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Multiple sampling strategies commonly used in molecular dynamics, such as umbrella sampling and alchem-
ical free energy methods, involve sampling from multiple thermodynamic states. Commonly, the data are
then recombined to construct estimates of free energies and ensemble averages using the Multistate Bennett
Acceptance Ratio (MBAR) formalism. However, the error of the MBAR estimator is not well-understood:
previous error analysis of MBAR assumed independent samples and did not permit attributing contributions
to the total error to individual thermodynamic states. In this work, we derive a novel central limit theorem for
MBAR estimates. This central limit theorem yields an error estimator which can be decomposed into contri-
butions from the individual Markov chains used to sample the states. We demonstrate the error estimator for
an umbrella sampling calculation of the alanine dipeptide in two dimensions and an alchemical calculation of
the hydration free energy of methane. In both cases, the states’ individual contributions to the error provide
insight into the sources of error of the simulations. Our numerical results demonstrate that the time required
for the Markov chain to decorrelate in individual thermodynamic states contributes considerably to the total
MBAR error. Moreover, they indicate that it may be possible to use the contributions to tune the sampling
and improve the accuracy of MBAR calculations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Molecular dynamics simulations provide a means to
compute key quantities in statistical mechanics, typically
in the form of ensemble averages of certain observables.
In principle, it is possible to estimate ensemble averages
by running a long, unbiased simulation of a system and
averaging over the resulting trajectory. However, in prac-
tice this can be inefficient. For instance, the determi-
nation of the relative free energy is of particular inter-
est since the free energy is the fundamental quantity that
determines the spontaneity of thermodynamic processes
and the accessibility of thermodynamic states. However,
the ensemble averages required for estimating free ener-
gies are notoriously slow to converge and typically re-
quire simulations to explore multiple regions of a sys-
tem’s configurational space! 2.

A common strategy for addressing this problem is to
sample from multiple thermodynamic states. If the states
are chosen well, ensemble averages will converge much
more quickly in these new states>. This approach is the
basis of multiple simulation strategies such as umbrella
sampling, parallel tempering, and alchemical free energy
simulation. Umbrella sampling enforces sampling of the
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conformational changes of biomolecular systems by run-
ning a series of independent simulations, each biased to
sample a different region of a physical system’s phase
space®. Parallel tempering simulates several replicas
of a system with the same Hamiltonian but at differ-
ent temperatures to allow the system to cross over en-
ergetic barriers®”. Alchemical free energy calculations
of molecular systems estimate the free energy difference
between two molecular states by interpolating between
their Hamiltonians®™Y, In all of these cases, data sam-
pled from multiple thermodynamic states must be com-
bined to obtain the averages of interest.

A popular algorithm for doing this is the Multistate
Bennett Acceptance Ratio (MBAR)M, originally derived
in [12l For statistically independent samples, MBAR
combines the data across states in a statistically optimal
manner. Although molecular dynamics simulations are
correlated, MBAR nevertheless achieves good results in
practice. However, solving for the MBAR estimate in-
volves solving a nonlinear fixed point problem which
complicates error analysis. Previous attempts to con-
struct error estimates have explicitly assumed that sam-
ples are statistically independent13, which is typically
not true for molecular dynamics data.

In the present paper, we build on |3/ and [14! to de-
rive a formal expression for the asymptotic variance of
the MBAR estimator that explicitly accounts for cor-
relation in sampled data. Moreover, our estimator can
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be decomposed into error contributions from individual
states. This can potentially give practitioners insight into
how sampling in individual thermodynamic states affects
global error, and may lead to adaptive sampling strategies
to accelerate convergence.

II. BACKGROUND ON MONTE CARLO AND
ASYMPTOTIC ERROR

Many fundamental quantities in statistical mechanics
take the form of high-dimensional integrals. Physical
theories often require estimating averages over a phys-
ical system’s Boltzmann distribution of the form
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where H is the system’s Hamiltonian and x is its configu-
ration in R”. Alternatively, they may require estimates of
the free energy difference between two regions of phase
space:
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where 1p(x) is 1 if the configuration x is in a region la-
beled D and O otherwise. We might also wish to esti-
mate the free energy difference between two Hamiltoni-
ans, given by
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For most systems, these integrals are too complex to be
evaluated analytically, and the dimension of x is too high
to use quadrature. Instead, they are typically treated by
Monte Carlo methods.

A. Markov chain Monte Carlo

Assume that we are given a probability distribution
with an unnormalized density g over the Lebesgue mea-
sure on R”. For instance, in statistical mechanics g is
typically the Boltzmann factor:

glx) = e 1T, )

We can then write the average of a function g : R* - R
over the distribution as

(g) = [ 8(x)g(x)dx

- , c= /q(x)dx. 6)

In statistical mechanics, we refer to these averages as
ensemble averages. Particular choices of g allow us to
rewrite key quantities in statistical mechanics as ensem-
ble averages. Substituting the Boltzman factor for g di-
rectly recovers (1)), and the free energy differences be-
tween regions of phase space in is merely the ratio
between two averages. Similarly, to estimate the free en-
ergy difference between two Hamiltonians, we can set g
to exp (—Hg /kpT) and rewrite (@) as

e AGap/ksT _ <e*(Hp (X)*Ha(x))/kBT> ) 7)

Monte Carlo methods approximate ensemble averages
by drawing a sequence of N samples {X; } from the prob-
ability distribution and averaging over them. If the sam-
pling procedure is chosen appropriately, we expect sam-
ple averages to converge to the true (ensemble) average
over p.
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Here a.s. denotes almost sure convergence, a strong form
of probabilistic convergence. (Specifically, the probabil-
ity of g not converging to (g) is zero.) If the samples
are statistically independent we say that our samples are
independent and identically distributed (1ID), and (8] is
guaranteed to hold by the Law of Large NumbersZ. How-
ever, in practice it is often impossible to generate IID
samples, and we must instead generate samples by run-
ning a Markov chain that has p as its stationary distri-
bution: a practice known as Markov chain Monte Carlo
(MCMOQ). Then, (8) still holds if the Markov chain is er-
godic?.,

B. Asymptotic Variance of Monte Carlo Estimates

While (8) guarantees that the error goes to zero as
the number of samples increases, it says nothing about
how quickly this happens. A common method to quan-
tify how the sampling error decreases increasing sample
size is to use a Central Limit Theorem (CLT): a theorem
showing that a sequence of random variables converges
to a known normal distribution”. Specifically, assume
that we wish to evaluate the ensemble average of several
functions, each denoted g;. Concatenating our sample

means and ensemble averages into vectors we denote as



g and (g) respectively, we can often show that the er-
ror between the two converges to a multivariate normal
(Gaussian) distribution when appropriately scaled:

