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Abstract

Posterior sampling is a task of central importance in Bayesian inference. For many
applications in Bayesian meta-analysis and Bayesian transfer learning, the prior dis-
tribution is unknown and needs to be estimated from samples. In practice, the prior
distribution can be high-dimensional, adding to the difficulty of efficient posterior
inference. In this paper, we propose a novel Markov chain Monte Carlo algorithm,
which we term graph-enabled MCMC, for posterior sampling with unknown and po-
tentially high-dimensional prior distributions. The algorithm is based on constructing
a geometric graph from prior samples and subsequently uses the graph structure to
guide the transition of the Markov chain. Through extensive theoretical and nu-
merical studies, we demonstrate that our graph-enabled MCMC algorithm provides
reliable approximation to the posterior distribution and is highly computationally
efficient.
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1 Introduction

The posterior distribution is a central object in Bayesian inference. Denoting by θ ∈ Θ ⊆ Rd

the parameter, and assuming that the prior distribution admits a density π(θ), the posterior

density is given by

π(θ|X) =
π(θ)L(θ|X)

p(X)
, ∀θ ∈ Θ,

where X = (X1, X2, · · · , Xn) is the observed data, L(θ|X) is the likelihood function, and

p(X) =

∫
Θ

π(θ)L(θ|X)dθ (1)

is the evidence. Oftentimes, the evidence p(X) cannot be evaluated in closed form, and

it can be very costly to numerically compute the integral in (1). The situation is particu-

larly challenging when the parameter space Θ is high-dimensional, making exact posterior

inference intractable. To resolve this difficulty, a commonly used method is to resort to ob-

taining approximate samples from the posterior distribution through Markov chain Monte

Carlo (MCMC) algorithms and make inferences based on such samples (see e.g. Liu and

Liu (2001); Brooks et al. (2011); Shahbaba et al. (2014)).

The above procedure applies to the ideal case where the prior density π(θ) is known

in exact form. In practice, however, there are many scenarios where the prior distribution

is unknown and needs to be estimated from samples. For example, if we use the prior

distribution to summarize historical data, oftentimes only posterior draws from Bayesian

analysis of such data are available. As another example, when several research teams work

on the same scientific problem, it is often beneficial to use posterior draws from previous

studies to form a new prior for the current study; in such scenarios, concrete covariate

and response data from previous studies are often unavailable, and even when such data

are available, it would be computationally costly to directly use such data to retrain a

2



new posterior distribution. In Section 1.1, we present a motivating example on opioid use

disorder data that belongs to the latter scenario. We also discuss the connections of the

current problem to Bayesian meta-analysis and Bayesian transfer learning in Section 1.3.

In order to handle the unknown prior distribution, we consider the intuitive approach

of using the kernel density estimate (KDE; see e.g. Rosenblatt (1956); Parzen (1962);

Gramacki (2018)) based on prior samples to build an approximation to the posterior dis-

tribution. Denoting by θ
(0)
1 , θ

(0)
2 , · · · , θ(0)B ∈ Rd the B prior samples that are available to us,

we propose to estimate the prior density π(θ) by the kernel density estimate

π̂KDE(θ) :=
1

Bhd

B∑
i=1

K

(
θ − θ

(0)
i

h

)
(2)

and build the following approximation to the true posterior π(θ|X):

π̂(θ|X) ∝

(
1

Bhd

B∑
i=1

K

(
θ − θ

(0)
i

h

))
L(θ|X), (3)

where K(·) is a kernel on Rd and h > 0 is the kernel bandwidth (see Section 2.2 for

details). We note that the flexibility offered by the nonparametric KDE is crucial for reliably

estimating the posterior distribution, especially when the prior distribution is complex and

multimodal. For instance, in Experiment I of Section 4, we consider posterior inference

with an unknown Gaussian mixture prior distribution. Figure 1 compares the contour

of the true posterior with the contours of approximate posteriors based on KDE (middle

panel) and Gaussian estimate (estimating the prior by a Gaussian distribution; right panel)

in this experiment; additional information on prior samples and the likelihood is presented

in the left panel. As can be seen from this figure, the approximate posterior based on KDE

closely matches the true posterior, while the one based on Gaussian estimate is significantly

biased (in particular, note the shift of the posterior mode).

A direct approach based on the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm for sampling from the

approximate posterior (3) is described in Section 1.2. One drawback of this approach is
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Figure 1: Prior samples and approximate posteriors

the computational cost, which scales up quickly in high-dimensional settings. To efficiently

sample from (3), we introduce a novel MCMC algorithm that we term the “graph-enabled

MCMC”. A salient feature of this algorithm is that it involves constructing a graph based

on the locations of the prior samples and subsequently uses the graph structure to guide

the transitions of the Markov chain. Through both theoretical analysis and numerical

experiments, we demonstrate that the graph-enabled MCMC not only enables us to build

a reliable approximation to the true posterior, but is also computationally much more

efficient than alternative approaches.

1.1 Motivating example: estimating opioid use disorder epidemic

using data from multiple sources

Opioid use disorder (OUD) has been prevalent in the United States for decades, raising

ever-increasing concerns (Blanco and Volkow (2019); Strang et al. (2020)). Deaths by

opioid overdose usually occur in individuals with OUD, making it crucial to estimate the

prevalence of OUD for effective surveillance and treatment of opioid overdose. However,

determining the prevalence of OUD, particularly the prevalence of “untreated” OUD, is
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challenging when relying solely on public record data. Collecting alternative data is also

difficult due to the stigma associated with OUD.

Recently, Doogan et al. (2022) carried out a study on the prevalence of OUD in the state

of Ohio. Using linked health record data, they were able to derive a Bayesian model for

estimating the prevalence of OUD among the Ohio population. Specifically, they proposed

a regression model to estimate the overdose fatality risk for untreated OUD individuals in

Ohio, and inferred the OUD prevalence using a multiplier method.

In this subsection, we briefly discuss an ongoing project in leveraging the fatal overdose

data in the state of New York to infer the proportion of individuals with untreated OUD

in this region. Different from Ohio, linked data are not available to carry out the same

modeling strategy. Given the previous Ohio study in Doogan et al. (2022), it would be

desirable to integrate the information from that study into our current study on OUD in

New York. However, due to laws and regulations, data availability differs from state to

state. Moreover, data cannot be easily shared between different states for the sake of data

privacy and security. For these reasons, in the current study, we do not have access to the

data used in the Ohio study but their model estimates.

Concretely, we adopt the following statistical model for fatal overdose in Ohio and New

York. For each individual i with untreated OUD, we use yi ∈ {0, 1} to indicate whether

this individual dies (yi = 1) or not (yi = 0). The characteristics of this individual, such as

the individual’s age, sex, and county of residence, is recorded as a d-dimensional feature

vector xi = (xi1, xi2, · · · , xid)
⊺. Given xi, the conditional distribution of yi is assumed to

be yi|xi
ind∼ Bernoulli

(
ex

⊤
i β
/(

1 + ex
⊤
i β
))

, where β ∈ Rd is the model parameter. The Ohio

study produces posterior draws of β ∈ Rd using an uninformative prior and the data from

Ohio. Taking the Ohio study as the reference study, the New York study (current study)
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receives these posterior draws and uses them as prior information. The resulting posterior

in New York would successfully incorporate the information from the reference study into

the current study.

