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Abstract

Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC) has emerged as a powerful way to sample from
continuous distributions. However, a fundamental limitation of HMC is that it
can’t be applied to discrete distributions. In this paper, we propose the momentum
sampler as a general framework for exploring the idea of building discrete analogs
of HMC. The momentum sampler is a novel family of Markov Chain Monte
Carlo MCMC) algorithms that extends arbitrary single-site Metropolis Hastings
(MH) samplers for discrete distributions with an auxiliary momentum process.
It connects and generalizes a variety of existing methods, and points to a more
general framework where we can mix stochastic evolution of discrete variables with
deterministic evolution of continuous variables. The auxiliary momentum process
can be integrated exactly, resulting in a rejection-free sampling process. The
various trade-offs involved in picking different proposal distributions and kinetic
energies have clear physical interpretations, and are demonstrated by numerical
experiments on a simple Potts model.

1 Introduction

Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods are widely used to sample from complex probability
distributions. Recently, Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC) [7]] has emerged as a powerful MCMC
method to sample from continuous distributions. A fundamental limitation of HMC is that it can’t
be applied to discrete distributions. There have been some recent efforts [9, 18, [11} 2] in applying
HMC to discrete distributions. However, they often support only a limited family of distributions:
[9l] only works for binary distributions; [[1 1], without approximation, only works for binary pairwise
models; and [2] is specifically designed for phylogenetic trees. More importantly, there are no clear
connections between the behavior of these methods and that of HMC: these methods are usually
based on embedding the discrete state space into the continuum, and naively applying HMC (or its
discontinuous [9} 6, 18] and probabilistic path [2] variants) on the continuous state space, while the
keys to HMC’s success lie in its ability to exploit gradient information, to make global proposals by
traversing long isoprobability contours, and to make use of the “momentum behavior” (i.e. accelerate
in high probability/low energy regions and decelerate in low probability/high energy regions).

In this paper, we explore the idea of building discrete analogs of HMC. We propose the momentum
sampler as a general framework for this exploration. The momentum sampler is a novel family
of MCMC algorithms that extends arbitrary single-site Metropolis Hastings (MH) samplers for
discrete distributions with an auxiliary momentum process. The auxiliary momentum process can be
integrated exactly, resulting in a rejection-free sampling process. The various trade-offs involved in
picking different proposal distributions and kinetic energies have clear physical interpretations.

In single-site MH samplers (sometimes also referred to as Metropolis-within-Gibbs samplers),
each proposal only changes the value of a single random variable. Most of the commonly used
MCMC methods for discrete distributions, including the random walk Metropolis sampler and the
Gibbs sampler, fall within this family. In fact, many embedding-based HMC methods for discrete



distributions are also closely connected to single-site MH samplers. In Section 4.3 of [8]], the authors
point out connections between their method and single-site MH samplers. In Section[3.1] of this paper,
we show that the Gaussian binary HMC sampler proposed in [9]] with travel time T" = 7 behaves
almost the same as a systematic scan single-site random walk Metropolis sampler.

The momentum sampler has rich connections to existing methods. In Section [3| we prove the
Gaussian/exponential binary HMC samplers proposed in [9] are special cases of the momentum
sampler, and show that the momentum sampler further generalizes the existing discontinuous [9} 6]
and probabilistic path [2] variants of HMC: instead of working with only a uniform proposal (as in
[2]]), it allows the use of arbitrary proposals while maintaining the desired behavior of HMC. It also
points to a more general framework where we can mix stochastic evolution of discrete variables with
deterministic evolution of continuous variables.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section [2} we describe the momentum sampler,
prove that it samples from the correct distribution, and discuss the various trade-offs involved in
picking different proposal distributions and kinetic energies. In Section |3} we establish connections
between the momentum sampler and a variety of existing methods [9, 2 6]. In Section[d] we present
some numerical experiments on a simple 1D 6-state Potts model, to demonstrate the behavior of the
momentum sampler with different choices of travel time, proposal distributions and kinetic energies.
Finally, we give conclusions and future directions in Section[3]

2 The Momentum Sampler

2.1 The Algorithm

We want to sample from a target discrete distribution 7(z) on Q@ = Hfil {1,...,m;} (known up to a
normalization constant), where x = (z1,...,zy) is a random vector, and x; € {1,...,m;},Vi €
{1,...,N}.Use Q;,i =1,..., N todenote N single-site proposal distributions for a single-site MH
sampler, where Q;(Z|x) > 0 only when Z; = x;,Vj # . In other words, the proposal distribution
Q; only changes the value of the random variable x;. We require each @); to be irreducible.

Formally, the momentum sampler operates on the expanded state space ¥ = Q x TV x RV,
where TV = RN /Z" denotes the N-dimensional flat torus. We are going to identify TV as the
N-dimensional hypercube [0, 1]V with the 0’s and 1’s in different dimensions glued together. The
auxiliary location variable ¢ € T and auxiliary momentum variable p € R evolve according to
the Hamiltonian dynamics, with a flat potential energy U(q) = 0,Vq € TV and a kinetic energy

Zfil K(p;),p € RN, where K : R — R™ is some one-dimensional kinetic energy.

On a high level, the momentum sampler evolves according to the following dynamics: If ¢ € (0,1)",
x remains unchanged, and ¢ and p evolve according to the Hamiltonian dynamics

dqi(t) _ T\ g

T == K(pl),l—:l’...,N

dp(t)  _ _
Tl VU(q) =0

If ¢ hits the either 0 or 1 at site j (i.e. ¢; € {0,1}), we propose a new & using @);, calculate
AFE = log %, and modify x, ¢; and p; accordingly

o~ Qi)
z,1 — j,Si n ijl K j — AFE if K ' AFE

Because of the flat potential energy U, we can exactly integrate the Hamiltonian dynamics for
arbitrary kinetic energy K. How to choose the kinetic energy K for HMC is an active research area
[SL11)]. In general, K needs to be differentiable and symmetric around O, have a well-defined inverse
on R* (which we denote by K1, i.e. K 1(K(z)) = 2z,Vz € RT), and we should be able to sample
from 7(z) oc e (), In this paper, we consider a simple family of kinetic energies K3(z) = |2|*
that’s general enough to encompass all commonly used kinetic energies and clearly demonstrates the