VN(E—(g) 4 N(0,5). ©)

Here N denotes a normal (Gaussian) random variable
with mean vector (1 and covariance matrix X, known as

the asymptotic covariance. The symbol 4, denotes con-
vergence in distribution (a weaker form of probabilis-
tic convergence than almost sure convergence). For IID
samples, (9) holds for all functions with finite variance
and X;; is simply the covariance between g; and g; over
p. If samples are instead gathered from a Markov chain
X;, proving a CLT requires more technical conditions on
the nature of the Markov Chain and g'>"18. However, for
most commonly used Markov chains and most reason-
able applications, we can expect (9) to hold. In this case,
if the Markov chain is time-homogeneous (i.e., the rule
for updating the Markov chain is the same at all times)
with ergodic distribution p, the asymptotic covariance
matrix is given by

£ = covigi(X),g;(X)} +2 Y cov{gi(X,). g;(Xeet)},

k=1
(10)
where in this formula (and only this formula) we assume
that the chain is stationary with X; distributed according
to p for all ¢.

The CLT and the asymptotic covariance help diag-
nose the error and convergence of a Markov chain
Monte Carlo simulation. For example, under mild tech-
nical conditions (specifically geometric ergodicity and
bounded g), ¥;/N is asymptotic to var{g;}. Conse-
quently, we can treat /X; /N as a rough estimate for the
error in using g; to estimate of (g;). The sampling effi-
ciency of the Markov chain relative to IID sampling from
p can be quantified by the autocorrelation time:

_ X
var {g;}

. (11)
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Equivalently,
Lii = Tg, var{gi}.

Since var{g;} /N is the variance for IID sampling, we
can interpret the autocorrelation time as how many
MCMC samples are required to achieve the same reduc-
tion in error as a single ITD sample>®.

Il. THE MBAR EQUATIONS

In the previous section, we considered sampling from
a single distribution. However, we may often have sam-
ples collected from multiple, related probability distri-
butions. For concreteness, assume we have L probabil-
ity distributions, each with an unnormalized probability
density g;. We refer to these distributions as states. The
ensemble average of an observable g(x) in each state is
given by

J 8(x)qi(x)dx
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Here the constant ¢; is the normalization constant for g;.
If g; is a Boltzmann distribution, then c; is the corre-
sponding partition function. Next, we assume that for
every state we have collected a set of N; samples, de-
noted {X/}. We can then approximate (g); by the sample
average

However, if the states have shared regions with high
probability, we can construct improved estimates of
by using data from all of the states, not just state i. This
is the aim of the MBAR algorithm! ‘2, Following the
treatment in Ref. |19 we observe that we can view the
union of the samples from the states as samples from a
combined distribution known as a mixture distribution.
Let

be the fraction of sample points collected in state i. To
simplify the presentation, we will assume that k; is con-
stant and always greater than zero. (A version of our
main result that relaxes this assumption is given in the
supplement.) We define the mixture distribution to be

L
Tnix (x) = Y Kiqi(x) /ci. (13)
i=1



We can then write
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In general, the normalization constants for the states are
not known. We therefore rewrite (I5) in terms of the
states’ (unitless) relative free energies, which we denote

fi- We arbitrarily set the average free energy to be zero,
o)

fi=0, (16)
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and therefore the free energies are defined by

1 L
fi=—logci+ 7 Y loge;. (17)
j=1

Dividing both the numerator and denominator of by
exp(—(1/L) XL, f7), after a few manipulations we have

L Ji
Z < 8gi€ > (18)
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This equation can be used to estimate (g); if we are
given an estimate of the free energies, f. Replacing each
ensemble average on the right-hand side with a Monte
Carlo estimate we have
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This estimator uses data from every state, not just state
i. Moreover, we can also use @ to estimate the free
energies themselves. Since the ensemble average of the
function g(x) = 1 is always 1,

L 5
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Zk | Kegrelk

:>ﬁ_—10g21<,< 1)

Yo Kk‘]kefk >

One can thus estimate the free energy by defining f to be
the solution to
ol ai(X?)

L
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Not only can this equation can be solved using stan-
dard root-finding methods such as Newton-Raphson and
gradient descentl, but there exist rapid algorithms for
solving it through a succession of estimation tasks>1420,
Equations and (22) are the MBAR estimates of the
ensemble average and the free energies, respectively !
With sufficient overlap of the samples from different
states, uniquely determines f. Specifically, if the
matrix M;; = (g;); is irreducible, then by Theorem 1 in
Ref. 19/ or Proposition 1.1 in Ref. 21l the f; are uniquely
specified by (ZT). An analogous statement holds for f.
When M is irreducible, Theorem 1.1 in Ref. 21| implies
that equation (22)) almost surely has a unique solution f
when the total sample size N is sufficiently large. More-
over, the estimates of the free energies and the ensemble
averages converge to the true values as N increases. To

be precise, f; <2 f; and g; =5 (g); by Theorem 1 in
Ref.[19.

A. Estimating Chemical Quantities using MBAR

Specific manipulations of state free energies and en-
semble averages allow us to reconstruct quantities of in-
terest in a broad range of contexts. Here, we discuss the
analysis of data from three common algorithms: parallel
tempering, alchemical free energy simulations, and um-
brella sampling.

In parallel tempering, we seek to estimate ensem-
ble averages for a system with unnormalized probability
density

e H)/kpT (23)

However, this density may be highly multimodal, mak-
ing the probability distribution difficult to sample. Paral-
lel tempering addresses this by running multiple copies
of the system with the same Hamiltonian but different
temperatures®”. We write their distributions as

gi(x) = e H)/ks(T+3Ty) (24)
One copy, here arbitrarily chosen to have index 1, is set
to be at the original temperature (i.e., 67 = 0) and all
other copies have 07; # 0. The copies then periodically
swap molecular configurations via Monte Carlo moves
on the space of copies. In principle, one can estimate



averages over (23) by averaging over all configurations
collected from ¢;. However, using the MBAR estima-
tor (19) allows one to use data from all states, giving a
more accurate answer.

In alchemical free energy simulations, we seek to esti-
mate the free energy difference between two Hamiltoni-
ans as in @°Y. However, rather than sampling only the
state with Hy,, we sample a set of L states that interpolate
between Hy and Hg. A simple choice would be to set

—1
kT loggi = Ha+l( )(Hﬁ—Ha) (25)
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where A : [0,1] — [0, 1] is a monotonic function such that
A(0) =0and A(1) = 1, although in practice, more com-
plex interpolations are often required”"2*. With this set
of state definitions, the (unitless) free energy difference
between the two Hamiltonians is simply the difference
between the free energies of the first and last states.