In later parts of this paper, we show that our proposed graph-enabled MCMC algorithm

offers a highly computationally efficient approach to tackle this challenge. In particular,

a numerical experiment motivated by the current example with d ∈ {2, 6, 10} is presented

in Section 4, where we use the graph-enabled MCMC to estimate the New York posterior

with informative prior as described above. In Figure 2, we compare this estimated posterior

with the New York posterior with uninformative prior (i.e. without using the information

in the Ohio study; see Section 4 for details). We also present the posterior samples from the

Ohio study. We observe that the New York posterior with informative prior interpolates

between the New York posterior with uninformative prior and the Ohio posterior samples,

which shows that the New York posterior with informative prior successfully integrates the

information from the Ohio study into the current New York study.
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Figure 2: Ohio posterior samples and New York posteriors
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1.2 Metropolis random walk with Gaussian proposal

A common approach for drawing samples from intractable posterior distributions is the

Metropolis-Hastings algorithm (see e.g. Metropolis et al. (1953); Diaconis and Saloff-Coste

(1995)). In our context of an unknown prior distribution, we may consider a Metropolis

random walk with Gaussian proposal for sampling from the approximate posterior distri-

bution π̂(θ|X) in (3). The algorithm depends on two tuning parameters σp, h > 0, and can

be described as follows.

Metropolis random walk with Gaussian proposal. The random walk starts from

θ0 uniformly picked from {θ(0)1 , θ
(0)
2 , · · · , θ(0)B }, and each step of the walk is given as follows.

Suppose that the current state of the random walk is θt. We sample ϵt ∼ N (0, σ2
pId) (where

Id is the d× d identity matrix), and take θ′t = θt + ϵt. Then we compute the kernel density

estimate of π(θt) and π(θ′t) by

π̂KDE(θt) =
1

Bhd

B∑
i=1

K

(
θt − θ

(0)
i

h

)
, π̂KDE(θ

′
t) =

1

Bhd

B∑
i=1

K

(
θ′t − θ

(0)
i

h

)
.

The acceptance probability is MHt = min
{

π̂KDE(θ
′
t)L(θ

′
t|X)

π̂KDE(θt)L(θt|X)
, 1
}
. With probability MHt, the

new state is θt+1 = θ′t; with probability 1 − MHt, the new state is θt+1 = θt. It can be

verified that the stationary distribution of this Metropolis random walk is given by π̂(θ|X).

Note that each iteration of the Metropolis random walk requires passing through all the

B prior samples and performing 2B kernel evaluations. In high dimensions, a large value

of B is often needed to ensure accurate posterior approximation, and the computational

cost of the current approach can be prohibitive. In Sections 3 and 4, we show that the

graph-enabled MCMC is computationally much more efficient than the current approach.
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1.3 Bayesian meta-analysis and Bayesian transfer learning

The case study presented in Section 1.1 forms an example of Bayesian meta-analysis.

Broadly speaking, meta-analysis refers to a statistical analysis that combines the results of

several studies (Borenstein et al. (2021); Zreik et al. (2010)). Bayesian methods, with the

advantage of providing uncertainty quantification for parameters, is readily applicable to

meta-analysis. In Bayesian meta-analysis, one can treat the posterior distribution from pre-

vious studies as a prior for the current study and combine this prior with the current data

set to form a new posterior (see e.g. Wurpts et al. (2021); Schmid and Mengersen (2013);

Kim et al. (2018)). As discussed above, in practice, it is usually the posterior draws rather

than the exact posterior distribution that are available to us. Thus the graph-enabled

MCMC algorithm provides an efficient tool for handling posterior inference in Bayesian

meta-analysis.

The previous case study can also be put in the context of Bayesian transfer learning.

In transfer learning, one has a source domain and a target domain, and the data distri-

butions in these two domains differ (e.g. covariate shift or posterior shift). The goal is

to leverage data in the source domain to enhance inference and prediction in the target

domain. Recently, several methods have been introduced for performing transfer learning

within the Bayesian framework (see e.g. Gönen and Margolin (2014); Karbalayghareh et al.

(2018); Chandra and Kapoor (2020); Shwartz-Ziv et al. (2022)). Comprehensive surveys on

Bayesian transfer learning can be found in Xuan et al. (2021); Suder et al. (2023). In our

case study, we can view the reference study as the source domain and the current study as

the target domain. We expect that our algorithm can be adapted to handle distributional

shifts and perform transfer learning, and plan to explore these aspects in future works.
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1.4 Organization of the paper

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we formulate the problem

setup and introduce the graph-enabled MCMC algorithm. Theoretical and computational

properties of the algorithm, including validity of posterior approximation, explicit mixing

time upper bounds, and computational complexity, are presented in Section 3. In Section 4,

we evaluate the empirical performance of the algorithm through two numerical experiments.

An application to a real data set on human behavior studies is presented in Section 5.

Section 6 is devoted to the conclusions and the discussion of a practical extension for

handling prior-likelihood distributional gaps.

2 Graph-enabled MCMC sampling

In this section, we introduce the graph-enabled MCMC algorithm. We introduce some

notations and formulate the general problem setup in Section 2.1. Then in Section 2.2, we

introduce two versions of the graph-enabled MCMC algorithm. The stationary distributions

of the two MCMC algorithms are derived in Section 2.3. Finally, in Section 2.4, we describe

an extension of the graph-enabled MCMC algorithm to the practical scenario where the

parameters in the reference and current studies are only partially overlapping.

2.1 Notations and problem setup

Let Θ ⊆ Rd be the parameter space, where d is a positive integer, and let X be the sample

space. We assume a prior distribution on Θ with density π(·), and the parameter θ ∈ Θ is

drawn from this prior distribution. Given θ, the observations X1, X2, · · · , Xn ∈ X are gen-

erated i.i.d. from a distribution f(·|θ) (assumed to be known). Let X := (X1, X2, · · · , Xn).
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Thus the likelihood function is L(θ|X) :=
∏n

i=1 f(Xi|θ) and the posterior distribution is

π(θ|X) ∝ π(θ)L(θ|X) = π(θ)
∏n

i=1 f(Xi|θ).

As discussed in the Introduction, there are many practical scenarios where the exact

form of the prior density π(·) is not available to us. Instead, what we have about the

prior is a series of i.i.d. samples θ
(0)
1 , θ

(0)
2 , · · · , θ(0)B drawn from π(·). Hereafter, we denote

Θ0 := {θ(0)1 , θ
(0)
2 , · · · , θ(0)B }. Our goal is to develop an algorithm for approximately sampling

from the posterior π(·|X) based on Θ0 and X.

2.2 Graph-enabled MCMC algorithm

In this subsection, we describe the graph-enabled MCMC algorithm for approximately

sampling from the posterior distribution π(·|X) based on Θ0 andX. The algorithm depends

on the following parameters: the number of prior samples, B; the number of nearest

neighbors used to construct the graph, k ∈ N∗; the probability of proposing to restart the

random walk on the graph from a uniformly chosen vertex, ρ ∈ (0, 1); a kernel on Rd, K(·),

satisfying
∫
Rd K(u)du = 1 and K(u) ≥ 0,∀u ∈ Rd; the kernel bandwidth, h > 0; and the

number of posterior draws that we wish to obtain, N . An example of K(u) is the Gaussian

density:

K(u) = (2π)−d/2 exp(−∥u∥2/2), ∀u ∈ Rd. (4)

The first step of the algorithm involves constructing an undirected graph Gk with vertex

set Θ0 and edge set Ek. We describe the construction as follows. Hereafter, we denote

[m] := {1, · · · ,m} for any positive integer m. For any i ∈ [B], we denote by Nk(θ
(0)
i )

the set of k nodes in Θ0\{θ(0)i } that are closest in Euclidean distance to θ
(0)
i . For any

two distinct nodes θ
(0)
i , θ

(0)
j ∈ Θ0 (where i, j ∈ [B]), we connect them with an edge (i.e.

{θ(0)i , θ
(0)
j } ∈ Ek) if θ

(0)
i ∈ Nk(θ

(0)
j ) or θ

(0)
j ∈ Nk(θ

(0)
i ). For any i ∈ [B], we denote by Dk(θ

(0)
i )
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the degree of the node θ
(0)
i in the graph Gk.