Algorithm 1 The Momentum Sampler Algorithm

Input T, target discrete distribution; Q;,7 = 1,..., IV, single-site proposals; (3, parameter for the
kinetic energy Kpg () = |z A. S, number of MCMC samples; 7', travel time for each step

Output =V, 2 . 25 MCMC samples from the momentum sampler

1: Initialize x (e.g. sample z; uniformly from {1,...,m;})

c g < U([0,1]),s=1,...,N

3: for [ from 1 to S do

4 pi < G(0,1,8),i=1,...,N

5: z,q,p < TAKEMOMENTUMSTEP(z, ¢, p, T|7, Qi,i = 1,...,N,8) > See Algorithm 2]

6: z®) — g

7

8

[\

: end for
. return V), 2@ 205

Algorithm 2 The TakeMomentumStep Function
Parameters T, target discrete distribution; Q;,7 = 1,..., N, single-site proposal distributions; /3,
parameter for the kinetic energy K5(z) = |2|?
Input 9:(0), current discrete state; q(0>, current location; p(o), current momentum; 7°, travel time
Output z, next discrete state; g, next location; p, next momentum
1: function TAKEMOMENTUMSTEP(z(?), ¢(O, p(O T|7, Q;,i =1,..., N, B)

2: z 20, q < q(o), p p(o)
3: v; < Kg(pi) = sign(p;)Blp:|*~1,i=1,...,N
4ty SElHT%e g N
5:  while T >0 do
6: j < argmin;{t;;i=1,...,N}
7: ¢ = min{t;, T}
8: ¢ — ¢ +evi,i=1,....N
9: T+ T—¢
10: if ¢ = t; then
11: ti%tiftj,iil,...,N
12: T~ Qj(-|r) )
13: AFE + log %%
14: if K3(p;) = |p;|° > AE then
Is: pj « sign(p;) (Ks(p;) — AE)?
16: vj Kﬁ(pj) = sign(pj)5|pj|ﬂ_1
17: qj < 1— q;
18: T
19: else
20: Pj < —Dj
21: Vj < —Uj
22: end if (03) 4124,
23: tj S
24: end if
25: end while
26: P4 —p > Exists to ensure the TakeMomentumStep function is reversible
27: return x, q, p

28: end function

underlying physical interpretations. Use G(u, o, ) to denote the generalized normal distribution
with location (i, scale a and shape /3, K g(z) corresponds to G(0, 1, 3), and Kﬂ_l(z) = 27 Vz € R

A detailed description of the momentum sampler algorithm is given in Algorithm [I]



2.2 The Momentum Sampler Samples from the Correct Distribution 7 ()

In this section, we prove that the momentum sampler samples from the correct distribution 7 (x). For
this purpose, we show the momentum sampler preserves the joint invariant distribution p((z, g, p))

w(x)ef[U(qHZzN:l K (pi)] , and establish its irreducibility and aperiodicity.

At each iteration, the resampling of p can be seen as a Gibbs step, where we sample p from the
conditional distribution of p given x, g. This obviously preserves ¢. So we only need to prove detailed
balance of the TakeMomentumStep function w.r.t. . Formally, VT' > 0, TakeMomentumStep defines
a transition probability kernel Rr: V(z, ¢,p) € ¥ and B C ¥ measurable

Rr((x,q,p), B) = P (TakeMomentumStep(z, ¢, p, T|7, Qi = 1,...,N,8) € B)

For all A C ¥ measurable, ¢ € TV and p € RY, define A(q,p) = {x € Q: (x,q,p) € A}. We
have

Theorem 1. (Detailed Balance) The TakeMomentumStep function satisfies detailed balance w.r.t.
the joint invariant distribution o, i.e. for any measurable sets A, B C ¥,

/TN /RN > R((xaqu)aB)w((:v,q,p))dpdq:/TN /RN > R((x,q,p), A)p((z,q,p))dpdg

z€A(q;p) z€B(q,p)

We defer the proof of this theorem to the supplementary materials. This theorem immediately implies
that the momentum sampler preserves the joint invariant distribution .

In each iteration, since we can sample arbitrary values for the momentum variable p, we can affect
the location variable ¢ in arbitrary ways. This, coupled with the irreducibility of the proposal
distributions @);,7 = 1, ..., N, can typically guarantee the irreducibility of the momentum sampler.
The potential problem of periodicity can be solved by randomly choosing the travel time 7" for each
TakeMomentumStep call. The above argument establishes the irreducibility and aperiodicity of the
momentum sampler, and proves the momentum sampler samples from the correct distribution 7 ().

2.3 Various Trade-offs
2.3.1 Trade-offs in Picking Single-site MH Proposal Distributions

To understand the trade-offs in picking different single-site MH proposal distributions, we look at

the key step in Algorithm 2} AE «+ log %ﬁ}g Note that %ﬁ}g also appears in MH

acceptance probability. Intuitively, it measures how far the @);’s are from detailed balance.

The main trade-offs in picking the ();’s are between how far the @);’s are from detailed balance and
how much information goes into the auxiliary momentum process:

e On one extreme, we have the Gibbs sampler, which perfectly satisfies detailed balance. In
this case, AFE is always 0, no information goes into the auxiliary momentum process, and
the momentum sampler is equivalent to the systematic scan Gibbs sampler.

e On the other extreme, we have the random walk Metropolis sampler, which is “furthest

away” from detailed balance. In this case, AE = log :Eg, and arguably the largest amount

of information goes into the auxiliary momentum process.

e In between the two extremes, we have various other choices. In many cases, we want the
Q;’s to be “informed” to some degree. Similar problems have recently been considered in
[[10]. Thinking physically, these informed proposals can be seen as providing the analog of
gradients information for discrete distributions. Depending on how far the ;s are from
detailed balance, different amounts of information go into the auxiliary momentum process.

2.3.2 Trade-offs in Picking Kinetic Energies

We start with some illuminating calculations. Given Kz (z) = |2|?, the velocity is given by K 5(2) =
sign(z)B3|z|?~!. Regarding the magnitude of the velocity v = | K5(2)| as a function of k = Kz(z)
gives us v(k) = BE 7. Taking the derivative of this function gives us v'(k) = (8 — l)k;*%.