=fi—-h (26)

Consequently, we can solve (22) and estimate the free
energy difference as f; — fi.

In umbrella sampling*> we construct a collection of

states

qi(x) = ¥i(x)q(x) (e2))

by multiplying a density g with a biasing function ;.
We then aim to estimate averages of observables over g,
such as those in (I)) and (@). To estimate these averages
over g using MBAR by steps similar to those used to
derive (T3), we write

J8x)g(x)dx [ g(x)q(x)(Fmix (x)/ mix (x) )dx
Ta0)dx T q) (i (5) /i (1))
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We can also use umbrella sampling to estimate the differ-
ence in free energy between two states. Comparing to (3]

and setting g to be the Boltzmann factor, we have
[1p(x)e H/ksT gx
J1a(x)e H@ /KT g
If Kk (Lag/(Xr KlQief’)> ;
Yio 1 K (189/ (Loe1 Kingmen) ),
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by steps similar to those for (28).

These examples show how MBAR can be used to ef-
ficiently construct estimates from algorithms that collect
data in multiple states. Indeed, when IID samples are
collected from each state, then MBAR gives the maxi-
mum likelihood estimate'? and achieves the best possible
mean-squared error in the large-sample limitl, MBAR
does not give the maximum likelihood estimate for cor-
related samples, but nevertheless it has been empirically
observed to give good results.

However, it is not obvious how to estimate the uncer-
tainty in MBAR averages. In previous work, Kong et al.
constructed an estimator for the asymptotic covariance
using the Cramer-Rao lower bound of the variance!s.
When samples are uncorrelated, MBAR achieves this
lower bound. However, when samples are correlated, this
estimator underestimates the asymptotic error. More-
over, the estimator only gives the total asymptotic er-
ror and not the contributions from individual thermody-
namic states. This makes it difficult to determine how the
parameters of individual states contribute to the accuracy
of the total simulation. An alternate approach would be
to attempt to construct a CLT for MBAR estimates. As
discussed in Subsection CLTs are able to capture
the effect of the dynamics on sampling error. Moreover,
previous work on other algorithms for recombining data
from multiple states'® has shown that CLTs can be used
to connect the sampling of individual states to the total
error of the estimate. In this work, we establish a CLT
for the MBAR equations and show that the resulting error
estimates gives detailed insight into how the parameters
of multistate simulations contribute to the total error.

IV. ASYMPTOTIC VARIANCE FOR THE MBAR
EQUATIONS

Here, we give an expression for the asymptotic vari-
ance of MBAR estimates of observables and normaliza-
tion constants. Our approach builds upon the work of
Geyer?. Our contribution is essentially to fill in missing
details and to correct errors. Most importantly, the for-



mula for the asymptotic variance of observable averages
g is not correct in Ref. 19

A. CLTs for the raw output of MBAR

MBAR estimates of observables require calculating
the values of f as well as one or more empirical aver-
ages of the form

w(X/)

e T 30
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for some function w : R" — RR. For instance, in @]) we
set w = g;g and subsequently multiply by e/i. The pres-
ence of f in (30) means that the errors in our observ-
able estimates and in our estimates of the state free en-
ergies are correlated. Consequently, we must consider

the asymptotic covariance of the free energies and our
observables jointly.

To do so, we rewrite (22) and (30) as a single root
finding problem. We concatenate the vector of estimated
free energies and empirical averages into a single vector

7= (fioe fr O1, . @) 3D
The vector ¥ is the root of the function F : REFM
RLAM  where if i < L
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and if i > L then

L 1N

Z Kj— Z Wi—L (th)

E(y) =yi— - -
j=1 N; = Zi:] Kiqi(X]) e

(33)

Writing the MBAR estimates as the roots of F suggests a
strategy for proving a CLT. For any fixed y, each element
in F(y) is a sum of sample averages over our states. It
is therefore reasonable to assume the existence of a CLT
for each of the sample averages. If we can then con-
vert a CLT for each of the collection of averages into a
CLT for the roots of F, then we have proven a CLT for
MBAR estimates. Indeed, this is precisely the strategy
we pursue. A full proof of the CLT is given in Section I
of the supplement. Here, we merely state introduce the
key quantities necessary to state our results and state our
result.

We first discuss the asymptotic covariance structure of
each of the averages in (33) and (33). For convenience,

we define
TR K’;’(’( )( orifi<L
S = Al 69
Zk 1quk( )

We can then write F;(y) using a k;-weighted sum of er-
godic averages of the form

1 Nj .
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We assume that a central limit theorem holds for the
ergodic averages &j (y). To be precise, we assume that
for any fixed y,

VN (E(y) () © N(0,E(»)). (36)
Here,
EG) =), &L m(), EE D) EE (),

is the vector of all ergodic averages, and & (y) is the cor-
responding vector of limiting values of those averages.
The covariance matrix E(y) can be written in block form
as

) | E D) || B )
=21 321 EZL

£(y) = :(y) :(y) - :(y) -
EL(y) | B () |-+ | EHE(y)

where Z/m ¢ RUAM)X(L+M) g the covariance matrix be-
tween the averages in state / and those in state m. One
could use, for example, the results in Chapter 17 of
Ref. 25/ to verify our CLT assumption (36). See Ref. 2
for a more detailed discussion of the CLT in the context
of molecular dynamics.

) ELLJrM (y))



The structure of E(y) depends on precisely how the
states are sampled. We are interested primarily in two
particular cases: (1) The X/ are independent Markov
chains and the sample fractions k; may differ but do
not vary with N. (2) The sample fractions kx; = 1/L
are equal and (X/!,...,XF) is a Markov process. The
first case covers umbrella sampling or alchemical calcu-
lations performed without replica exchange. The second
case covers parallel tempering and replica exchange um-
brella sampling.

In the first case, since the processes sampling the dif-
ferent states are independent, all off-diagonal blocks of
E(y) are zero. The diagonal blocks can be expressed as

EL0) = % (cov {éi(Xﬁy), &i(x/ 7y)}
2 ¥ o {E 00 G0} ). Gy

where here we assume that the process X/ is in stationar-
ity as in (10). The factor of 1/x; arises since in (36) we
scale by v/N = /N, /¥ instead of \/N;.

In the second case, the processes sampling the states
are correlated, so off-diagonal blocks may be nonzero.
In this case, we have

=) =L cor {506, E,06m}
2% con {6000 &0} ). 69

where here we assume that the joint process (X,!,. .., X})
is in stationarity. The factor of L arises since in (36) we
scale by /N = /LN instead of \/Nj.