For the remaining procedures, we propose two alternatives, resulting in two versions of

the algorithm. The first version, which we term “graph-enabled discretized MCMC”, is a

kernel smoothed version of a random walk on the graph Gk and is simpler to implement.

The second version, termed “graph-enabled MCMC”, is a graph-assisted random walk in

the continuous space. As the actual posterior resides in a continuous space, this version

provides a more accurate approximation to the true posterior (see Section 2.3 for details).

In the following, we describe the two alternatives separately. For any θ(0) ∈ Θ0, we let

pθ(0),h(·) be the distribution on Rd given by

pθ(0),h(θ) =
1

hd
K

(
θ − θ(0)

h

)
, ∀θ ∈ Rd. (5)

Algorithm I: graph-enabled discretized MCMC We pick a node θ
(0)
(0) uniformly at

random from Θ0. Sequentially for each t ∈ [N ], assuming that θ
(0)
(t−1) has been determined,

we do the following:

1. With probability ρ, we draw αt uniformly from Θ0; with probability 1− ρ, we draw

αt uniformly from the neighbors of θ
(0)
(t−1) in the graph Gk.

2. Compute the acceptance probability

MHt = min


ρ
B
+ 1−ρ

Dk(αt)
1{θ(0)

(t−1)
,αt}∈Ek

ρ
B
+ 1−ρ

Dk(θ
(0)
(t−1)

)
1{θ(0)

(t−1)
,αt}∈Ek

· L(αt|X)

L(θ
(0)
(t−1)|X)

, 1

 .

With probability MHt, we let θ
(0)
(t) = αt; with probability 1−MHt, we let θ

(0)
(t) = θ

(0)
(t−1).

Thus we obtain {θ(0)(t) }Nt=1. For each t ∈ [N ], we draw θ
(1)
t from the distribution p

θ
(0)
(t)

,h
(·) (see

(5)). Our desired samples are {θ(1)t }Nt=1.
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Algorithm II: graph-enabled MCMC We define a Markov chain on Θ0 × Rd. We

pick a node θ
(0)
(0) uniformly at random from Θ0 and draw θ

(1)
0 from the distribution p

θ
(0)
(0)

,h
(·).

Sequentially for each t ∈ [N ], assuming that θ
(0)
(t−1) and θ

(1)
t−1 have been determined, we do

the following:

1. With probability ρ, we draw αt uniformly from Θ0; with probability 1− ρ, we draw

αt uniformly from the neighbors of θ
(0)
(t−1) in the graph Gk.

2. We draw α̃t from the distribution pαt,h(·).

3. Compute the acceptance probability

MHt = min


ρ
B
+ 1−ρ

Dk(αt)
1{θ(0)

(t−1)
,αt}∈Ek

ρ
B
+ 1−ρ

Dk(θ
(0)
(t−1)

)
1{θ(0)

(t−1)
,αt}∈Ek

· L(α̃t|X)

L(θ
(1)
t−1|X)

, 1

 . (6)

With probability MHt, we let θ
(0)
(t) = αt and θ

(1)
t = α̃t; with probability 1 −MHt, we

let θ
(0)
(t) = θ

(0)
(t−1) and θ

(1)
t = θ

(1)
t−1.

Our desired samples are {θ(1)t }Nt=1. The entire algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Graph-enabled MCMC

1: To initialize, construct the graph Gk.

2: t← 0, draw θ
(0)
(t) uniformly from Θ0 and θ

(1)
t from the distribution p

θ
(0)
(t)

,h
(·).

3: for t = 1, 2, · · · , N do

4: With probability ρ, draw αt uniformly from Θ0; otherwise draw αt uniformly from

the neighbors of θ
(0)
(t−1) in Gk. Then draw α̃t from the distribution pαt,h(·).

5: Compute MHt using (6), and accept the move from (θ
(0)
(t−1), θ

(1)
t−1) to (αt, α̃t) with

probability MHt.

6: end for
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2.3 Stationary distribution of the graph-enabled MCMC

In this subsection, we describe the stationary distributions of the two versions of the graph-

enabled MCMC algorithm. We have the following two propositions.

Proposition 2.1. The stationary distribution of θ
(1)
t in the graph-enabled discretized MCMC

(Algorithm I) is

π̃(θ|X) ∝ 1

Bhd

B∑
i=1

K

(
θ − θ

(0)
i

h

)
L(θ

(0)
i |X), ∀θ ∈ Rd. (7)

Proof. Based on the theory of the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm, the stationary distribu-

tion of θ
(0)
(t) on Θ0 is proportional to L(θ

(0)
(t) |X). As θ

(1)
t is drawn from p

θ
(0)
(t)

,h
(·), the stationary

distribution of θ
(1)
t is given by (7).

Proposition 2.2. The stationary distribution of θ
(1)
t in the graph-enabled MCMC (Algo-

rithm II) is

π̂(θ|X) ∝

(
1

Bhd

B∑
i=1

K

(
θ − θ

(0)
i

h

))
L(θ|X), ∀θ ∈ Rd. (8)

Proof. Based on the theory of the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm, the stationary distribu-

tion of (θ
(0)
(t) , θ

(1)
t ) on Θ0×Rd is proportional to h−dK

(
(θ

(1)
t − θ

(0)
(t) )/h

)
L(θ

(1)
t |X). We obtain

the conclusion by marginalizing out θ
(0)
(t) ∈ Θ0.

From the two propositions above, we note that the second and more complicated version

of the algorithm provides a more accurate approximation to the true posterior. Theoretical

guarantees on the validity of the algorithm for posterior approximation will be presented

in Section 3.1.

13



2.4 Extension to partially overlapping parameters across differ-

ent studies

Quite often in practice, different research teams can develop different kinds of models to

address the same scientific problem. This can lead to distinct sets of parameters across

such studies. In this subsection, we describe an extension of our graph-enabled MCMC

algorithm for such scenarios.

For notational simplicity, we consider the case of two studies. We denote by (θS, θC) the

set of parameters for the reference study and (θT , θC) the set of parameters for the current

study, where θC ∈ Rd consists of parameters that are shared across the two studies and

θS ∈ Rd1 , θT ∈ Rd2 are parameters unique to each study. As in Section 2.1, we denote the

observations by X = (X1, X2, · · · , Xn) and the posterior draws from the reference study

by Θ0 = {θ(0)1 , θ
(0)
2 , · · · , θ(0)B }. We also assume a prior distribution πT (·) for θT .

We adapt the graph-enabled MCMC algorithm to the current setup as follows. In

addition to the parameters introduced in Section 2.2, the algorithm depends on an extra

parameter σ > 0. For each i ∈ [B], we write θ
(0)
i = (θ

(0)
i,S , θ

(0)
i,C). We keep the shared

parameters Θ0,C := {θ(0)1,C , · · · , θ
(0)
B,C}. Then we construct a graph Gk with vertex set Θ0,C

following a similar procedure as in Section 2.2. We pick θ
(0)
(0),C uniformly from Θ0,C and

draw θ
(1)
0,C from the distribution p

θ
(0)
(0),C

,h
(·) (see (5)). We also select an arbitrary initial value

θ
(1)
0,T ∈ Rd2 . Sequentially for each t ∈ [N ], assuming that θ

(0)
(t−1),C , θ

(1)
t−1,C , θ

(1)
t−1,T have been

determined, we do the following:

1. With probability ρ, we draw αt,C uniformly from Θ0,C ; with probability 1 − ρ, we

draw αt,C uniformly from the neighbors of θ
(0)
(t−1),C in the graph Gk. Then we draw

α̃t,C from the distribution pαt,C ,h(·).
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2. We sample ϵt ∼ N (0, σ2Id2), and take α̃t,T = θ
(1)
t−1,T + ϵt.