The main trade-offs in picking kinetic energies are between how the velocity is affected by changes
in the kinetic energy and how much kinetic energy we typically have:



e One the one hand, to capture the momentum behavior of HMC, it’s desirable to have larger
velocity when the kinetic energy increases. This requires K g to be convex, or more precisely
B > 1. Furthermore, we want the changes in velocity to be sensitive to the changes in the
kinetic energy. This typically points to having a larger 5.

e On the other hand, we need to make use of the kinetic energy to overcome energy barriers
AFE, and intuitively, it’s desirable to typically have large kinetic energy. Calculating the
expected kinetic energy E,c(0,1,8) [ 5(p)] = % points to having a smaller (3.

3 Connections to Existing Methods

3.1 Binary HMC Samplers are Special Cases of the Momentum Sampler

In this section, we prove that the Gaussian/exponential binary HMC samplers proposed in [5] are
special cases of the momentum sampler. We use “visit site 5 to denote hitting O at site j for the
binary HMC samplers, and hitting O or 1 at site j for the momentum sampler. The key to proving this
result is to understand that, in essence, the auxiliary momentum process in the momentum sampler
and the embedding into the continuum in the binary HMC samplers are modeling the same two things:
the time it takes to visit a site again (or more practically, at which site are we going to make the next
proposal?), and how much total (potential and kinetic) energy we have at each site.

Formally, in order to establish the equivalences between the binary HMC samplers and certain
momentum samplers, for a particular site j, we need to study:

1. The distribution on the initial time it takes to visit site j
2. The distribution on the initial total energy at site j
3. After we visit site j, the time it takes to visit site j again if we have total energy k at site j

For two samplers, if we can establish the equivalence of the joint distribution on the initial time and
initial total energy, and the equivalence of the time it takes to visit this site again, we would be able to
establish the equivalence of the corresponding samplers.

To simplify the proof, for the momentum sampler, rather than using the discrete state space {2 =
{1,2}", we work with Q = {—1,1}" instead. For the Gaussian binary HMC sampler, we have

Proposition 1. The Gaussian binary HMC sampler is equivalent to the momentum sampler with

deterministic proposals Q;(Z|x) = { (1) g‘éhir;vf;: Tj=x, V) # ,i=1,....Nand § = 1.

As a by-product of the above proposition, we also have

Proposition 2. If, in addition to resampling p, we also resample q at every iteration, then the
Gaussian binary HMC sampler with travel time T' = T is equivalent to a systematic scan single-site
random walk Metropolis sampler, where the site-visitation order is a random permutation of 1,..., N
and is refreshed after every N site visits.

For the original Gaussian binary HMC sampler with travel time 7" = 7, since we don’t resample ¢
at each iteration, its behavior is not exactly the same as a systematic scan single-site random walk
Metropolis sampler. Nevertheless, it’s easy to see that these two samplers are closely related.

For the exponential binary HMC sampler, we have

Proposition 3. The exponential binary HMC sampler is equivalent to the momentum sampler with

- 1 &y =—u;,Tj=x4,V)#1 . 9
deterministic proposal Q;(Z|z) = 0 o‘éherwisze J J yi=1,...,Nand 8 = 3.
We defer the proofs of these propositions to the supplementary materials. These results also explain
the observations in [9] that the exponential binary HMC sampler is less efficient than the Gaussian
binary HMC sampler: looking back at the trade-offs discussed in Section [2.3.2] it’s easy to see that
using 3 = % induces undesirable momentum behavior (where we decelerate in high probability/low
energy regions and accelerate in low probability/high energy regions), makes it easy for the process
to get trapped in local energy minima, and makes the algorithm less efficient.



3.2 The Momentum Sampler Generalizes Discontinuous and Probabilistic Path HMCs

A foundational tool in applying HMC to discrete distributions is the discontinuous variant [9, 6] of
HMC, which operates on piecewise continuous potential energies. The discontinuous HMC was first
proposed in [9], where the authors considered a simple piecewise continuous potential energy arising
from embedding binary distributions into the continuum. The Hamiltonian dynamics was integrated
exactly across the discontinuities. This was later generalized in [6] to arbitrary piecewise continuous
potential energies with discontinuities across affine boundaries, and a modified Leapfrog algorithm
was introduced to account for such discontinuities.

In [2], the authors introduced a further generalization, the probabilistic path variant of HMC. In
addition to its successful applications to the space of phylogenetic trees, an important contribution of
probabilistic path HMC is the introduction of probabilistic paths to Hamiltonian dynamics, mixing
the stochastic evolution of discrete variables with the deterministic evolution of continuous variables.
However, the authors only considered a simple uniform proposal distribution for the evolution of
the discrete variables. Moreover, a version of the probabilistic path HMC algorithm which allows
for discontinuities in the potential energy was presented, but detailed balance, irreducibility and
aperiodicity were only established for the case of continuous potential energy.

The momentum sampler generalizes discontinuous [9} 6] and probabilistic path [2] HMCs, by intro-
ducing probabilistic paths that can evolve according to arbitrary proposal distributions to Hamiltonian
dynamics, while properly accounting for the corresponding discontinuities in the potential energy. Its
detailed balance, irreducibility and aperiodicity are rigorously established. In the momentum sampler,
we focus on a very simple auxiliary momentum process. However, it’s easy to see that the essential
idea is applicable to more general cases, in which we have complicated auxiliary state spaces and
nontrivial potential energies. This points to a much more general framework where we can introduce
interesting interactions between stochastic evolution of discrete variables and deterministic evolution
of continuous variables.

4 Numerical Experiments on a 1D Potts Model

4.1 Experimental Setup

In this section, we carry out numerical experiments on a simple 1D 6-state Potts model of size
N = 400 with periodic conditions, to demonstrate the behavior of the momentum sampler. More
concretely, we consider the discrete distribution

400
m(x) x e’ Xi= Mei=eip1} | where z; € {1,...,6},i=1,...,400, and x40 refers to 1

J controls the strength of correlations among neighboring locations. In our experiments, we use
J =5, which induces relatively strong correlations among neighboring locations.

