternatives 

tested in Section 3.2.2, a default value of 𝜂 = 2 for the visit control parameter.  Similarly, we 

used a default windowing system illustrated in Figure 5, except for the simulations in which we 

tested alternative systems (Section 3.2.1).  We used an MD time step of 2 fs, with each TSS 

update being performed at a default interval of 9.6 ps (unless otherwise specified).  The 

transition kernel 𝒯 (𝑥 |𝑥) was determined by the force field (Amber ff99SB*-ILDN36 with the 

TIP3P water model) and the ensemble (NPT; constant number of particles, pressure, and 

temperature) using the Desmond/GPU MD software;37 further simulation details can be found in 

Part 3, Section 7.1 of the SM.  

3.2.1 Windowing system 

In this section we investigate the effect of different windowing systems on free energy 

estimation.  As explained in Section 2.1, we expect that large windows will allow the process 𝒦  

to sample the rungs more effectively than will small windows, but that very large windows can 

lead to instabilities.   

We simulated the system with three different window arrangements, labeled (A.1) through (A.3): 

 (A.1): a single, very large window covering all 400 rungs 

 (A.2): 392 windows of size 2, 8 windows of size 1 (each containing the last rung of an 

edge), and a single window of size 8 (containing the first rung of each of the eight edges) 

 (A.3): our default setup: 58 windows, 48 of which have size 10, 8 of which have size 5, 

and the last 2 of which have sizes 160 (= 8 × 20) and 120 (= 8 × 15) that encompass the 

first 20 and 15 rungs, respectively, of every edge (see Figure 5) 
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First, simulation (A.1) failed after just a few moves of 𝒦 .  The underlying cause was the 

instability of the free energy estimates, which led to 𝒦  visiting a rung that is physically 

infeasible given 𝒳 , with atoms crashing into each other with unphysically large energies, 

ultimately leading to failure of the molecular dynamics integration scheme.  We mention this 

result because it highlights the necessity of the windowing mechanism in practice.   

At the other extreme, (A.2) used windows containing only two rungs.  In this case there was little 

risk of visiting a physically infeasible rung, but the motion of 𝒦 (𝑟) for each sampler 𝑟 =

1, … ,32 was severely restricted, as seen in Figure 6.  Such behavior is unsurprising, because 

windows restrict the movement of the rung process 𝒦 (𝑟) to adjacent rungs, which promotes 

diffusive behavior of the rung process.  Nevertheless, the simulation (A.2) successfully 

completed, and reported reasonable estimates of the free energy differences for each edge, with 

the caveat that the error bars for (A.2) tended to be larger for most edges than for (A.3), as shown 

in Figure 7.  This comparison shows that the TSS free energy estimators are generally robust to 

the choice of windows, but that their selection affects the statistical efficiency of the simulation.  

As recommended in Section 2.4, the rung process can in practice be monitored, and if poor 

mixing properties are observed, the window size can be increased.   

3.2.2 Visit control 

In this section we explore the role of the visit control parameter 𝜂 ≥ 0 introduced in Section 1.3.  

Like the windowing system, visit control affects the dynamics of the rung process:  Whenever 

𝜂 > 0, there is a bias toward under-visited rungs, which helps to prevent the rung process from 

getting trapped in a region of Λ.  Unlike the windowing system, however, the choice of 𝜂 ≥ 0 

does not affect the asymptotic variance of the estimates; it only modulates the speed at which the 



 

58 

 

estimates approach a neighborhood of their equilibrium value.  We present results from 

simulations with a range of 𝜂 values: 

 (B.𝜂): a visit-control parameter of 𝜂 (𝜂 = 0, 1, 2, 4, 16, and 64), with our default 

windowing system. 

(Note that (B.2), because it uses our default value 𝜂 = 2, is equivalent to (A.3); when we refer to 

(B.2) in the discussion, it refers to the same simulation.)  We first compare simulation (B.0) to 

(B.2).  In Figure 8, we see that the 𝜂 = 0 simulation provides a significantly worse estimate of 

the free energies for each of the edges:  The 𝜂 = 0 trajectories all suffer from the exponential 

slowdown discussed in Section 1.4, and their error bars are noisier and an order of magnitude 

larger.  The cause (and consequence) was the poor sampling of Λ:  Without a mechanism to force 

them to explore the space Λ more broadly, each of the 32 TSS samplers was stuck in a narrow 

region of rungs for a significant period early in the simulation.  A comparison of the rung 

processes 𝒦 (𝑟) is shown in Figure 9 for two of the 32 replicas.  This example illustrates how 

the lack of visit control can make it infeasible to quickly approach convergence.  