3. Compute the acceptance probability

MHt = min


ρ
B
+ 1−ρ

Dk(αt,C)
1{θ(0)

(t−1),C
,αt,C}∈Ek

ρ
B
+ 1−ρ

Dk(θ
(0)
(t−1),C

)
1{θ(0)

(t−1),C
,αt,C}∈Ek

· L((α̃t,T , α̃t,C)|X)

L((θ
(1)
t−1,T , θ

(1)
t−1,C)|X)

· πT (α̃t,T )

πT (θ
(1)
t−1,T )

, 1

 .

With probability MHt, we let θ
(0)
(t),C = αt,C , θ

(1)
t,C = α̃t,C , and θ

(1)
t,T = α̃t,T ; with proba-

bility 1−MHt, we let θ
(0)
(t),C = θ

(0)
(t−1),C , θ

(1)
t,C = θ

(1)
t−1,C , and θ

(1)
t,T = θ

(1)
t−1,T .

Let θ
(1)
t := (θ

(1)
t,T , θ

(1)
t,C) for each t ∈ [N ]. Our desired samples are {θ(1)t }Nt=1.

We have the following proposition on the stationary distribution of the generalized

algorithm. The proof of this proposition is similar to that of Proposition 2.2.

Proposition 2.3. The stationary distribution of θ
(1)
t in the preceding algorithm is

π̂(θ|X) ∝ πT (θT )

(
1

Bhd

B∑
i=1

K

(
θC − θ

(0)
i,C

h

))
L(θ|X), ∀θ = (θT , θC) ∈ Rd+d2 .

3 Theoretical and computational properties

In this section, we establish theoretical and computational properties of the graph-enabled

MCMC algorithm introduced in Section 2.2. In Section 3.1, we show that the station-

ary distributions of both versions of the algorithm closely approximate the true posterior

distribution under mild conditions. Then we provide explicit mixing time upper bounds

for both versions of the algorithm in Section 3.2, which demonstrate that the algorithm is

rapidly mixing in practical scenarios. Finally, in Section 3.3, we analyze the computational

complexity of the algorithm and compare it with that of the Metropolis random walk.

Throughout this section, we assume a given set of observations X, and relevant expec-

tations and probabilities are with respect to the randomness in {θ(0)i }Bi=1. We also assume

that the parameter space Θ = Rd and
∫
Rd π(θ)L(θ|X)dθ ∈ (0,∞) (note that the latter is

necessary for the posterior density to exist).
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3.1 Validity of posterior approximation

In this subsection, we show that the stationary distributions of both versions of the graph-

enabled MCMC algorithm (π̃(θ|X) and π̂(θ|X); see Section 2.3) provide close approxima-

tions to the true posterior π(θ|X) under mild conditions. The following theorem establishes

the consistency of π̂(θ|X) in estimating π(θ|X) in the asymptotic regime where B → ∞,

h→ 0, and Bhd →∞.

Theorem 3.1. Assume that supθ∈Rd L(θ|X) < ∞. Additionally, assume that h → 0 and

Bhd →∞ as B →∞. Then we have limB→∞ E
[∫

Rd |π̂(θ|X)− π(θ|X)|dθ
]
= 0.

Proof. Recall the definition of π̂KDE(θ) from (2). We note that for any θ ∈ Rd,

|π̂(θ|X)− π(θ|X)| =
∣∣∣∣ π̂KDE(θ)L(θ|X)∫

Rd π̂KDE(τ)L(τ |X)dτ
− π(θ)L(θ|X)∫

Rd π(τ)L(τ |X)dτ

∣∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣ π̂KDE(θ)L(θ|X)∫
Rd π̂KDE(τ)L(τ |X)dτ

− π̂KDE(θ)L(θ|X)∫
Rd π(τ)L(τ |X)dτ

∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣ π̂KDE(θ)L(θ|X)∫
Rd π(τ)L(τ |X)dτ

− π(θ)L(θ|X)∫
Rd π(τ)L(τ |X)dτ

∣∣∣∣
≤

π̂KDE(θ)L(θ|X)
∫
Rd |π̂KDE(τ)− π(τ)|L(τ |X)dτ∫

Rd π̂KDE(τ)L(τ |X)dτ
∫
Rd π(τ)L(τ |X)dτ

+
|π̂KDE(θ)− π(θ)|L(θ|X)∫

Rd π(τ)L(τ |X)dτ
.

Hence ∫
Rd

|π̂(θ|X)− π(θ|X)|dθ ≤
2
∫
Rd |π̂KDE(θ)− π(θ)|L(θ|X)dθ∫

Rd π(θ)L(θ|X)dθ

≤ 2 supθ∈Rd L(θ|X)∫
Rd π(θ)L(θ|X)dθ

∫
Rd

|π̂KDE(θ)− π(θ)|dθ. (9)

By (Devroye and Lugosi, 2001, Theorem 9.2), limB→∞ E
[∫

Rd |π̂KDE(θ)− π(θ)|dθ
]
= 0.

Noting (9), we conclude that as B →∞,

E
[∫

Rd

|π̂(θ|X)− π(θ|X)|dθ
]
≤ 2 supθ∈Rd L(θ|X)∫

Rd π(θ)L(θ|X)dθ
E
[∫

Rd

|π̂KDE(θ)− π(θ)|dθ
]
→ 0.

The following theorem shows that π̃(θ|X) is close to π̂(θ|X) under additional regularity

assumptions. We defer the proof to Section A.1 of the supplementary material.

16



Theorem 3.2. Assume that supθ∈Rd L(θ|X) < ∞,
∫
Rd K(u)∥u∥2du < ∞, and L(θ|X) is

M-Lipschitz as a function of θ ∈ Rd (where M is a fixed positive constant). Additionally,

assume that B →∞ and h→ 0. Then
∫
Rd |π̃(θ|X)− π̂(θ|X)|dθ p−→ 0.

3.2 Mixing time analysis

For MCMC algorithms, determining the number of iterations required for the Markov chain

to approach stationarity is crucial. This initial period, known as the “burn-in” phase, is

typically characterized by the total variation mixing time (Levin and Peres (2017)). For the

graph-enabled discretized MCMC (Algorithm I), we denote by P t
d the distribution of θ

(0)
(t)

for each t ∈ N, and denote by πd the stationary distribution of θ
(0)
(t) . For the graph-enabled

MCMC (Algorithm II), we denote by P t
c the distribution of (θ

(0)
(t) , θ

(1)
t ) for each t ∈ N, and

denote by πc the stationary distribution of (θ
(0)
(t) , θ

(1)
t ). For any ϵ ∈ (0, 1), the ϵ-mixing times

of the two algorithms are respectively defined as

tmix,d(ϵ) := min
{
t ∈ N : ∥P t

d − πd∥TV ≤ ϵ
}
, tmix,c(ϵ) := min

{
t ∈ N : ∥P t

c − πc∥TV ≤ ϵ
}
,

where ∥ · ∥TV is the total variation distance. Theorems 3.3 and 3.4 below establish explicit

mixing time upper bounds for both algorithms.

Theorem 3.3. Assume that maxi∈[B] L(θ
(0)
i |X) ∈ (0,∞). For any ϵ ∈ (0, 1), we have

tmix,d(ϵ) ≤

⌈
maxi∈[B] L(θ

(0)
i |X)

ρB−1
∑B

i=1 L(θ
(0)
i |X)

log(ϵ−1)

⌉
.