For the momentum sampler, following [10]], we consider 4 different proposals: RW, GB, LB1, LB2.
For 7 =1,...,400, the four different proposals share the common form

. (Z) . N 1 if%;, #x,8=zi,i # ]
Qytalo) g (2D ) gy alo). where py(alo) = {3 50 7
For RW, GB, LB1, LB2, ¢(t) takes the form 1,1, Vi, 1%15 respectively. We experiment with § =
%, 0.9,0.95,1,1.05,1.1, % and travel time 7" = 1,1.5,2,2.5, 3,4, 5.

For comparison, we also test four basic single-site MH samplers: random/systematic scan Gibbs
samplers and random/systematic scan MH samplers with RW, GB, LB1, LB2 proposals (which we
call “informed samplers”). For random scan samplers, at each iteration, we randomly pick a site j
and make a proposal using );, while for systematic scan samplers, we repeatedly pick a random
order and visit all 400 sites in this order to make proposals. Note that our informed samplers are
different from the samplers considered in [[LO]: in [[10], they use proposal distributions of the form

_ ()
Q([x) oc g (7@) Laelysio 1y, =1}

which simultaneously pick a site to visit and propose a new state for this site; for our informed
samplers, we rely on the random/systematic scan to pick a site j, and use (); to make the proposal.
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Figure 1: Evolution of States and Order Parameters. Visualizations of the evolution of states and
order parameters for 3 best-performing samplers: the systematic scan Gibbs sampler, the systematic
scan informed sampler with proposal GB, and the momentum sampler with proposal GB, 8 = 1, and
travel time 7" = 5. The corresponding ESS’s of the order parameters (larger is better) are shown.

For the Potts model, a useful summary statistic is the “order parameter”. For a particular z € €2,

i27x
the order parameter is defined as ﬁ ’2?0:01 e 5 ‘ The order parameter ranges from O (totally

disordered) to 1 (totally ordered). In our experiments, for each run of the sampler, we would also
calculate the corresponding sequence of order parameters.

To make a fair comparison of different samplers, we run each sampler until they make approximately
2.4 x 10° site visits. For the momentum sampler with travel time 7', this translates to approxi-
mately (exactly for 8 = 1) 6000/T samples. We use the effective sample size (ESS) (of the order
parameters) per 2.4 x 106 site visits as our performance measure. The ESS is calculated using the
effective_sample_size function in the Arviz python package [4]. To improve estimation accuracy, for
a particular sampler, we use the order parameters from 50 different runs to estimate the ESS. In our
experiments, we always initialize the system in a totally ordered state, where all z;’s are in state 1.

4.2 Results

Before going into the details of the experimental results, we want to emphasize that the goal of our
experiments is not to argue for the efficiency of the momentum sampler, but rather to demonstrate
its behavior. Since the momentum sampler is built on top of single-site MH samplers, it’s not hard
to imagine having more efficient cluster Monte Carlo algorithms [3]]. Even if we only consider single-
site MH algorithms, we can make use of the problem structure to design more efficient samplers:
for our 1D Potts model, using a fixed sequential scan from 1 to 400 with GB can easily outperform
all the above samplers. The momentum sampler provides a general framework to explore the idea
of building discrete analogs of HMC, and the experiments here serve the purpose of demonstrating
how its performance changes as we vary the travel time 7", proposal distributions and 3, and how the
auxiliary momentum process affects the performances of the underlying single-site MH samplers.

Since we are working with a 1D model, we first visualize the evolution of the states and order
parameters for three good-performing samplers: the systematic scan Gibbs sampler, the systematic
scan informed sampler with proposal GB, and the momentum sampler with proposal GB, travel
time 7' = 5 and 3 = 1. These are in fact the best-performing Gibbs/informed/momentum samplers.
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Figure 2: ESS as a Function of travel time 7', proposal distributions and 5. Upper figure:
visualizations of how the ESS changes as a function of travel time 7" for the momentum sampler
with proposals GB, LB1, LB2, and reference ESS’s of systematic scan Gibbs sampler and systematic
scan informed sampler with proposal GB. Lower figure: visualizations of how the ESS changes as a
function of proposal distributions and (3 for the momentum sampler with proposals GB, LB1, LB2.

We can clearly see that the momentum sampler performs the best, improving upon the underlying
single-site MH sampler (the informed sampler with proposal GB), while the Gibbs sampler performs
the worst among the three different kinds of samplers.

To better understand the performance of the momentum sampler, we investigate how the ESS changes
as a function of the travel time 7', proposal distributions and 5. The results are summarized in
Figure[2] From the figure, we can see that for the momentum sampler with proposals GB, LB1 and
LB2, ESS generally increases as 7" increases. This effect is particularly pronounced for GB, and is
potentially a indicator of the momentum sampler’s ability to make global proposals by traversing long
isoprobability contours, much like HMC. We also see that the best performance for the momentum
sampler generally happens at around 8 = 1, demonstrating the trade-offs discussed in Section[2.3.2]

5 Conclusions and Future Directions

In this paper, we propose the momentum sampler as a general framework for exploring the idea of
building discrete analogs of HMC. It connects and generalizes a variety of existing methods, and
points to a more general framework where we can mix stochastic evolution of discrete variables
with deterministic evolution of continuous variables. Numerical experiments on a simple 1D Potts
model demonstrate the value of the auxiliary momentum process for single-site MH samplers, and
the various trade-offs involved in picking different proposal distributions and kinetic energies.

The 1D Potts model used in this paper only serves as a proof-of-concept, to demonstrate the behavior
of the momentum sampler. Comprehensive numerical experiments on more complicated discrete
distributions should be an immediate next step. In addition, working out the more general framework
indicated by the momentum sampler in full generality and establish further connections with other
existing methods remain an exciting future direction.



A Proof of Theorem 1

A.1 Proof of the Theorem

Theorem 1. (Detailed Balance) The TakeMomentumStep function satisfies detailed balance w.r.t.
the joint invariant distribution , i.e. for any measurable sets A, B C ¥,

L) 2 r@apBet@amia= [ [ 3 R A0

z€A(q,p) z€B(q,p)
Proof. For notational simplicity, we use s = (z,q,p) and s’ = (2/, ¢/, p’) to denote two points in .

Sequence of Proposals and Probabilistic Paths

If we start from s € X, for a given travel time 7, a concrete run of the TakeMomentumStep function
would involve a finite sequence of random proposals. Assume the length of the sequence is M. The
sequence of random proposals Y can be denoted as

Y =y, yW, Ly M e Qm=0,...,M 1

This sequence of proposals indicates that, for this particular run of TakeMomentumStep, we reach 0
or 1 at individual sites M times, and each time the system makes a proposal to go to the discrete state
y(™ € Q. m=0,---, M — 1 from the current discrete state.