Next we compare (B.2) to (B.𝜂) for 𝜂 ≠ 0, 2.  As indicated in Section 1.3, if 𝜂 is too large, the 

variance of 𝑜 𝛾⁄  is large, and its fluctuations dominate the visit control rung distribution (33), 

creating an essentially random bias in the rung distribution.  With 𝜂 = 64, for instance, we see in 

Figure S1.a that, early in the simulation, the estimates fluctuated strongly compared to 𝜂 = 2.  If 

𝜂 is too small, the bias towards under-visited rungs is not strong enough, and in Figure S1.a we 

see that the exponential slowdown is present to some extent for 𝜂 = 1.  The same simulations are 

shown on longer timescales in Figure S1.b, where the estimates for 𝜂 = 1 and 𝜂 = 64 are visibly 

worse than those for 𝜂 = 2 for approximately the first third of the simulation; neither 𝜂 = 1 nor 

𝜂 = 64 was worse than 𝜂 = 0 (Figure 8), however.  It is harder to decide between 𝜂 =  2, 4, and 
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16 based on visual inspection (see Figure S2.a and S2.b), but based on experience of other test 

systems, we generally find that a broad range of 𝜂 works well.  The choice of 𝜂 affects only how 

quickly we reach a neighborhood of the asymptotic value, but does not affect the asymptotic 

variance; see Table 1 for the error estimates for each edge and for all simulated values of 𝜂.  

3.2.3 Self-adjustment 

The variance of any free energy estimator decreases as one decreases the interval at which 

samples are provided to the estimator, with diminishing returns as the interval shrinks to 0, 

owing to correlation between the samples.  Because TSS performs both the sampling and 

estimation, it is able to reduce the variance of the free energy estimates in ways that are not 

possible when the estimator is decoupled from the method by which the samples are generated.  

We showed in Section 1.4 that when independent samples are available from 𝜌 (𝑥)𝑑𝑥 for each 

𝜆 ∈ Λ, the sampling of the rung process 𝒦  strongly influenced the variance of the free energy 

estimates, a property called self-adjustment.  We take the same approach with the current 

example.  Let 𝑃 ,
,  denote the transition kernel acting on 𝒮 × [𝐾] × [𝐽] that applies 𝑛 steps of the 

MD transition kernel 𝒯 (𝑥 |𝑥)𝑑𝑥, similarly to 𝑃 ,  in equation (5), but augmented with the 

windowing variable 𝑗, as described below equation (48) in Section 2.1.  Instead of using, at time 

𝑡 ≥ 0, 𝑃 ,  = 𝑃
,

∘ 𝑃 , ∘ 𝑃
,

, , which involves a single application of 𝑃 ,  (𝜈 = 1) and 

𝑛 applications of 𝒯  per estimator update (as was the case for all the (A) and (B) simulations), we 

use the “high-frequency” kernel 𝑃 , , defined for 𝜈 > 1 and any 𝜋 ∈ 𝒫 (𝐾) and 𝑍 ∈ ℝ  by 

 
𝑃 , = 𝑃 , ∘ 𝑃 , ∘ 𝑃 ,

, ⁄
∘ … ∘ 𝑃 , ∘ 𝑃 ,

, ⁄
= 𝑃 , ∘ 𝑃 , ∘ 𝑃 ,

, ⁄
( )

 (81) 

Here it is assumed that 𝜈 divides 𝑛.  In other words, rather than performing a single long MD 

trajectory followed by one sampling event of the rung 𝑘, we break the MD trajectory into 𝜈 slices 
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and follow each slice with a sampling event of the rung 𝑘.  The total number of MD steps 

between updates of the estimates 𝜋 , 𝑍  stays constant (𝜈 applications of 𝑛 𝜈⁄  steps), but there are 

𝜈 times as many intermediate updates to 𝒦 : 𝒦 , , … , 𝒦 ,  with 𝒦 = 𝒦 , .  All the 

intermediate moves at time 𝑡 ≥ 0 are performed within the same window using the estimates 

𝜋 , 𝑍 , and are generally less computationally demanding than the MD steps. 