Under the assumptions discussed in Section[II} the root
of F; will converge to

V:(f],...,fL,(x)l,...,C()114)7 (40)
where we have defined
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The following theorem gives the rate of this convergence.

Theorem IV.1. Assume that when y = v, the central limit
theorem in (36) holds. Let A € REAM*LAM) be the ma-
trix with entries

L L
A=Y Y Kk E5' (). 42)

m=1n=1

Under some technical assumptions (given in Section I of
the supplement),

VN —v) % N(0,TALT), (43)

where T € REFMX(LAM) o 4 matrix that can be ex-
pressed in block form as

#
r=| g 0 (44

where I is the L x L identity matrix and the matrices H €
RM*M and B € REM qre given by

(s [ _Kiaieh
Hij =t (6” <Zk Ky (x)elk >,)
W
Py =¥ < Y Kk (x) /2 >,~

and H* is the group inverse of H.

A proof is given in the supplement. In {3) we have
used the group inverse, a type of matrix pseudoinverse.
A numerical recipe for estimating H* can be found in 26

B. CLTs and the Delta Method

For most applications, practitioners are not interested
in the values of v directly, but instead wish to evaluate
nonlinear combinations of these terms. To construct a
CLT for these combinations, one can employ the Delta
method.

Lemma IV.2 (The Delta method; Proposition 6.2 in
Bilodeau and Brenner?). Let Oy be a sequence of ran-
dom variables taking values in RY. Assume that a cen-
tral limit theorem holds for Oy with mean . € R? and an
asymptotic covariance matrix £ € R4 j.e.

VN (6y — 1) % N(0,%). (45)

Let ® : R? — R be a function that is differentiable at L.
We then have the central limit theorem

VN (@(6y) — (1)) 2 N (0, V(1) ZV (1)) (46)
for the sequence of random variables ®(6y).

To apply Lemma we set (4 and Oy to be v and
v respectively and set @ to be the function taking v to
our quantity of interest. For instance, to construct a CLT
for an estimate of AG,_,g constructed using (26), we set



®(y) =yr —y1, and V@(u) is given by

Vo (u) =(—1,0,...,0,1,0,...)". (47)
We then substitute into (@6)) to get the asymptotic vari-
ance of our estimate of AG,_,g. Similarly, for (28), we
set w1 = gq and wr4» = ¢, and (28) is recovered by
setting ®(y) = 3 L*' . Then V®() is zero apart from the

last two entries, Wthh are given by

1

V()1 “ o
,
V()2 =— —5 48)
L+2

respectively. As a final example, we consider the con-
struction of error estimates of free energy differences es-
timated using umbrella sampling. We set wy;1 = laq
and wy1» = 1pq, and ®(u) = —log(wr+2) +log(wrs1).
Then V®(u) is again zero apart from the last two entries,
which are

1
Vo)1 =— o
1
V()L = e (49)

Consequently, we can combine lemma [[V.2] with theo-
rem[[V.1lto have a CLT for MBAR estimates.

Theorem IV.3. Let 4 be an observable whose MBAR
estimate 9 is constructed by applying a function ® :
RLM _s R to the vector v, and assume that ® is dif-
ferentiable at v. The estimate <4 then obeys

VN(Z-4) 2 N(0,). (50)
where the asymptotic covariance matrix </ is given by
o = VO (»)TATT VO (v) (51)

Proof. The proof follows immediately by applying -
to Theorem [[V.1l

C. Computationally Estimating the Asymptotic
Variance

In practice, one could directly estimate asymptotic
variances for observables by individually estimating each
of the matrices and vectors in @]) However, directly
evaluating A would require first populating the & ma-
trix, which would in turn require evaluating as many as
L?(L+M)? correlation functions. Consequently, we pro-
vide simplified formulas for evaluating the asymptotic

variance of observables in the specific case where sam-
pling is performed independently in every state. In Sec-
tion II of the supplement, we give analogous formulas
for schemes such as Parallel Tempering and Replica Ex-
change Umbrella Sampling in which all states are sam-
pled jointly using a single Markov chain.

If each state is sampled independently, then = is zero
for [ # m, eliminating one of the sums in @2). In Sec-
tion II of the supplement, we show that by moving the
remaining sum to the outside and bringing the remaining
terms inside the expectation we can rewrite the integrated
covariance in (30) as

X/(Xk)}

XJ( t+7:)} (52)

where

L+M

= ; VESi(x,v) (OTVP), . (v)  (53)

To construct an estimate of the asymptotic variance, we
first replace v in (33) with the MBAR estimate v from
sampled data and then estimate the integrated autoco-
variance of the resulting trajectory. This integrated au-
tocovariance can be estimated using standard methods.
In this work we employ the ACOR algorithm=S, More-
over, since each summand in depends only on the
sampling in state i/, we can interpret the integrated au-
tocovariance of y; as accounting for how much state i
contributes to the total error. A Python code implement-
ing this algorithm for estimating asymptotic error can be
found in the EMUS repository=”.

V. APPLICATIONS

We demonstrate our error estimator on two test cases:
an alchemical free energy calculation and an umbrella
sampling calculation.

A. Alchemical calculation of the free energy of
solvating methane in water

The solvation free energy of methane can be deter-
mined via an alchemical simulation process in which
the interaction between methane and a bath of water
molecules is introduced gradually. We interpolate be-
tween the two states using (23)), setting Hy, to the Hamil-
tonian where the methane molecule and the water do not
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FIG. 1. The free energy of solvating methane in water com-
puted from alchemical simulations. The blue line indicates free
energy differences between neighboring states, and the gray
line is the cumulative free energy changes. The total free en-
ergy of solvation, i.e., the cumulative AG at A = 1, is estimated
to be 2.13 kcal/mol.

interact, and Hg to the Hamiltonian where they interact
fully. We then estimate the free energy difference be-
tween the two states using (26) and estimate the asymp-
totic variance as described in Subsection[[V-Cl

We performed 20 independent alchemical simulations
at 298 K using GROMACS version 2019.4°%, the OPLS-
AA force field®!) and the TIP3P water model’Z. A to-
tal of 21 equidistant A values from O to 1 (endpoints in-
cluded) were chosen. Each state was equilibrated at con-
stant volume and then at constant pressure of 1 bar for
100 ps using the Parinello-Rahman barostat with a time
constant of 1 ps. The state was then further sampled at
constant pressure for 1 ns to generate 1000 data points.
The P-LINCS algorithm was used to constrain bonds
to hydrogen atoms>#_ In all simulations a stochastic
Langevin dynamics integrator with a time step of 2 fs
and time constant of 1 ps was used to maintain a constant
temperature of 300 K. In Figure |1} we plot the cumula-
tive free energy change between states as well as the free
energy difference between successive states.