If we fix Y, the TakeMomentumStep function in fact specifies a deterministic mapping, and would
map s to a single point s’ € X. For each such sequence of proposals Y, we introduce an associated
probabilistic path w(s,T,Y"), which contains all the information of the system going from s to s" in
time 7" through the function TukeMomentumStep. Formally, w(s, T, Y) is specified by

e The sequence of random proposals Y

Y = (y O,y M)y e Qm=0,...,M -1

The indices of the sites for the M site visitations (), (1) ... M=1 c 1 N}

The times of the M site visitations 0 < +(® <t <« . < (M=) <7

e The discrete states of the system at M site visitations z = 2O 2 (M- e

Accept/reject decisions for the M site visitations a(™ = ]l{y(nz):z(rvz+1)}, where (M) = o/

The evolution of the location variables ¢(¢) and the momentum variables p(t),0 <t < T.
Note that we might have discontinuities in p(t). We use p(¢~) to denote the left limit and
p(tT) to denote the right limit.

Countable Number of Probabilistic Paths

In order for a probabilistic path w(s,T,Y") to be valid, the different components of w(s, T, Y") have
to interact with each other in a way as determined by the TakeMomentumStep function. For example,

we should have y( m) Em),vz' # (™) and

m(z™)Q, S(m) (™ |z(™)
7y ('nL))Q (”L)(z(rrl.)‘y('rn))

L) _ )y i Kg(p(t™)7)) > log

(™M) otherwise

For s € ¥ and some given travel time 7', we say a sequence of proposals Y is compatible with s, T’
and TakeMomentumStep if we can find a corresponding probabilistic path w(s, T, Y") that’s valid.

Not all sequences of proposals correspond to valid probabilistic paths. But even if we don’t consider
the compatibility of the sequence of proposals with s,T" and TakeMomentumStep, the set of all
possible such sequences has only a countable number of elements. This is because we only need to



look at sequences of finite length (because of the fixed travel time T"), and all the individual proposals
are on discrete state spaces with a finite number of states.

The above analysis indicates that for some starting point s € ¥ and travel time 7', running the
TakeMomentumStep function would result in only a countable number of possible destinations s’.
Furthermore, Vs, s’ € ¥ for which Rr(s,{s’}) > 0, there are at most a countable number of
probabilistic paths which bring s to s’ in time T' through TakeMomentumStep.

Formally, given some travel time 7" and a sequence of proposals Y, define
D(T,Y) ={s € ¥ :Y is compatible with s, T and TakeMomentumStep}

Use 77y : D(T,Y) — X to denote the deterministic mapping defined by TakeMomentumStep for
the given Y in time T (so that D(T',Y") represents the domain of the mapping 77,y ), and use

I(T,Y)={s €X:3se€ S(T.Y),st.Try(s) =s'}
to denote the image of the mapping 77,y . For a given 2 € ), use
Try.e: {(a:p) € TN xRY 1 s = (2,¢,p) € D(T,Y)} — TV x RY

to denote the deterministic mapping induced by 77y on TV x R¥. (i.e. Vs = (z,q,p) € D(T,Y),
Tr.y.«((¢,p)) = (¢';p"), where s" = (', ¢',p’) = Tr,y (s)). Define

Y(s,T)={s"=(a',¢,p") € L : Rp(s,{s'}) > 0}
Vs, s' € X for which Rr (s, {s'}) > 0, further define
P(s,s',T) = {Y asequence of proposals: s € D(T,Y) and Try(s) = s'}

Then both X(s,T') and P(s, s’, T') have at most a countable number of elements.

Proof of Detailed Balance

For a given travel time 7" and a sequence of proposals Y, Vs € D(T,Y), we use 7.y (s,s’)
to denote the probability of going from s to s’ through the probabilistic path w(s,T,Y"). Since
TakeMomentumStep defines a deterministic mapping 77,y for given 7" and Y, the only non-zero term
isrry (s, Tr,y(s)). Forall s # Ty (s), we have rpy (s,s") = 0.

Using the above notation, Vs € A and B C X measurable, we can write Rr(s, B) as

RT(S,B) = Z RT<S>{S/}’>

s’eBNX(s,T)

Z Z rry(s,s’)

s’€BNX(s,T) YEP(s,s',T)

> S (s Try(s)

s’€eBNX(s,T)Y€EP(s,s',T)

For a given travel time T, Vs, s’ € %, if Ry (s, {s'}) > 0, then P(s, s',T) # (. In Lemma[3] we
prove that VY € P(s,s’,T), the absolute value of the determinant of the Jacobian of Try,, is
|det7 Try,| = 1, for all x € Q where 77 y,,. Furthermore, the deterministic mapping 77y is

reversible, and there exists a sequence of proposals Y € P(s,s,T), s.t. s = ’TT_xl,(s’ ) =Try(s).

In Lemma[] we prove that

p(s)rry (s,8') = @(s)rry (s, Try (s)) = o()rp g (' Ty p (5) = (s )r 3 (87, 5)



Using the above results, it’s not hard to see that

/TN/RN Z R (s, B)p(s)dpdg

z€A(q,p)

:/’]I‘N /RN > > rry(s,s)e(s)dpdg

x€A(q,p) s"€BNE(s,T) YEP(s,s,T)

:/TN /RN > > gl s)e(s)dpdg

x€A(q,p) s'€BNE(s,T) YEP(s,s',T)

change of variables j : / / 1 ’1.,/
= " 5 7(:1 d
/TN /]RN 2 "yl () [detT Troyal © "

z'€B(q',p') s€ANS(s",T) Y eP(s',s,T)
:/ / Z Rr(s', A)p(s')dp'dq’
T~ JRN
z'€B(q’,p")

which proves the desired detailed balance property of TakeMomentumStep w.r.t. ¢

/TN /RN > R«%%P)aB)%((w,q,p))dpdq:/TN /RN > R((x,q,p), A)p((z,q,p))dpdg

z€A(q;p) z€B(q,p)

O

A.2 Useful Lemmas

In this section, we prove a few useful lemmas to complete the proof of Theorem [I]

First, we prove two lemmas, similar to Lemma 1 and Lemma 2 in Section 5.1 of [6].