To study the effect of more rapid rung moves, as well as more rapid rung moves in combination 

with more rapid free energy updates, we performed simulations using the following setups: 

 (C.1): we set 𝜈 = 25 and the interval for free energy estimate updates to 9.6 ps; with our 

MD time step of 2 fs, this results in free energy updates every 4800 MD steps and rung 

moves every 192 steps. 

 (C.2): we set 𝜈 = 1 and the interval for free energy updates to 9.6 ps / 25 = 0.384 ps; this 

results in free energy updates and rung moves every 192 MD steps.  

We compare (A.3), in which both free energy updates and rung moves occurred at intervals of 

9.6 ps (4800 MD steps), to (C.1) and (C.2); these three simulations differ only in the intervals 

between free energy updates and rung moves.  In Figure 10 we show the free energy estimates of 

simulations (A.3), (C.1), (C.2) along with their error bars.  The simulations (C.1) and (C.2) have 

visibly lower variance than (A.3), with (C.2) having the lowest variance of all three (see Figure 

10 and Table 1); indeed, (C.2) is statistically the best setup out of all our simulations.  Notably, 

(C.1) has up to 1.8x lower estimated error than (A.3) depending on the edge, and (C.2) has up to 

3.2x lower estimated error than (A.3) depending on the edge (see Table 1).  These two 

comparisons suggest that a noteworthy portion of the error reduction from (A.3) to (C.2) is due 

to improved sampling of 𝒦 . 
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The significant variance reduction due to the improved rung sampling makes it relevant to 

consider the computational cost of an estimator update relative to the cost of a rung move.  

Estimator updates require information for all windows from all replicas, and thus incur a global 

communication cost that cannot be circumvented, on the top of the cost of solving the 

optimization problems described in 2.1 and 2.2.  Rung moves, by contrast, require no 

communication between samplers, and can re-use estimates (all the moves in (62) use the same 

𝛾, 𝑍), which is particularly important on architectures constrained by communication latencies.  

The effect of self-adjustment can be so dramatic that one can construct examples for which the 

asymptotic variance of the TSS free energy estimator is arbitrarily small relative to the 

asymptotic variance of a traditional estimator such as MBAR, for 𝜈 large enough (see Part 3, 

Section 8.4 of the SM for an example). 

3.2.4 Concluding remarks on the numerical simulations 

Each of the three mechanisms investigated in this section—windowing, visit control, and self-

adjustment—affects the sampling of the space Λ in a different way.  The common theme is that, 

through their effect on 𝒦 , they can improve (or worsen) the free energy estimates.  Our best 

setup (C.2) performs both sampling and estimation steps frequently, and yields useful estimates 

after just 1 ns of sampling (see Figure S3).  We expect that within the framework provided by 

TSS there are other, as yet unknown parameters that could be estimated on the fly and used to 

modulate the sampling of 𝒦  through the choice of rung distribution 𝜋.  We also expect that one 

can find transition kernels with better mixing properties than the simulated tempering kernel 

𝑃 , .  Finally, we expect that efficient implementations of the rung move will lead to sampling 

schemes in which 𝜈 > 1 would be preferred.  
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Figures and Table 

Figure 1.  Densities of two uniform distributions, one on [−1 + 𝛿, 𝛿], and the other on 

[−𝛿, 1 − 𝛿]. 
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Figure 2.  (Top):  The eight edges, illustrated with the vertex being the common substructure X.  

The two large central windows occupy the first 25 and 30 rungs of each edge, containing 200 and 

240 rungs, respectively.  Each edge contains 60 rungs.  The smaller central window thus contains 

rungs with indices 60𝑖 + 𝑘, 𝑖 = 0, … ,7, 𝑘 = 0, … ,24.  Aside from the two central windows, the 

remainder of the window structure is identical for each edge.  (Bottom):  Window structure for 

one of the eight edges.  The windows are offset to satisfy the irreducibility requirements of 

Section 2.1.  All non-central windows contain either 5 or 10 rungs.  
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Figure 3.  A full TSS cycle.  The sampling moves (processes in the left column) involve energy 

and force evaluations, and the estimator updates (processes in the right column) perform the per-

window stochastic approximation updates and produce global free energy estimates.  The 

sampling and estimation can be executed on separate hardware devices, and both occur during a 

TSS cycle, the start and end of which is delineated between black dash-dotted lines.  When the 
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result of an operation is transmitted exactly once per TSS cycle, this is shown with a solid blue 

line; when the result may be transmitted more frequently, this is shown with a dashed blue line.  