The total asymptotic standard deviation in the sol-
vation free energy is estimated to be 0.0216 £ 0.0005
kcal/mol using with V® given by @7). This is close
to the standard deviation over all trials which is equal to
0.0225 kcal/mol. The error contributions from all states
are shown in Figure [Ja. As the error contributions for
different states can vary by more than two orders of mag-
nitude, we have chosen to depict them on a logarithmic
scale. Moreover, comparing with Figure [T] we see that

the error contributions correlate with the magnitudes of
the free energy differences between neighboring states.
The fact that different states’ error contributions differ by
orders of magnitudes suggests that the error in alchemi-
cal free energy simulations may be dominated by a few
states. Authoritatively establishing this hypothesis would
require further investigation over many alchemical sim-
ulations in a variety of settings. However, if similar phe-
nomena do hold generically for other alchemical simu-
lations, it may be possible to use error estimates to tune
simulation parameters to achieve dramatic reductions in
the error of MBAR estimates. Indeed, concurrent work
that attempts to allocate sampling for alchemical simula-
tions on the fly>> suggests that better allocation of com-
putational resources can substantially reduce the error in
alchemical free energy simulations.

To further examine the source of the errors in our sim-
ulation, we attempt to disentangle the effect of the dy-
namics used to sample the state from effects inherent
to the state definition. Recalling the definition of the
integrated autocorrelation time in (TI)) and combining
it with (32), we can further write the integrated auto-
covariance of each state as a product of the integrated
autocorrelation time and a sampler-independent factor,
namely, var{{;}. In Figure 2b we plot both of the er-
ror components on a log scale: the logarithm of a state’s
total contribution is a sum of the two curves. Our re-
sults show that capturing both the sampler-independent
component of the error and the integrated autocorrela-
tion time are important for estimating the total error
contribution. Indeed, previous work has typically fo-
cused on optimizing the state parameters using solely
thermodynamic properties; for instance, 36/ and |37/ for
instance, used information-geometric distances between
states. However, our results suggest that to fully capture
all sources of error, such approaches must also take into
account kinetic effects from the specific choice of sam-
pler used. This corrobates previous work® which has
observed that the thermodynamical optimal choice of al-
chemical states may not be optimal in practice due to
the resulting states having exceedingly large correlation-
times.

B. Umbrella Sampling Simulation of the Alanine
Dipeptide

We also applied the error estimator to a two-
dimensional umbrella sampling simulation of the ala-
nine dipeptide (N-acetyl-alanyl-N’-methylamide) in vac-
uum. We performed 15 independent umbrella sampling
calculations for the free energy as a function of the ¢
and v dihedral angles. Simulations were run at 300 K
using GROMACS version 2019.4*" with harmonic re-
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FIG. 3. Free energy as a function of the ¢ and y dihedral an-
gles (measured in degrees) of the alanine dipeptide. The scale
bar indicates free energy values in kcal/mol, and the contour
spacing is 2 kcal/mol.

straints applied to ¢ and y using the PLUMED 2.5.3
software packagem. The molecule was represented by
the AMBER force field with bonds to hydrogen atoms
constrained by the LINCS algorith. The force con-
stant for the harmonic restraints was 0.0018 kcal mol !
degree 2, which corresponds to a Gaussian bias func-
tion with a standard deviation of 18° in the absence
of the molecular potential. We partitioned each dihe-
dral angle into 30 intervals and placed the centers of
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the harmonic restraints at the centers of the cells of the
resulting 30 x 30 grid; the resulting grid ranged from
(—=171°,—171°) to (171°,171°). Each state was sampled
independently using the velocity Langevin dynamics in-
tegrator in GROMACS with a time step of 2 fs and a time
constant of 0.1 ps. Each state was equilibrated for 40 ps
and then sampled for 10 ms, with ¢ and y values output
every 0.4 ps.

We used the MBAR equations to calculate the free en-
ergy as a function of ¢ and y and, for each trial, the
free energy difference between the C7,x and Creq basins.
We obtain the latter from the logarithm of the ratio of
averages of two indicator functions. The C7,4 basin is
defined as the region in the ¢ y-space enclosed by a cir-
cle of radius 10° centered at (65°, —40°). The C7q basin
is similarly defined by the circle of radius 10° centered
at (—75°,50°).

In Table |l we give our estimate of the error in the free
energy difference evaluated as the asymptotic standard
deviation (square root of the asymptotic error), as evalu-
ated by (52)), with VPhi given by (@9). For comparison,
we also give an estimate of the standard deviation calcu-
lated over 15 identical replicates. Our error estimate un-
derestimates the true error by a factor of three, which we
attribute to the difficulty in estimating the autocorrelation
time accurately in the states. Comparing the plots of the
integrated autocorrelation times in Figure ¢ and the er-
ror contributions in Figure [l to the free energy surface
in Figure 3] we see that the error estimate is dominated
by states in high-free energy regions that have long au-
tocorrelation times. These states are located in regions
where the alanine dipeptide is highly contorted, causing
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FIG. 4. Analysis of the estimated error in the free energy difference between the C7,x and Creq basins of the alanine dipeptide,
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for the asymptotic variance. States removed from the dataset are indicated in gray. (c) Integrated autocorrelation times of &; for the
free energy estimate using every state. (d) Variance of &; for the free energy estimate using every state.

the free energy to increase sharply and complicating the
task of sampling. For instance, states near free energy
maxima can be bifurcated by a steep peak in the free en-
ergy. Sampling the state requires rare barrier-crossing
events resulting in long autocorrelation times.

The fact that these states contribute considerably to
our error estimate confirms the intuition that sampling
unphysical regions can pollute free energy estimates. In-
deed, this intuition has been the basis of a previous adap-
tive umbrella sampling algorithm@]. To validate this idea,
we removed several high-free energy states and recalcu-
lated both the estimate of the asymptotic error in the free
energy difference as well as the standard deviation over
the 15 replicates. We give the results in Table[l]and plot
the resulting error contributions in Figure @b with the re-
moved states marked in gray. We see that the free energy
estimate with high-free energy states filtered out has a
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lower error by a factor of three, despite the decrease in
the amount of data. While we leave a systematic proce-
dure for removing states for future work, our preliminary
results, along with our earlier work on the Eigenvector
Method for Umbrella Sampling and its applicationm,
demonstrate that our error estimates have the potential to
improve the error of umbrella sampling and other multi-
state methods.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We derive a central limit theorem for estimates of
both the normalization constants and function averages
of the MBAR estimator. The central limit theorem allows
us to devise a computational procedure for estimating



TABLE 1. Asymptotic standard deviation of the free energy between the C7,x and C7¢q basins of the alanine dipeptide compared
with the standard deviation over 15 independent simulations. The top row uses all states in the data set, while the bottom row uses

insight from the error estimator to remove problematic states.