Lemma 1. (Refraction) Let T : TN xRN — TV x RY be a transformation in TV that takes a unit
mass located at ¢ = (q1, - - ., qn ) and moves it with constant velocity v = (Ké (p1), -+ Kﬁ, (pn))-
Assume it reaches 0 or 1 at site j first. Subsequently q; is changed to 1 — q;, and p; is changed to
sign(pj)Kgl(Kg (pj) — AE) (where AE is a constant and satisfies AE < Kg(pj)). The move is
carried on, with the velocity v; changed to K (sign(pj)Kgl(K/g (p;) — AE)), for the total time
period T till it ends in location q' and momentum p’, before it reaches 0 or 1 again at any sites. Then
T is volume preserving, i.e. the absolute value of the determinant of its Jacobian |detJT| = 1.

Proof. Following the same argument as in the proof of Lemma 1 of [6], we have

Bq; aq;
dq;  Op;
|det7T| = |det 6;’7. ﬁ
qu apj
_ sign(v;)+1-2g; _ sign(p;)+1—2g;
If we define t; = 31, (py) 9 = Qi(g(pj) 9i | then
Py = sign(p))K; ' (Ks(p;) — AE)
1 — sign(p;)
g = 2 - ty)
L=sign(p;) . (. sign(p;)+1-2g,
2 T T )
This implies
dq,  Oq’ 8q,  0q,
aZ]- aZ{ aZJ» W?IJ- 94; Op; Kj(pj) Kj(py)
|detJT| = |det o o = |det oo =150 35| = K (py) K, () _
a—qj Wi‘ 0 Wﬁ qj Op; s\Dj g\D;

11



Lemma 2. (Reflection) Let T : TN x RN — TN x RN be a transformation in TV that takes a unit
mass located at ¢ = (q1, - . ., qn ) and moves it with constant velocity v = (K (p1), - .., K5(pn))-
Assume it reaches 0 or 1 at site j first. Subsequently p; is changed to —p;. The move is carried
on, with the velocity v; changed to —vj, for the total time period T till it ends in location q' and
momentum p', before it reaches 0 or I at any sites again. Then T is volume preserving, i.e. the
absolute value of the determinant of its Jacobian |detJ T | = 1.

Proof. Following the same argument as in the proof of Lemma 2 of [6], we have

aq; dq;
|detJ T| = |det | 9% oY
dq; Opj
~__ sign(v;)+1-2q; __ sign(p;)+1-2g;
If we define t; = = AT = "ok m) then
Py = -
1+ sign(p;)
4 = fj — Kj(p)(r — t5)
1 + sign(p;) sign(p;) +1 —2qg;
2 . - K,é (p]) T = 23}'(/ . .
/3(19])
= 1+sign(p;) — Kg(pj)™ — g5
This implies
9q;  9qj 1 aq;
detJT| = |det | 9% 9% ||=|det| —~ 3 ||=1
op;  9Pj 0o -1
dq;  Opj

O

Lemma 3. Given travel time T, Vs,s' € X for which Ry(s,{s'}) > 0, P(s,s',T) # 0. VY €
P(s,s',T), the absolute value of the determinant of the Jacobian of Tr.y . is |detT Try .| = 1, for
all x € Q where Try 4 is well-defined. Furthermore, the deterministic mapping Tty is reversible,

and there exists a sequence of proposals Y € P(s',s,T), s.t. s = TT}l,(s’) =Try(s)

Proof. Given travel time T, Vs,s' € X, if Ry(s,{s'}) > 0, then by definition P(s,s’,T) # 0.
VY € P(s,s',Y), for some x € , if the deterministic mapping 77,y . is well-defined, then Ty
can be be written as the composition of a sequence of deterministic mappings

_ 40 (1) (M—-1)
Try. = TT,Y,rc o TT,Y,rc OOy,

where the mappings 7'T(”;)z, m = 0,...,M — 1 are either a refraction mapping as described in
Lemmal[I] or a reflection mapping as described in Lemma[2] Using Lemma[T]and Lemma[2] it’s easy
to see that the absolute value of the determinant of the Jacobian

M—-1

detT Tryol = ] ldetd T, = 1
m=0
VY € P(s,s',Y), define a new sequence of proposals Y = (7@, 51, ... (M=) where
_(m) { x(]\/]—m,—l) if a(M—m—l) — 1(]e y(M—m—l) — x(]\/[—m,))

4 yM=m=1) " otherwise (i.e. yM ™1 £ z(M=m) \which means (M ~—"~1) = z(M=m))

We claim that Y € P(s, s',T), and T, ++(s') = s. To see Y has these desired properties, we look

at its corresponding probabilistic path w(s’, T, }7). The corresponding discrete states of the system
at M site visitations 2™ m = 0,..., M and the indices of the sites for the M site visitations

12



7™ m =0,..., M — 1 are given by simple reversals of the original sequence of discrete states

2™ m =0,..., M and the original sequence of indices for visited sites jM m=0,...,M—1:
j(m) — j(M_m_l),mZO,...7M— 1
g = M=) g — o,
The corresponding sequence of accept/reject decisions @™, m = 0,..., M — 1 is also a simple
reversal of the original sequence of accept/reject decisions ™, m =0,..., M —1
Lipai—m-1)_gi—m-ny = 1 ifa™M=m=1 =1
~(m) _ Temimr mom _ {z(M=m—1)=g(M-m-1)} _ (M=m—1)
a {gm)=g(m+1)} { Liyo—m-1_gr-m-ny =0 if aM=m=1) = “

It’s straightforward to verify that w(s’, T, Y") is a valid probabilistic path that brings s’ back to s in
time 7' through TakeMomentumStep. In particular, note the importance of the momentum negating
step p <— —p in ensuring the existence of such a probabilistic path. This proves our claim.