Theorem 3.4. Recall the definition of π̂KDE(θ) from (2). Assume that supθ∈Rd L(θ|X) <∞

and
∫
Rd π̂KDE(θ)L(θ|X)dθ > 0. For any ϵ ∈ (0, 1), we have

tmix,c(ϵ) ≤
⌈

supθ∈Rd L(θ|X)

ρ
∫
Rd π̂KDE(θ)L(θ|X)dθ

log(ϵ−1)

⌉
.
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In view of the analysis in Section 3.1, when B → ∞ and h → 0 such that Bhd → ∞,

the mixing time upper bound in Theorem 3.4 is upper bounded by

supθ∈Rd L(θ|X)

ρ
∫
Rd π(θ)L(θ|X)dθ

log(ϵ−1) + 2 (10)

with high probability. When B →∞, the same conclusion holds for the mixing time upper

bound in Theorem 3.3. Note that (10) is independent of B and h, which implies rapid

mixing of both algorithms in many practical scenarios. We will further illustrate this point

numerically in Section 4.5.

The proofs of Theorems 3.3 and 3.4 are based on the Doeblin condition. We present

the proof of Theorem 3.4 below, and defer the proof of Theorem 3.3 to Section A.2 of the

supplementary material.

Proof of Theorem 3.4. We denote by Pc(·, ·) the transition kernel of the Markov chain

(θ
(0)
(t) , θ

(1)
t ), t ∈ N in the graph-enabled MCMC. For any θ

(0)
i , θ

(0)
j ∈ Θ0 (where i, j ∈ [B]),

θ ∈ Rd, and Borel measurable set A ⊆ Rd,

Pc((θ
(0)
i , θ), {θ(0)j } × A)

≥
∫
A

(
ρ

B
+

1− ρ

Dk(θ
(0)
i )

1{θ(0)i ,θ
(0)
j }∈Ek

)
· 1
hd

K

(
θ′ − θ

(0)
j

h

)

·min


ρ
B
+ 1−ρ

Dk(θ
(0)
j )

1{θ(0)i ,θ
(0)
j }∈Ek

ρ
B
+ 1−ρ

Dk(θ
(0)
i )

1{θ(0)i ,θ
(0)
j }∈Ek

· L(θ
′|X)

L(θ|X)
, 1

 dθ′

=

∫
A

min

{(
ρ

B
+

1− ρ

Dk(θ
(0)
j )

1{θ(0)i ,θ
(0)
j }∈Ek

)
· L(θ

′|X)

L(θ|X)
,
ρ

B
+

1− ρ

Dk(θ
(0)
i )

1{θ(0)i ,θ
(0)
j }∈Ek

}

· 1
hd

K

(
θ′ − θ

(0)
j

h

)
dθ′ ≥ ρ

Bhd

∫
A

K

(
θ′ − θ

(0)
j

h

)
min

{
L(θ′|X)

L(θ|X)
, 1

}
dθ′.

By the proof of Proposition 2.2,

πc({θ(0)j } × A) =

∫
A

1
hdK

(
θ′−θ

(0)
j

h

)
L(θ′|X)dθ′

∑B
ℓ=1

∫
Rd

1
hdK

(
γ−θ

(0)
ℓ

h

)
L(γ|X)dγ

=

1
Bhd

∫
A
K

(
θ′−θ

(0)
j

h

)
L(θ′|X)dθ′∫

Rd π̂KDE(γ)L(γ|X)dγ
.

18



Hence for any i, j ∈ [B], θ ∈ Rd, and Borel measurable set A ⊆ Rd,

Pc((θ
(0)
i , θ), {θ(0)j } × A) ≥

ρ
∫
Rd π̂KDE(γ)L(γ|X)dγ

supγ∈Rd L(γ|X)
πc({θ(0)j } × A).

By this Doeblin condition (see e.g. Rosenthal (1995)),

∥P t
c − πc∥TV ≤

(
1−

ρ
∫
Rd π̂KDE(θ)L(θ|X)dθ

supθ∈Rd L(θ|X)

)t

, ∀t ∈ N,

from which the conclusion of the theorem follows.

3.3 Computational complexity and comparison with the Metropo-

lis random walk

In this subsection, we analyze the computational complexity of the graph-enabled MCMC

algorithm and compare it with the Metropolis random walk with Gaussian proposal.

For both versions of the graph-enabled MCMC algorithm, the construction of the graph

at the beginning requires order B2 distance evaluations. After constructing the graph, run-

ning one iteration of the Markov chain requires 2 likelihood evaluations and does not require

any kernel evaluation. In contrast, the Metropolis random walk with Gaussian proposal re-

quires 2 likelihood evaluations and 2B kernel evaluations (note that the computational cost

for one kernel evaluation grows with the dimension d) for each iteration. Therefore, when

B or d is large, the graph-enabled MCMC algorithm requires substantially less amount

of computation than the Metropolis random walk for each iteration. In Section 4.6, we

further demonstrate this point numerically.
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4 Numerical experiments

In this section, we evaluate the empirical performance of the graph-enabled MCMC (Algo-

rithm II) introduced in Section 2 through two numerical experiments. The first experiment

is an illustrative example on posterior inference with Gaussian mixture prior distribution

when the exact prior distribution is unknown. The second experiment focuses on posterior

inference on synthetic data sets motivated by the OUD study in Section 1.1.

4.1 Experimental setup

In this subsection, we describe the setup of the two numerical experiments.

4.1.1 Experiment I

The first experiment (referred to as “Experiment I” hereafter) focuses on posterior inference

with Gaussian mixture prior distribution. Let σ, τ > 0 and µ1, µ2, µ3 ∈ Rd, where d is the

dimension of the parameter. We assume that the true parameter θ ∈ Rd is drawn from

a Gaussian mixture prior 1
3

∑3
k=1N (µk, σ

2Id). Given θ, the observations X1, X2, · · · , Xn

are drawn i.i.d. from N (θ, τ 2Id). We denote X := (X1, · · · , Xn) hereafter. Besides the

observations X, we also assume that B draws from the prior distribution – denoted by

θ
(0)
1 , θ

(0)
2 , · · · , θ(0)B – are available to us. Our aim is to perform posterior inference based

on the observations and the prior samples, without knowing the true prior distribution (in

particular, we know the value of τ but do not know the values of σ, µ1, µ2, µ3).

In the numerical simulations, we take d = 2, σ = 1, τ = 2, µ1 = (4, 0), µ2 = (−4, 0),

µ3 = (0, 4), B = 100, and n = 10.
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4.1.2 Experiment II

The second experiment (referred to as “Experiment II” hereafter) concerns synthetic OUD

data sets inspired by the case study in Section 1.1. The concrete setup can be described

as follows. Let µ0, µ1, µ2 ∈ Rd and let Σ0,Σ1,Σ2 be d × d positive definite matrices. We

denote by β ∈ Rd the parameter. We assume the following statistical model for the two

populations of individuals with untreated OUD from the states of Ohio and New York:

• Population 1 (Ohio data): The observations are {(xi, yi)}mi=1, where xi ∈ Rd

denotes the characteristics of the ith individual from Ohio and yi ∈ {0, 1} indicates

whether that individual dies (yi = 1) or not (yi = 0). For each i ∈ [m], we assume that

xi ∼ N (µ1,Σ1) and yi|xi ∼ Bernoulli
(
ex

⊤
i β
/(

1 + ex
⊤
i β
))

. We denote X := {xi}mi=1

and y := {yi}mi=1.

• Population 2 (New York data): The observations are {(x̃i, ỹi)}ni=1, where x̃i ∈ Rd

represents the characteristics of the ith individual from New York and ỹi ∈ {0, 1} is

an indicator variable interpreted similarly as in Population 1. For each i ∈ [n], we

assume that x̃i ∼ N (µ2,Σ2) and ỹi|x̃i ∼ Bernoulli
(
ex̃

⊤
i β
/(

1 + ex̃
⊤
i β
))

. We denote

X̃ := {x̃i}ni=1 and ỹ := {ỹi}ni=1.