States Used

Estimated Asymptotic SD

SD over Replicates

(kcal/mol) (kcal/mol)
All 0.0308 +0.0063 0.1125
Curated 0.0100+£0.0001 0.0377

the asymptotic error for arbitrary observables calculated
through MBAR. In particular, it allows us to estimate the
asymptotic error in free energy calculations. Notably, if
states are sampled independently, the analytical expres-
sion of the total asymptotic error takes the form of a sum
of contributions from all states. This enables us to trace
how error in individual Markov chains contribute to the
total error. Moreover, unlike previous error estimators,
our approach explicitly accounts for the effects of corre-
lation within each sampled trajectory.

We demonstrate the error estimator for an alchemi-
cal calculation of the solvation free energy of methane
and a two-dimensional umbrella sampling calculation of
the free energy of rearrangement of the alanine dipep-
tide. In both cases, the asymptotic error estimates agree
reasonably well with the true error over all replicates.
Moreover, for both our alchemical calculation and the
umbrella sampling calculation we observe that the dif-
ferences in the error contribution between states corre-
lates strongly with the autocorrelation time of the asso-
ciated states. For instance, for our umbrella sampling
calculation, we observe that the error contributions are
dominated by states in high-free energy regions in which
dynamical variables decorrelate slowly. Upon the re-
moval of those states, we see a significant error reduc-
tion. These results highlight the importance of error
analysis that accounts for correlation in a sampled trajec-
tory. We hope to investigate adaptive sampling strategies
based on our error estimates in future work.
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Supplement for Understanding the Sources of Error in MBAR through Asymptotic Analysis

S1. DERIVATION OF THE ASYMPTOTIC VARIANCE OF MBAR

We prove that the MBAR estimator is asymptotically normal, and we give a convenient formula for the asymptotic
variance. Our argument is based on the work of [19 Our contribution is to fill in details missing from Geyer’s
manuscript and to correct errors. Most importantly, the formula for the asymptotic variance of observable averages
(g) is not correct in the Geyer’s manuscript.

A. The Maximum (Pseudo)likelihood Perspective

Following [19, we first introduce the MBAR estimate as the maximizer of a pseudolikelihood. We introduce the
(absolute) free energy,

n;j = —log(c;)
Define for any y € RL,
L
Tnix (X, ¥) = Z Kigr (x) exp(vx), and (S1)
k=1
Kjq;(x) exp(y;)
iy == (S2)
p]( y) ﬂ;mix(-x,y)
We can then define the pseudolikelihood
1 &Y :
In(y) = N Z logp;(X/,y)

based on a formal similarity with a logistic regression model. The MBAR estimating equation for 7] is equivalent with
the first order optimality condition

Vin() =0 (83)

for this pseudolikelihood. We refer to!213122L for more explanation of this perspective and for detailed derivations.
Here, we merely observe that if samples are collected IID in each state then Iy is the likelihood of the data given a
particular value y of the free energy. We note that this is not true for other sampling strategies where the samples are
not IID, but one can still use @I) to estimate 1) even in that case. When written in maximum likelihood form and in
terms of the variable 1, the estimating equations have a very convenient structure. In particular, /y is concave and the
Fisher information V2[y is a generator matrix. We will exploit aspects of this structure below.

Observe that Iy is unchanged if one adds a constant to y, so (S3) determines 7} only up to an additive constant.
Indeed, we chose to work with estimates of the relative free energies, which obey the constraint

aoly
Pl
I
=]

(54)

k=1

With this particular constraint, f is not exactly an estimator of 7, since we may have lele n;j # 0. Instead, f converges
to

L
f=n-Y m
=1



We note that this arbitrary normalization of the free energies does not cause difficulties, since the MBAR formulas for
observable averages are unchanged if one adds a constant to f and only free energy differences are important for most
applications.

When the constraint @]) is imposed, one can show that if the matrix

1Y
Mij=—Y qi(X/)
Nj t=1

is irreducible, then (S3) determines a unique f, cf.Theorem 1 in Ref. 19 and Theorem 1.1 in Ref. 21l Moreover,
if Mij = (qi); is 1rredu01ble then (a) with probablhty one M is irreducible for sufficiently large N (cf.Theorem 1 in

Ref. |19/ or Proposition 1.1 in Ref.[21)) and (b) F % £ (cf.Theorem 1 in Ref.[19). When M;; = i = {gi); is irreducible, we
say that the densities g1, ..., gz are inseparable. We will assume inseparability throughout the remainder of this work:

Assumption S1.1. We assume that the densities qi, . ..,qy are inseparable, i.e.the matrix M;; = (g;) j is irreducible.

Once estimates of the free energies f have been constructed, averages of observables are estimated in terms of
quantities of the form

L Ni
f) = S5
k;] ; thvf) ( )

for some functions wy,...,wy, as explained in the text.

B. Outline of Proof of Asymptotic Normality

We will prove asymptotic normality of (f,@(f)). To do so, it is expedient to define the function F : RF x RM —
R x RM by

F(y,z) = (Vin(y),z— ®(y)),

where @(y) is defined by but with y in place of f. Under Assumption (f,@(f)) is the unique root of F for
N sufficiently large. We will proceed as follows: First, we show that for any fixed (y,z) € RX x RM, a LLN and CLT
hold for F (y,z), so

F(y,2) S F(y,2)
and
VN(F(y,2) = F(3.2)) % N(0,A(y,2))

for some limiting value F(y,z) and covariance matrix A(y,z). Second, we compute a Taylor expansion of roughly the
form

F(.f’(b(f)) _F(f7 (D) = _F(fv (D) = F/(f,(i))((f,(b(f» - (f’ (1))) + higher order terms,

where @ is the limiting value of @(f) defined in (STT). Third, we derive a matrix " that acts as a generalized inverse
for F/ in the Taylor expansion, which gives

~TF(f,0) = (f,®(f)) — (f,®) + higher order terms.

We show that T" converges almost surely to a limit I', and we give an explicit formula for I". Finally, we conclude by
Slutsky’s theorem and the CLT for F(y,z) that

VN((F,®(F)) - (f,®)) = —TVN(F(f, ) — F(f, )) + higher order terms 5 N(0,TA(f, ®)I").