O
Lemma 4. Vs, s’ € 3 for which Ry (s,{s'}) > 0, forY € P(s,s',T), we have
p(s)rry (s,8) = @(s)rry (s, Try (s)) = (8 )ry g (8", Ty 9 (5') = (s )rp 3 (57, )

where Y is defined as in Lemma

Proof. We can directly calculate the transition probability 77y (s, s'):

7y (s, 8) H Qe (™ |20™)

Correspondingly, we can also calculate the transition probability . ¢ (s, s):

M—-1

TTY s',s) H Q](m) (m ‘x(m))

Note that
= ( )
rry(s,s) = HQ?W ™) |(m)) HQ (y™ |z
- H Qjom (5|2 )) H Qjom (y™zt™)
mia(m)=1 m:a(m) =0
M- M-1 o
rry(shs) = HQ;%M @) 1] Q5™ @)
m=0
= H Qi @™13) TT - Q5 (™3
m:a(m)=1 m:a(m) =0

- H Qj(Mfmfm(a:(M*m*l)|y(M7m—1))

m:a(M—-—m—-1)=1

x H Qjv—m-1) (yM=m=D) | (M—m))

m:a(M-—m—=1)—=0

- H Qj(M—m—l)(a:(M*mfl)|y(Mfm71))

m:a(M—-—m—-1)=1

> H Qj(M_m_l)(y(M7m71)|I(]me71))

m:a(M-m=1)—=0

_ H Qj(m)(z(m)‘y(m)) H Qjm,)(y(m)lx(m))

m:a(m)=1 m:a(m)=0

13



By following the probabilistic path w(s, T, Y"), it’s not hard to see that

E K m(2"N)Q i 0my (' |2\™))
(Ks(pj) — Ks(pj)] = — E log J
j=1 o o m:a(m) =1 W(y("”))Qj(m) ('r(nL) |y(m))

Using the above equations, it’s easy to see that

p(s)rr.y (s, s")
o(s )TTY(S s)
B m(x)e” Zi= jo1 Ko(i), v (s,5")
a m(z)e ~ L Ko f/(s’,s)
_ (@) ( ™)Qem (€™ |y ™) Q jimy (y ™[ (™))
o) L S @TQ e ) Qo (@)
=1

B Binary HMC Samplers are Special Cases of the Momentum Sampler

As we’ve already mentioned in the main text, in order to show that the binary HMC samplers are
special cases of the momentum sampler, we need to study:

1. For site 7, the distribution on the initial time it takes to visit site j, which we denote by t;o).

e As shown in Algorithm 2, in the momentum sampler,

sign(vj(.o)) +1-— 2q(0)

QUJ('O)

0 _
t; =

where v](.O) = K[; (p§-0)) = sign(p§-0))ﬁ |P§'O)|ﬂ ~1is the velocity at site j, and
¢\ ~ U([0,1)),p” ~ G(0,1,5)

e For the Gaussian binary HMC sampler,

o RO
— 1f 22
arctan (0) if o <0
.7 7

0 _
t; =

7© BO
T — arctan J(Q) if 455 >0
pj D;

J

where q( )7p§-0) ~ N(0,1).

e For the exponential bmary HMC sampler,
0 0 0 0

where q](-o)

~ eXp(1)>p§‘O) ~ N(O> 1)
2. For site j, the distribution on the initial total energy, which we denote by k(.o).

e For the momentum sampler, k:§0) =Kz (pgo)) where p ~ G(0,1,5).
e For the Gaussian binary HMC sampler,

0 _ 1, 0
kY =)+ )

where q(o),pSO) N(0,1).

14



e For the exponential binary HMC sampler,

0 0 1,
K = g0+ L)

where qJ(O) ~ exp(l),p‘go) ~ N(0,1).

3. For site j, after we reach O or 1, if we have total energy k, the time it takes to hit a boundary
again at this site. We denote this time by ¢, (k).

1
k'

e For the Gaussian binary HMC, ¢;(k) = 7
e For the exponential binary HMC, t; (k) = 2v/2k

o For the momentum sampler, ¢; (k) =

1
B

Since different dimensions are independent of each other, we only need to look at one particular
dimension j. We can prove the corresponding propositions if we can establish suitable equivalence

concerning the joint distribution on (tg-o), kj(-o)), and the function t; (k).

B.1 Proof of Proposition 1

In order to prove Proposition 1, we first prove a lemma

Lemma 5. Assume q,p ~ N(0,1) are two independent standard normal random variables. Then

a

p

and q>+p? are independent. Furthermore, arctan (%) follows the uniform distribution U ([—g, g] ),
and q2.5p : Jollows the exponential distribution exp(1).

Proof. We calculate the characteristic function of the random vector (%, ¢+ p2> :

Egprn(o)

1 ity L 41 242y _ a%+p?
_ eltlerltz(q +p )6 5 dqdp
27 R2

27

1 Foo . L2 2
- eztl tan@eztgr e~ = rdrdd
2T 0 0

r r2m “+oo
= / et tanelde} [/ e“2r2_r22rdr}
LJo 2m 0
- too
_ 2 6it1 tan@lda 6it2$16*21dx
_n ™ 0 2
L 2
- +o00 —+o00
. 1 -
_ / eztlwidx / e””fe_%dx
o O R L 2

ith]

[ei[t1%+t2(q2+P2)q

= IEJ;NCauchy(O,l) [eitlz]]EwNexp(Q) [6
This calculation implies that % and ¢ + p? are independent, and that % ~ Cauchy(0, 1), ¢® + p* ~
exp(2). Since the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of Cauchy(0, 1) is given by

1 ; ()+1
— arctan(x -
s 2

we have T arctan (%) + 1 ~ U([0,1]), which implies that arctan (%) ~ U ([-%,%]). From

., 2, 2
q*> + p? ~ exp(2), it’s easy to deduce that 2= ~ exp(1). O

Proposition 1. The Gaussian binary HMC sampler is equivalent to the momentum sampler with

1 xi:_xiax.j:l‘j’v‘]#l 7'LzlaaNandﬁ:1

deterministic proposals Q;(Z|x) = { 0 otherwise
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Proof. For the Gaussian binary HMC sampler, using Lemma [5] and the expressions we derived
()
J

t§0) ~ U([0,]), k§0) ~ exp(1). For the momentum sampler with § = 1, it’s easy to see that we also
have t;o) and kj(-o) are independent, and that t;o) ~ U([0,1]), k;j(.o) ~ exp(1). This implies that the

1" L0
random vector | ~—. k;

in Section @ given a dimension j, it’s easy to see that ¢’ and k§0) are independent, and that

> from the Gaussian binary HMC sampler has the same joint distribution

as the random vector (tEO), klgo)) from the momentum sampler with 8 = 1.