We assume a Gaussian prior for the parameter: β ∼ N (µ0,Σ0). Given β, the observations

from the two populations are independently generated as above. We note the potential shift

in the covariate distributions (N (µ1,Σ1) and N (µ2,Σ2)) between the two populations.

As discussed in Section 1.1, the reference study is based on a Bayesian analysis of the

data (X,y) from Ohio. For any µ ∈ Rd and d× d positive definite matrix Σ, we denote by

ϕµ,Σ(·) the density of N (µ,Σ). The posterior distribution of β in the reference study is

π(β|X,y) ∝ ϕµ0,Σ0(β)
m∏
i=1

eyix
⊤
i β

1 + ex
⊤
i β

.
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We assume that B = 10000 samples β
(0)
1 , · · · , β(0)

B from the posterior π(β|X,y) are gener-

ated using MCMC (in our implementation, we use the rjags R package to generate the

MCMC samples; we run 40000 iterations and drop the first 30000 samples as burn-in). As

mentioned in Section 1.1, due to data availability and sharing issues, only these posterior

samples are available to us from the reference study.

For the current study, we focus on the posterior distribution of β using the data (X̃, ỹ)

from New York. There are two choices for the prior distribution: the uninformative prior

N (µ0,Σ0), or the informative prior π(β|X,y) based on the reference study. The informa-

tive prior results in a posterior that integrates the information from the reference study

into the current study. In this numerical experiment, we aim to generate samples from the

posterior distribution in the current study with informative prior. For comparison, we also

generate samples from the posterior distribution in the current study with uninformative

prior (implemented similarly to the reference study).

In the numerical simulations, we consider a range of dimensions d ∈ {2, 6, 10}. We

fix the other model parameters as m = n = 1500, µ0 = (0, · · · , 0), µ1 = (1, · · · , 1),

µ2 = (−1, · · · ,−1), and Σ0 = Σ1 = Σ2 = Id.

4.2 Comparison methods

In the numerical experiments, we compare the performance of the graph-enabled MCMC

with two alternative approaches. The first one, which we term “Gaussian MCMC”, esti-

mates the prior distribution by fitting a Gaussian distribution to the prior samples and

draws MCMC samples from the resulting approximate posterior. The second one is the

Metropolis random walk with Gaussian proposal described in Section 1.2.

We describe the algorithm parameters for the graph-enabled MCMC and the Metropolis
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random walk in the two numerical experiments as follows. For both experiments, we use

the Gaussian kernel (4). In Experiment I, for the graph-enabled MCMC, we take k = 10,

ρ = 0.5, and h = 1; for the Metropolis random walk, we take σp = 0.5 and h = 1. In

Experiment II, for the graph-enabled MCMC, we take k = ⌈
√
B⌉, ρ = 0.5, and h = 0.04;

for the Metropolis random walk, we take σp = 0.02 and h = 0.04. For both experiments,

we run each algorithm for 10000 iterations (dropping the first 5000 samples as burn-in)

and replicate for three times.

4.3 Evaluation metrics

In this subsection, we briefly describe the metrics that we use to evaluate the performance

of the graph-enabled MCMC and the alternative approaches discussed in Section 4.2. We

evaluate the performance of these algorithms in terms of the following three aspects: (1)

validity of posterior approximation; (2) mixing and statistical efficiency; (3) computational

complexity. The results on these aspects will be presented in Sections 4.4-4.6, respectively.

To assess the validity of the estimated posteriors constructed via MCMC samples, in

addition to the contour plots presented in Figures 1 and 2, we present the 2-Wasserstein

distance between the true and estimated posteriors (see e.g. (Villani, 2009, Chapter 6) for

background on the 2-Wasserstein distance). To examine the mixing behavior of MCMC al-

gorithms, we display several MCMC convergence diagnostics, including traceplots, Gelman-

Rubin convergence diagnostics (Gelman and Rubin (1992); Brooks and Gelman (1998)),

and autocorrelation plots; to examine the statistical efficiency, we compute the effective

sample size for each algorithm. To compare the computational efficiency of the algorithms,

we examine the computation time per iteration for each algorithm.
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4.4 Results on validity of posterior approximation

In Table 1, we display the 2-Wasserstein distance between the true and estimated posteriors

in Experiment I (we approximate the true posterior via samples from a Metropolis sampler

using the exact prior information and average the results over 3 replications). We observe

that the estimated posteriors using the graph-enabled MCMC and the Metropolis random

walk both approximate the true posterior well with similar accuracy; in comparison, the

estimated posterior obtained by Gaussian MCMC has a substantially larger 2-Wasserstein

distance to the true posterior. Combining this with our observation from Figure 1 in the

Introduction, we conclude that both the graph-enabled MCMC and the Metropolis random

walk give valid approximations to the true posterior, while the approximate posterior con-

structed by Gaussian MCMC is not reliable. Further evidence in favor of the graph-enabled

MCMC and the Metropolis random walk is presented in Figure 8 of the supplementary ma-

terial, where we display contour plots and boxplots for the true and estimated posteriors.

Method
Graph-enabled

MCMC

Metropolis

random walk

Gaussian

MCMC

2-Wasserstein distance 0.13 0.13 0.27

Table 1: 2-Wasserstein distance between the true and estimated posteriors: Experiment I

We also present the 2-Wasserstein distance between the true and estimated posteriors in

Experiment II in Table 2, which again demonstrates that both the graph-enabled MCMC

and the Metropolis random walk give reliable approximations to the true posterior.
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Method d = 2 d = 6 d = 10

Graph-enabled MCMC 0.020 0.060 0.16

Metropolis random walk 0.022 0.057 0.15

Table 2: 2-Wasserstein distance between the true and estimated posteriors: Experiment II

4.5 Results on mixing and statistical efficiency

In this subsection, we display the mixing behavior and statistical efficiency of the graph-

enabled MCMC and the Metropolis random walk. In Figure 3, we present the Gelman-

Rubin-Brooks plots and the traceplots for Experiment I. From these plots, we observe

that both algorithms mix rapidly, and their mixing rates appear to be of similar order.

The corresponding plots for Experiment II are presented in the supplementary material

(Figures 9-11) and exhibit similar patterns. In Figure 4, we present the autocorrelation

plots for both experiments. From this figure, we observe that the graph-enabled MCMC has

smaller autocorrelation than the Metropolis random walk, which indicates better mixing

and statistical efficiency. In Table 3, we present the multivariate potential scale reduction

factors (MPSRF; see Brooks and Gelman (1998)) and the effective sample sizes (based

on the remaining 5000 samples after dropping the first 5000 samples as burn-in) for both

experiments. From this table, we observe that the MPSRF for both algorithms are very

close to 1, indicating that both algorithms are well-mixed after 10000 iterations; moreover,

the effective sample size for the graph-enabled MCMC is substantially larger than that for

the Metropolis random walk, which demonstrates the higher statistical efficiency of the

graph-enabled MCMC.
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Figure 3: MCMC convergence diagnostics in Experiment I
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(c) Experiment II: d = 6
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(d) Experiment II: d = 10

Figure 4: Autocorrelation plots

4.6 Results on computational complexity

In this subsection, we compare the computational efficiency of the graph-enabled MCMC

and the Metropolis random walk. In Table 4, we present the computation time per it-

eration in both experiments. We observe that the graph-enabled MCMC has much less
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Method Experiment I
Experiment II

d = 2 d = 6 d = 10

MPSRF
Graph 1.00 1.01 1.02 1.07

Metropolis 1.00 1.00 1.04 1.06

Effective sample

size for θ1/β1

Graph 686 339 189 179

Metropolis 464 121 111 56

Effective sample

size for θ2/β2

Graph 645 307 213 129

Metropolis 442 172 96 51

Table 3: MPSRF and effective sample size (Graph: graph-enabled MCMC; Metropolis:

Metropolis random walk): averaged over three replications

computational cost per iteration (more than 6 times faster) than the Metropolis random

walk.