The sampler device receives updated estimates (𝐹 , 𝜋 ) from the estimator device once per 

cycle, and these received estimates are used for the first time in a cycle only after the completion 

of the first MD dynamics and Hamiltonian evaluations.  These Hamiltonian evaluations 

(evaluated at the end of this first run of MD dynamics) are sent to the estimator device for further 

updates.  The MD dynamics, Hamiltonian evaluations, and rung move (𝑘 → 𝑘′ dynamics) are 

iterated an additional 𝜈 − 1 times within a cycle, with the same estimate (𝐹 , 𝜋 ) used for 

the rung moves in all 𝜈 − 1 additional steps; these additional Hamiltonian evaluations are not 

sent to the estimator device.  At the end of a cycle, the 𝑥 and 𝑘 dynamics have been updated in 

an interleaving fashion a total of 𝜈 times.  While the additional 𝜈 − 1 iterations of (𝑥, 𝑘) 

dynamics are performed for each replica by the sampler device, the estimator device updates the 

epoch counts, receives the Hamiltonian evaluations, uses them to compute the updated global 

estimates, and sends the updated estimates to the sampler device in time for the first 𝑘 → 𝑘′′ 

dynamics of the following cycle.   
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Figure 4.  Collection of amino acids used in the simulations reported in Section 3.  The central 

substructure, X, is common to the eight amino acid structures.  
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Figure 5.  Default windowing system used in the amino acid simulations.  (Top):  The eight 

edges, illustrated with the vertex being the common substructure X.  The two large central 

windows occupy the first 15 and 20 rungs of each edge, containing 120 and 160 rungs, 

respectively.  Each edge contains 50 rungs.  The smaller central window thus contains rungs with 

indices 50𝑖 + 𝑘, 𝑖 = 0, … ,7, 𝑘 = 0, … ,14.  Aside from the two central windows, the remainder 

of the window structure is identical for each edge.  (Bottom):  Window structure for one of the 
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eight edges.  The windows are offset to satisfy the irreducibility requirements of Section 2.1.  All 

non-central windows contain either 5 or 10 rungs.   
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Figure 6.  Small windows can cause diffusive rung dynamics.  Plotted are simulations using 

windows of size 2 (A.2) and the default setup (A.3).  As discussed in Section 2.4, the rung 

process can be monitored throughout the simulation, and the left-hand figure indicates that the 

window size of 2 is too small.  (Left): The full rung trajectory for two of the replicas (with 

indices 0 and 1).  The left y-axis labels indicate the rung index, and the right y-axis labels show 

which edge each range of rung indices corresponds to.  The bands delineate the eight different 

edges.  The rung trajectories show that the two samplers are confined to narrow regions of Λ, 

resulting in inefficient sampling of Λ; the behavior of the other replicas (not shown) is similar.  

(Right): The full rung trajectory for two replicas with our default windowing system.  Each of 

the two replicas visits each edge within 40 ns, which indicates much more effective sampling 

than with windows of size 2. 
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Figure 7.  Window size influences the error bars of the free energy estimates.  Plotted are 

simulations using windows of size 2 (A.2) and the default setup (A.3).  The free energy 

difference estimates are shown for each of the eight edges along with their error bars.  The error 

bars are larger and noisier for the simulation with windows of size 2 than when the default setup 

is used.  It also takes longer to produce estimates for each edge with the size 2 windows than 

with our default windowing system; the delay is particularly notable in Edge 7, where it takes 

almost 50 ns before an estimate is available.  This is due to the diffusive sampling of Λ, as 
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explained in Figure 6; replicas do not sample the rungs associated to Edge 7 sufficiently to 

produce an estimate until after 50 ns.   
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Figure 8.  Visit control accelerates convergence of the estimates to a neighborhood of their 

equilibrium values.  Simulations using 𝜂 = 0 (B.0) and 𝜂 = 2 (B.2) are shown.  The free energy 

difference estimates are shown for each of the eight edges, along with their error bars.  Use of 

visit control (𝜂 = 2) removes the exponential slowdown of the estimates apparent in its absence 

(𝜂 = 0), wherein the curves have a steady, small negative slope (see especially edges 2 through 