C. Derivatives of Iy and @

The proof outlined above requires the Taylor expansion of F' at (f,®). We begin by computing the derivatives of
Iy and also some upper bounds on derivatives that we will use to estimate higher order terms in our expansion. We
observe that

Ipj(xy) 9 Kgj(x)exp(y;)
dyi Iy Yk Kiqr(x) exp(yr)
=pi(x,y) (8 — pi(x,y)).

Therefore,
ALe L&
5 =K—-—= Pz ,y
a)’l kz’ltz’ !
v . J-xTi 12, SoXEY (1 =pi(XEy)  ifl=m
9y19Ym NZk:lthlpl(tha)’)Pm(thvy) if { #m.

Moreover, one sees immediately from the analogous formula for third derivatives (and using 0 < p;(x,y) < 1) that

‘ dly

_— <2. S6
8y18yma}’p (y)‘ = ( )

This will allow us to control the error terms of the Taylor expansion.
We also require derivatives of the @;’s. Define for any y € RE,

1 L NK le
o)=Ly y Vi)
N =12 Tomix (X y)
‘We have
AT S TS
W= N =ni(Xy),
(9)’1 ) Nk;ltzzl nmix(X[k7 ) t
0@ 1 N, Wl‘(Xk)
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Note that the second order partial derivatives are bounded independently of N:

’ ad),' W,'(x) ’
3)’13ym Tlmix x7y) .

(y)’ < 2max (S7)

X

To control the error terms in our Taylor approximation, we will assume that the right hand side of is bounded
uniformly in x for fixed y.

Assumption S1.2. For any y € RE, there exists C(y) > 0 so that

wi(x)

max
Tomix (X,Y)

X

‘ <C(y)

foralli=1,... .M.



We expect Assumption [ST.2] to hold in practice for both umbrella sampling and alchemical calculations. First,
consider umbrella sampling, where w; = g;q for some observables g; and g, = yq for some biasing functions ;.
Typically, the observables are bounded, so for some D > 0,

lgi(x)| <D (S8)
forallxandi=1,...,M. In addition, we may assume that for some E > 0,
’1 <E (S9)
Yevi(x) | —

for all x. We note that (S9) holds if the biasing functions y; are a partition of unity and also in the other cases considered
in[14!and?. I (S8) and (S9) hold, then Assumption holds with

 DE
ming exp(yi)

C(y)

In the alchemical case, if we are only interested in a free energy difference, then Assumption [ST.2]is irrelevant since
we need only estimate z;/z.. If we also want the averages of an observable g over the densities g;, then we choose
w; = gq; and Assumption holds with

ma,Jg(x)]
C(y) = 28]
0) = Sincexp ()

assuming that g is bounded.

D. Ergodicity and the Central Limit Theorem for

Observe that for any fixed y € RE, Iy(y), @(y), and their derivatives are all linear combinations of ergodic averages
of fixed functions over the processes X;. We assume that these ergodic averages converge as N — oo.

Assumption S1.3. For any bounded measurable g : R" — R™, we have

where X is a random variable with density proportional 10 T (-, f).

If x; = N;/N is independent of N, Assumption holds as long as each of the chains th is ergodic. (In fact, it
is enough that limsupy_,., k; > 0 for all i. We will not discuss this more general possibility, but see the assumptions
made in Ref? and Ref2L)

Observe that for any fixed y € RE, p;(x,y) is a bounded and measurable function of x. Therefore, by Assump-
h

tion and the formulas derived in Section | for any fixed y € RL,
alN as, o
Tfl(}’) — Gi(y) =k —E[pi(X,y)],
. (S10)
Oy _ () a5, g () = d B =pXoy))]ifL=m
aflafm " E[PI(va)Pm(va)] lfl#mv



where X is a random variable with density proportional to Tyx (-, f). Similarly,

Iy a.s. o Wi(X)
) 425 dwaly) ~ [me,yﬂ ,

where again X is a random variable with density proportional to yix (-, f). It follows that
F(y,z) = F(,2) = (G(y),z— 0(y)).
We also assume that a central limit theorem holds.
Assumption S1.4. For any fixed (y,z) € RF x RM,
VN(F(.2) = F(5.2)) 5 N(0,A(3,2))
for some covariance matrix A(y,z) € RETM)>(LAM)

Assumption is a consequence of assumption (39) in the main text. When assumption (39) holds, A(f, ®) is the
same as the matrix A defined in the main text in the statement of Theorem IV.1.

E. The Linearization of F and its Generalized Inverse

We will transform the central limit theorem for F to a central limit theorem for (f, @(f)) by applying a generalized
inverse of the linearization of F at (f,®) . The basic idea is very similar to the delta method. In this subsection, we
derive the appropriate linearization and generalized inverse.

Define
v=(f,0(f)) and v = (f, 0).
We have
F(0)—F(v)=—F(v)==(F(v)=F(v)) = B(7—v),
where

B= /;OF’(SV—F(I —s)v)ds.

(Here, we use that F(7) = F(v) = 0.) We will demonstrate the existence of a generalized inverse I" of B so that
[B(v—v)=v—v,

and we will show that I converges almost surely to a certain matrix I
To devise the right T, we first observe that

o Vle(y) 0
Fona)= <—%‘f,’(y,2) 1)'

Here, V2Iy(y) € REXE denotes the Hessian matrix of Iy, %—‘;’ € RM*L with (%—‘;’) = ag’—;’?, and I € RM*M g the
ij j

identity matrix.



We observe that for any value of x,
—V2Iy(y) =1-P(y),

where P is the symmetric, stochastic matrix

N, .
By = L1 N I P XED (1 —pu(Xfy)) il =m
% é:lZt:k1P1(sz7)’)Pm(X,k,y) lfl#m

That is, —V2Iy(y) is a generator matrix. To see that P(y) is indeed stochastic, first observe that

Pi(y) >

)

AR

since we have p;(x,y)(1 — p;(x,y)) < % for all x,y,1, and so the diagonal entries are positive. The off-diagonal entries
are nonnegative since p;(x,y) > 0 for all x,y,/, and the rows sum to one since ¥; p;(x,y) = 1 for all x,y. When the g;’s
are inseparable, under Assumption P(x) is irreducible for sufficiently large N. Moreover, P(y) is aperiodic since
its diagonal is positive.

Now let

H:= /1 Viy(sf+(1—s)f)ds=0Q—1I,
5s=0

where
1
Q:= /:OP(Sf-i-(l —5)f)ds.