Method Experiment I
Experiment II

d = 2 d = 6 d = 10

Graph-enabled MCMC 1.37 · 10−4 0.017 0.018 0.018

Metropolis random walk 1.05 · 10−3 0.11 0.11 0.11

Table 4: Computation time per iteration (unit: second): averaged over three replications

To further illustrate the dependence of the computation time of the graph-enabled

MCMC and the Metropolis random walk on B (the number of prior samples), we repeat

Experiment II with B ∈ {1000, 2500, 5000, 10000, 15000, 20000} and d = 6 (taking k =

⌈
√
B⌉ and fixing other parameters as before). In Figure 5, we plot the computation time per

iteration versus B for both algorithms. We observe that the computation time per iteration
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of the Metropolis random walk grows rapidly as B increases, while that of the graph-enabled

MCMC almost remains constant; for all the B values considered, the graph-enabled MCMC

has a substantially smaller computational cost than the Metropolis random walk. The

former observation is reminiscent of the discussion on computational complexity in Section

3.3 and makes the graph-enabled MCMC particularly desirable for practical applications

(as increasingly large values of B are needed to obtain a more accurate approximation to

the true posterior).
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Figure 5: Computation time per iteration (unit: second) versus B in Experiment II: d = 6,

averaged over three replications

Since the graph-enabled MCMC has similar or better mixing behavior and higher sta-

tistical efficiency compared to the Metropolis random walk (as demonstrated in Section

4.5), we conclude that the graph-enabled MCMC is computationally much more efficient

than the Metropolis random walk.

5 Application to a human behavior experimental study

In this section, we discuss an application of the graph-enabled MCMC algorithm to a hu-

man behavior experimental study from the Next Generation Social Science (NGS2) program

(Smith et al. (2023)). In this study, a research team led by scientists at Gallup investi-
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gated the influence of social networks in a public goods game (from economic game theory;

see Ledyard (1995)). In a public goods game, n players can choose whether to contribute

(“cooperate”) or not (“defect”) over a total of T sequential rounds. The contribution of a

player is split among the player’s neighbors in the (possibly evolving) social network. Each

player is assigned to one of four conditions determining the evolution of the social network

(see Smith et al. (2023) for details): (1) fixed links (the network is static); (2) random link

updating (after each round, the network is regenerated randomly); (3) viscous strategic

link updating (10% of subject pairs were randomly selected and a randomly selected actor

of each selected pair may change the link status of the pair); (4) fluid strategic link up-

dating (similar to (3) but with 30% of pairs selected; also referred to as “rapidly updating

networks”). If player i at round t chooses to cooperate, we let Yit = 1; otherwise we let

Yit = 0. Following the discussions in Smith et al. (2023), such decision can be modeled as

Yit
ind∼ Bernoulli(pit), log

(
pit

1− pit

)
= β1 + β2Xi + β3t+ β4Xit,

where Xi ∈ {0, 1} indicates whether the participant i is included in the rapidly updating

network condition. In addition to this study by the Gallup team, an earlier study conducted

by Rand et al. (2011) on the same scientific problem was also available to us. In the

following, we treat the earlier study by Rand et al. (2011) as the reference study and the

study conducted by the Gallup team as the current study. Relevant data are available at

https://github.com/gal-zz-lup/NGS2.

For both studies, we assume the following Gaussian prior on the parameters (as used

in Smith et al. (2023)): β1 ∼ N (0, 2.52), β2 ∼ N (0, 5.32), β3 ∼ N (0, 0.82), β4 ∼ N (0, 1),

where β1, β2, β3, β4 are assumed to be independent. For each study, we obtain B = 5000

posterior draws based on this prior and the corresponding data (using the rjags R package;

we run 20000 iterations and drop the first 15000 samples as burn-in). In Figure 6, we
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present a boxplot of the posterior draws for each of the two studies (we refer to these two

posteriors as “posterior in the reference study” and “posterior in the current study with

uninformative prior”). From the figure, we observe that the posterior distributions of β1

and β2 from the two studies appear to be quite different, while those of β3 and β4 are

relatively close. Motivated by this observation, we would like to integrate the valuable

information regarding β3 and β4 from the reference study into the current study to obtain

a more informative posterior, which could also benefit downstream inference and prediction

tasks. We refer to this posterior as “posterior in the current study with informative prior”.

To achieve this goal, we apply the generalized graph-enabled MCMC algorithm in Section

2.4 to the two studies, treating β3 and β4 as the shared parameters and taking the algorithm

parameters to be k = ⌈
√
B⌉, h = 0.01, σ = 0.05, ρ = 0.5. We run the algorithm for 100000

iterations and drop the first 50000 samples as burn-in.
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V
a

lu
e Current study with

 uninformative prior

Reference study

Figure 6: Boxplot of posterior draws in the reference study and the current study with

uninformative prior

In Figure 7, we compare the posterior distributions in the two studies. In panel (a),

we display posterior draws in the reference study as cyan dots and present contour plots

for posterior draws in the current study with uninformative prior (in blue) and informative

prior (in red). In panel (b), we present a boxplot of the resulting estimated posteriors.
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From the figure, we observe that the posterior in the current study with informative prior

interpolates between the posterior in the reference study and the posterior in the current

study with uninformative prior (in particular, note the shift in posterior mode between the

two contours), which indicates that the posterior in the current study with informative prior

successfully integrates the information from the reference study into the current study. We

also observe that the uncertainty in the posterior in the current study with informative prior

is substantially smaller than that with uninformative prior (with a narrower interquartile

range in the boxplot and a more concentrated contour), which further demonstrates the

importance of incorporating the valuable information from the reference study into the

current study.
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Figure 7: Comparison of posterior distributions

6 Discussion and conclusions

In this paper, we propose a graph-based MCMC algorithm that enables efficient sampling

from the posterior distribution when the prior distribution is unknown and needs to be

estimated from prior draws. The algorithm constructs a geometric graph based on prior

samples and leverages the graph structure to guide the transitions of the Markov chain.
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Through both theoretical and numerical studies, we show that our algorithm provides

reliable approximation to the true posterior and achieves substantially better computational

performance than alternative approaches.

In the following, we discuss an adaptation of the graph-enabled MCMC algorithm for

handling prior-likelihood distributional gaps. We expect this extension to further improve

the practical performance of our algorithm, and plan to report on its applications in future

works.

Adaptive algorithm for prior-likelihood distributional gaps. In practice, there can

be situations where the prior distribution and the likelihood function have almost disjoint

support. For example, this happens when the data generating mechanisms underlying the

pilot study and the realized experiment are substantially different. In such scenarios, it is

desirable to focus more on the likelihood function representing the current data. Here, we

propose an adaptive version of the graph-enabled MCMC algorithm that improves on the

robustness of the algorithm under such regimes.