For the Gaussian binary HMC sampler, (k) = m, which is a constant function and is independent of
the value of k. For the momentum sampler with 3 = 1, it’s easy to see that ¢; (k) = 1, which is also

a constant function. This implies that Vk, @ for the Gaussian binary HMC sampler is equivalent to
t; (k) for the momentum sampler with 8 = 1.

The above equivalences imply that the Gaussian binary HMC has exactly the same behavior as the
momentum sampler with 5 = 1. In fact, the Gaussian binary HMC sampler behaves like scaling the
time of the momentum sampler with 8 = 1 by 7. O

B.2 Proof of Proposition 2

Proposition 2. If, in addition to resampling p, we also resample q at every iteration, then the
Gaussian binary HMC sampler with travel time T = T is equivalent to a systematic scan single-site
random walk Metropolis sampler, where the site-visitation order is a random permutation of 1,..., N
and is refreshed after every N site visits.

5-0) and kj(-o) are
independent, and that tgo) ~ U([0,7]), kj(.o) ~ exp(1). If we adopt the travel time T = T, in the
Gaussian binary HMC sampler, we would make exactly N site visitations. The order of the site

visitations are determined by ranking N independent samples from U ([0, 7r]), which is equivalent to
doing a random permutation of 1,..., N

Proof. We’ve already established that for the Gaussian binary HMC sampler, ¢

When we come to site j, we are going to look at the energy difference, which we denote as log %,

)
where T; = —x; and T; = x;, Vi # j. We would compare the energy difference with k;o) ~ exp(1).
The probability for us to cross the boundary and accept the proposal  is

Pxnexp(1) <X > log :8) - min{l’ W(x)}

m(x)

which is exactly the same as the acceptance probability in regular random walk Metropolis algorithm.
Note that this equivalence between the probability to cross the boundary and the acceptance probability
in regular random walk Metropolis algorithm has already been pointed out in Appendix A in [9]], but

the independence between 9 and kj(-o), which greatly simplifies the analysis of the behaviors of the
Gaussian binary HMC sampler, wasn’t mentioned in [9].

Since with T' = m, we are only going to visit each site once, sampling all k‘go)’s beforehand and

comparing the energy differences with the %95 to see whether we cross are equivalent to making
flip proposals and using the Metropolis acceptance probability to determine whether we accept or not.

As aresult, it’s easy to see that with travel time 7' = m, if we also resample ¢ at each iteration, the
Gaussian binary HMC sampler is exactly equivalent to a systematic scan single-site random walk
Metropolis algorithm, where the site-visitation order is a random permutation of 1,..., N and is
refreshed after every IV site visitations. O

B.3 Proof of Proposition 3

Proposition 3. The exponential binary HMC sampler is equivalent to the momentum sampler with

Lo@i= =0 & =2,V #0 ;_  Nandp=2.

deterministic proposal Q;(Z|x) = { 0 otherwiso
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Proof. Using the expressions we derived in Section[B] we can see that, at a given site j,

e For the exponential binary HMC sampler, the joint distribution of the random vector
0) 1.(0)y - 2 1,2
(t;7,k; ") is the same as the random vector (p+ \/p?+2q,q+ 3p° ), where ¢ ~
exp(1),p ~ N(0, 1) are independent. For a given total energy level k, ¢, (k) = 2v/2k.
e For the momentum sampler with 3 = %, the joint distribution of the random vector
(tgo), k;o)) is the same as the random vector (%q|p|%, |p|§) where ¢ ~ U([0,1]),p
G (0,1, 2) are independent. For a given total energy level k, t; (k) = 2v/k.

In order to establish the equivalence between these two samplers, we calculate the characteristic
functions of two random vectors. We first calculate the characteristic function of the random vector

(p +/p%+2q,q+ %pQ), where g ~ exp(1),p ~ N(0,1) are independent:

[ei [ (pwm)m(ﬁ;p?)]}

Egrexp(1)p~N(0,1)
B / / its (p+y/p?+24) +ita (a+ %) " dpdq
\/271

B Jitn (/7220 wita (a1 + 5 ) —fg] ,— 22
= e ldle= d d
2\/27r /]R@ ped
29

— 0.g=si ind r2 sin +oo 2
p=r cosfa=sign(sin 6) 0 / / gitir(heos O)Fit2 5 =512 G Ay
2V2m

- . 12
Next we calculate the characteristic function of the random vector (2 V2q|p|3, |p|3 ) where g ~

U([0,1]),p ~ G (0,1, 2) are independent:

1 2
E o (112v3alp| +talpl§ )}

qNU([O,l])7P~G(0,1,2)|: (

2
é( //ztlzfqm\sﬂmmz 171 dpdg

= £ eit12\/5fI|P|§+it2|p|§6*\p\§dpdq
il )
1o+
_ 4 > itlzﬂqp%+it2p% 7p%
= NG e e P dpdq
T Jo Jo
p= +
_ 23 3\4ﬁ /ﬂ/ OOeit1r(1+0059)+it2§67§%r2Sin9drd9
™ Jo 0 2
1 +oo g 2 2
= Wor / [/ ettir(1+eosd) gipy Hdﬂ} ett2 T T p2dp
V2m Jo 0

1 “+o00 27 2 2
- - / { / e””(Hcose)Sin@dH] it =% 24y
V2T Jo 0

1 +oo 2m L2 .2
= 53 / / et (teosO)Fita s =5 12 i gdfdr
V2m

The above calculations indicate that the joint distribution of (¢; (0 k(o)) for the exponential binary
HMC sampler is equivalent to the joint distribution of (% 5-0)7 kﬁo)) for the momentum sampler

with § = 2 . Furthermore, if we multiply the ¢;(k) function of the momentum sampler with 5 = £

by 4‘f , we get the function 2v/2k, which is exactly the ¢;(k) function for the exponential binary
HMC sampler
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The above equivalences imply that the exponential binary HMC has exactly the same behavior as the
momentum sampler with 5 = % In fact, the exponential binary HMC sampler behaves like scaling

the time of the momentum sampler with 8 = 2 by 4%/5. O
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