Note that Q is stochastic, and that it inherits symmetry, irreducibility, and aperiodicity from P. Tt follows from sym-
metry and irreducibility that L~'1 is the unique invariant distribution of Q, and therefore by Theorem 5.5 in [42] the
group inverse H* of H exists and is given by

A* =L7211 + (A —L7211) 7L (S12)
The group inverse is a particular type of generalized inverse similar to the Moore-Penrose inverse. (In fact, the group
inverse of H is the same as its Moore-Penrose inverse. We prefer to call it the group inverse since we will use the
results of Meyer*? on group inverses of generator matrices.) The group inverse is characterized by the properties
AR#—A'A, A*AA* = A*, and AAYA = A.
We refer to 26/ and |42/ for details. For future reference, we also note that by Theorem 2.2 in 42, we have

H*A =1-L711". (S13)

We will use A* as a building block of our generalized inverse I'. We have

B:/;OF’(sH(l—S)V)dSZ (CZ} (I)>’

where



We define

- 2 0
I= (—dwf‘]# 1)'

_ A* 0\ /H 0 I-L7211' 0
I'B= P ac] I =\ 7 —2q ¢ .
—dwH"™ T) \dw I dw(I—L~=11") I

Observe that by (ST3),

Therefore, since

by the constraint (S4), we have

[B(i—v)=7v—w (S14)

Equation (ST4) is one of the desired properties of I'. We will now show in addition that

— as . H(f)# 0
F%Ff<dMﬂMMﬁ#J' (S15)

First, we show that
H = H(f). (S16)
We have

Hlm =h +h2>

where

[t dly ~ dly
hy = /Szom(str(lfs)f)f 3y19ym(f)ds’ and

oy
aylaym

2 (f)-
Using the uniform bounds on third derivatives of the likelihood (S6)),
| < 2Lm]flx\fk = fil,
and therefore
h £ 0,
since as discussed above we have £ 5 f by the results of Geyer!®. By (ST0),
hy & H(f).
Thus, (ST6) holds. A similar argument using (S7) and (STI)) shows that

dw % dw(f, o).



To complete the proof that T' % T, consider formula (ST2) for A*. The right hand side
L7211 + (A - L211") !

of is continuous as a function of H over an open neighborhood of any H so that the inverse exists, since the
matrix inverse is a continuous function on a neighborhood of any nonsingular matrix. In particular, it is continuous
at H(f), since H(f) is stochastic, symmetric, irreducible, and aperiodic by the same argument that shows that H has
these properties. It follows that

A S L7201 + (H(f) — L2110 L = H(f)*,
hence
r5r.

Combining the results of the previous sections yields the following theorem.

Theorem S1.5. Under Assumptions[ST.1|[ST.2] [ST.3| and|ST.4} we have

VNE—v) L N(0,TAW)T). (S17)

Proof. By the results of Section[STE]

—IVN(F(v)—F(v)) = VN(i—v),

and the result follows from Slutsky’s theorem and the CLT for F(v). O

F. A Simple Expression for "

The matrix I" can be further simplified by observing that

Hyp(f) == 6mE[pi(X, )] + E[pi(X, f) pm (X, f)]
L L

=8 Y xp(f) [ pu(e i)+ Y exp(5) [ pilo F)pm(x. i)
i=1 i=1

8 Yexp(f) [ AP s S oy [ d@)expli)
== dm L exelfi) [ 5 exp(f) O Y P | o o)

— Smaqi(x)exp(fi)  qu(x)exp(fi) N L o)
B /(ZjCIj(X)EXP(fj) quk(x)exp(fk)pm( ’f)) <;%( )e p(fz))d

~— [ @@ exp(fi) = pulx. () exp(f) dx
== [ ) exp(fdx+ [ pulrfai(x) exp(i)dx

K
= B+ 2 / (6, )1 (x)dx,

pm(x, f)qi(x)dx




where the final line follows from the fact that g;(x)/c; is a probability density and consequently integrates to one.
Similarly, we have that

o = F st 2D

- q1(x) exp(f1) 3 exp( f)a: (x x
/( J 19;(x exp(f;)) <Z§IQJ(X)CXp(fj)> (; p(fi)ai( ))d
) / ( 145 exp(f )) q1(x) exp(f;)dx
J jX ]

- / ( 16]WE())(2XP(]")> ql(x) eXp(fl)dx
/ J j

S2. DATA-DRIVEN ESTIMATES OF THE ASYMPTOTIC VARIANCE

Here, we cover in more detail the derivation of our expressions for the asymptotic variance of MBAR estimates
from trajectory autocorrelations. We consider two cases: the case where each state is sampled independently of all
the other states with its own Markov chain (as in many Umbrella sampling and Alchemical Simulation calculations),
and the case where all states are sampled together using a single joint Markov chain (as in Parallel Tempering and
Hamiltonian Replica Exchange).

A. Independent Sampling of States

As observed in the main text, if states are sampled independently then Z”” is nonzero if and only if / = m. We can
therefore write

L+M L+M
(VO (v)FAT'Vo(v)), = Y Z Vcb T()ij k&% (T VO))im
k

J=1

||Mt~

L

+

M L+M

)L:vqﬂ ,ﬂq(cov{éj<x/,v>,ék<x/,v>}+2§eov{< V)&l )})(rTV¢<v>>km

~.
I

M=

L

1 &k
+M L+M

Kl( { Z V(I) F Ugj(thaV)’ Z (FTvq)(V))kmgk(thav)}

k

.\
I
—_

oo L+M L+M
+2 Z COV{ Z (VcDTF(V))ij'éj(XllaV)v Z (FTVQ)( ))kmék( t+1V )})

7=1 j=1 k
Z(cov{ ), xm(X] }—l—ZZcov{x,( Y (X, ,H)}> (S13)

which recovers equation 52 in the main text.

B. Joint Sampling of States

Alternatively, we can consider the case where, for a given ¢, the X/’s are collected jointly for all i from a single
Markov chain. By definition we then have the same number of points in every state and k; = (1/L) for all i. We then



write

(Vo' (v)TAT Vo (v) i ; V@Tr(v)),»j(l JL)ER(TTVS ()i

-
ﬁMh

~.

i ;gi l,xz(cov{sxx V&) b+

=

Mh

1
+2icov{ (X! v), & (X" v })(FTVCD(V))kn
L+M L L+M
—(1/L)(COV{Z 1(VCI)T (V)i X/, v), 21 Y (FTV‘P(V))kmék(Xth)}
1 j= m=1 k

oo L+M L L+M
+ZZCOV{Z Y (VOIT(1);&(X v), Y Y (T Vo)) u&(XIm, )})
m=1 k

=1 I=1 j=1

-

L L
%(XD), Y aa(X) }+2Zcov{2x1 x). ¥ x X,’L)}) (S19)

m= m=1

—_
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