7).  Edges 0 and 1 rapidly converge to a neighborhood of the equilibrium even without visit 

control, because the substructure X is very similar to both A and L, making the estimation easier. 
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Figure 9.   The visit control mechanism accelerates convergence in part by promoting efficient 

sampling of the Λ space.  Plotted are simulations using 𝜂 = 0 (B.0) and 𝜂 = 2 (B.2).  The rung 

trajectories for two of the replicas (with indices 0 and 1), which are representative of the 

behavior of the remaining 30 replicas, are shown for the first 40 ns of simulation.  Early on, the 

rung process in the 𝜂 = 0 simulation struggled to explore Λ.  The 𝜂 = 2 simulation, on the other 

hand, immediately started exploring across all eight edges, because the visit control mechanism 

pushes the replicas toward under-visited rungs.  Past the 50 ns mark (not shown), the replicas for 

𝜂 = 0 began effectively exploring the rung space, and the visitation patterns became 

indistinguishable between 𝜂 = 0 and 𝜂 = 2 as the simulation progressed.  Efficient exploration 

of the rung space is a necessary (but insufficient) condition for efficient estimation of the free 

energy differences (see Figure 8). 
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Figure 10.  Increasing the frequency of rung updates can reduce the variance of the estimates, 

even if the number of estimator updates remains constant.  The figure shows simulations that all 

use visit control with 𝜂 = 2.  Two simulations have 𝜈 = 1 (i.e., one rung update per estimator 

update), one with the default interval between estimator updates of 9.6 ps (A.3) and one with a 

shorter interval of 0.384 ps (C.2); a third simulation (C.1) also has a short rung update interval of 
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0.384 ps but with 𝜈 = 25, so estimator updates occur at the default interval.  (C.2), which had 

high frequency rung and estimator updates performed the best out of all the simulations in terms 

of the estimated variance.  Notably, (C.1) had smaller error bars than (A.3) for most of the edges, 

despite having the same estimator update frequency and only differing in rung update frequency.  

(Numerical values for the error bars are given in Table 1). 
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Edge 

A C F H I L M N 

S
im

ul
at

io
n 

(A.2) 
5.911 

(0.034) 
8.409 

(0.044) 
5.658 

(0.048) 
-29.638 
(0.130) 

6.220 
(0.104) 

-28.686 
(0.087) 

0.761 
(0.049) 

-144.265 
(0.096) 

(A.3) 
5.989 

(0.026) 
8.331 

(0.046) 
5.768 

(0.049) 
-29.636 
(0.100) 

6.407 
(0.069) 

-28.873 
(0.048) 

0.890 
(0.058) 

-143.66 
(0.082) 

(B.0) 
5.940 

(0.032) 
8.310 

(0.068) 
6.194 

(1.336) 
-29.203 
(0.064) 

6.560 
(0.686) 

-28.552 
(0.743) 

1.188 
(1.072) 

-143.999 
(0.259) 

(B.1) 
6.006 

(0.029) 
8.247 

(0.051) 
5.698 

(0.061) 
-29.663 
(0.089) 

6.305 
(0.103) 

-28.765 
(0.057) 

0.751 
(0.063) 

-144.291 
(0.062) 

(B.4) 
6.016 

(0.030) 
8.380 

(0.049) 
5.702 

(0.046) 
-29.558 
(0.077) 

6.478 
(0.087) 

-28.756 
(0.054) 

0.943 
(0.050) 

-144.250 
(0.077) 

(B.16) 
5.969 

(0.030) 
8.324 

(0.061) 
5.874 

(0.053) 
-29.513 
(0.087) 

6.370 
(0.061) 

-28.738 
(0.058) 

0.788 
(0.058) 

-144.115 
(0.101) 

(B.64) 
6.036 

(0.030) 
8.391 

(0.055) 
5.730 

(0.074) 
-29.472 
(0.121) 

6.493 
(0.071) 

-28.755 
(0.069) 

0.827 
(0.055) 

-144.169 
(0.103) 

(C.1) 
5.994 

(0.018) 
8.327 

(0.033) 
5.765 

(0.036) 
-29.636 
(0.080) 

6.453 
(0.041) 

-28.881 
(0.047) 

0.847 
(0.032) 

-144.235 
(0.068) 

(C.2) 
6.010 

(0.009) 
8.334 

(0.022) 
5.728 

(0.018) 
-29.602 
(0.047) 

6.426 
(0.022) 

-28.773 
(0.015) 

0.843 
(0.023) 

-144.191 
(0.051) 

Table 1.  Free energy difference estimate and root-mean-square error (in parentheses) at 250 ns 

for each edge, for each simulation.  The expression used to compute the mean square error is 

provided in Section 6 of the SM. 










































































