We fix γ ∈ (0, 1), ϵ > 0, and introduce the weakly informative prior distribution

π̂γ,ϵ(θ) ∝
γ

Bhd

B∑
i=1

K

(
θ − θ

(0)
i

h

)
+ (1− γ)ϵ. (11)

Note that π̂γ,ϵ(·) is a linear combination of the kernel density estimate of the prior distri-

bution and the uninformative prior π0(θ) ∝ ϵ. Using π̂γ,ϵ(·) to approximate the true prior

distribution, we obtain the following approximate posterior distribution:

π̂γ,ϵ(θ|X) ∝

(
γ

Bhd

B∑
i=1

K

(
θ − θ

(0)
i

h

)
+ (1− γ)ϵ

)
L(θ|X)

=
B∑
i=1

γ

Bhd
K

(
θ − θ

(0)
i

h

)
L(θ|X) + (1− γ)ϵL(θ|X). (12)

We assume
∫
Rd L(θ|X)dθ < ∞. To sample from (12), we augment the set Θ0 with a

distinguished element ∆ to form Θ̃0 := Θ0 ∪ {∆}, and construct the graph Gk with vertex
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set Θ0 as in Section 2.2. We aim to jointly sample (α, θ) ∈ Θ̃0 × Rd from the density

Φγ,ϵ(α, θ) =


Z−1

γ,ϵ (1− γ)ϵL(θ|X) if α = ∆

Z−1
γ,ϵ

γ
BhdK

(
θ−α
h

)
L(θ|X) if α ∈ Θ0

(13)

with respect to the product of the counting measure on Θ̃0 and the Lebesgue measure on

Rd, where Zγ,ϵ is the normalizing constant. Note that the marginal density of θ under

the joint density Φγ,ϵ(·, ·) is exactly the approximate posterior (12). We have developed

an adaptation of the graph-enabled MCMC for sampling from (13) (and hence from (12)).

The details of this algorithm are presented in Section C of the supplementary material.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The code for reproducing numerical results in this paper is available at https://github.

com/cyzhong17/Graph-Enabled-MCMC. In the supplementary material, we present

the proofs of Theorems 3.2 and 3.3, additional figures from the numerical experiments

in Section 4, and the details of the adaptive algorithm for handling prior-likelihood

distributional gaps discussed in Section 6.
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Supplementary Material

A Proofs of Theorems 3.2 and 3.3

We present the proofs of Theorems 3.2 and 3.3 in Sections A.1 and A.2, respectively.

A.1 Proof of Theorem 3.2

We note that

|π̃(θ|X)− π̂(θ|X)| =

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑B

i=1K

(
θ−θ

(0)
i

h

)
L(θ

(0)
i |X)

hd
∑B

i=1 L(θ
(0)
i |X)

−

∑B
i=1 K

(
θ−θ

(0)
i

h

)
L(θ|X)

∑B
i=1

∫
Rd K

(
τ−θ

(0)
i

h

)
L(τ |X)dτ

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤
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(
θ−θ

(0)
i

h
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L(θ|X)

hd
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i=1 L(θ
(0)
i |X)

−
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(
θ−θ

(0)
i

h

)
L(θ|X)
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∫
Rd K

(
τ−θ

(0)
i

h

)
L(τ |X)dτ

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
+

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑B

i=1K

(
θ−θ

(0)
i

h

)
L(θ

(0)
i |X)

hd
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i=1 L(θ
(0)
i |X)

−
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i=1K

(
θ−θ

(0)
i

h

)
L(θ|X)

hd
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i=1 L(θ
(0)
i |X)
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≤
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(
θ−θ

(0)
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L(θ|X)

)(∑B
i=1

∫
Rd K

(
τ−θ

(0)
i

h

) ∣∣∣L(τ |X)− L(θ
(0)
i |X)
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(0)
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(0)
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(0)
i |X)

)(∑B
i=1

∫
Rd K

(
τ−θ

(0)
i

h

)
L(τ |X)dτ

)

+

M
∑B

i=1 K

(
θ−θ

(0)
i

h

)
∥θ − θ

(0)
i ∥2

hd
∑B

i=1 L(θ
(0)
i |X)

.

38



Hence

∫
Rd

|π̃(θ|X)− π̂(θ|X)|dθ ≤
2M

∑B
i=1

∫
Rd K

(
θ−θ

(0)
i

h

)
∥θ − θ

(0)
i ∥2dθ

hd
∑B

i=1 L(θ
(0)
i |X)

=
2Mh

∫
Rd K(u)∥u∥2du

B−1
∑B

i=1 L(θ
(0)
i |X)

.

By the law of large numbers, B−1
∑B

i=1 L(θ
(0)
i |X)

p−→
∫
Rd π(θ)L(θ|X)dθ ∈ (0,∞) as B →∞.

As h→ 0, we conclude that ∫
Rd

|π̃(θ|X)− π̂(θ|X)|dθ p−→ 0.

A.2 Proof of Theorem 3.3

We denote by Pd(·, ·) the transition matrix of the Markov chain θ
(0)
(t) , t ∈ N in the graph-

enabled discretized MCMC. For any θ
(0)
i , θ

(0)
j ∈ Θ0 (where i, j ∈ [B]),

Pd(θ
(0)
i , θ

(0)
j )

≥

(
ρ

B
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1− ρ

Dk(θ
(0)
i )

1{θ(0)i ,θ
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j }∈Ek

)
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ρ
B
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ρ
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= min
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1{θ(0)i ,θ
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·
L(θ

(0)
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,
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}
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B
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L(θ

(0)
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L(θ
(0)
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, 1

}
.

By the proof of Proposition 2.1,

πd(θ
(0)
j ) =

L(θ
(0)
j |X)∑B

ℓ=1 L(θ
(0)
ℓ |X)

.

Hence

Pd(θ
(0)
i , θ

(0)
j ) ≥ ρ

B
·
∑B

ℓ=1 L(θ
(0)
ℓ |X)

maxℓ∈[B] L(θ
(0)
ℓ |X)

πd(θ
(0)
j ), ∀i, j ∈ [B].

By this Doeblin condition,

∥P t
d − πd∥TV ≤

(
1− ρ

B
·
∑B

ℓ=1 L(θ
(0)
ℓ |X)

maxℓ∈[B] L(θ
(0)
ℓ |X)

)t

, ∀t ∈ N,

from which the conclusion of the theorem follows.
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B Additional figures from the numerical experiments

In this section, we present additional figures from the numerical experiments in Section 4

of the paper. In Figure 8, we present contour plots and boxplots for the true and estimated

posteriors (by the graph-enabled MCMC and the Metropolis random walk) in Experiment

I, where the true posterior is approximated via samples from a Metropolis sampler using

the exact prior information.
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Figure 8: True and estimated posteriors in Experiment I

In Figures 9-11, we present MCMC convergence diagnostics (including Gelman-Rubin-

Brooks plot, traceplot, and autocorrelation plot) in Experiment II.
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Figure 9: MCMC convergence diagnostics: Experiment II, d = 2
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Figure 10: MCMC convergence diagnostics: Experiment II, d = 6
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Figure 11: MCMC convergence diagnostics: Experiment II, d = 10
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C Details of the adaptive algorithm for prior-likelihood

distributional gaps

In this section, we provide the details of the adaptive algorithm for handling prior-likelihood

distributional gaps discussed in Section 6 of the paper.

We fix ρ′ ∈ (0, 1) and σ > 0. The algorithm is a Markov chain on Θ̃0 × Rd. Initially

(at step 0), we pick θ
(0)
(0) uniformly at random from Θ0, and draw θ

(1)
0 from the distribution

p
θ
(0)
(0)

,h
(·) (see equation (5) in the paper). For any t ∈ N∗, assuming that the state at step

t− 1 is (θ
(0)
(t−1), θ

(1)
t−1) ∈ Θ̃0 × Rd, the state at step t can be determined as follows:

• If θ
(0)
(t−1) ∈ Θ0:

– With probability ρ′, we do the following:

1. With probability ρ, we draw αt uniformly from Θ0; with probability 1− ρ,

we draw αt uniformly from the neighbors of θ
(0)
(t−1) in the graph Gk. Then

we draw α̃t from the distribution pαt,h(·).

2. Compute the acceptance probability

MHt = min


ρ
B
+ 1−ρ

Dk(αt)
1{θ(0)

(t−1)
,αt}∈Ek

ρ
B
+ 1−ρ

Dk(θ
(0)
(t−1)

)
1{θ(0)

(t−1)
,αt}∈Ek

· L(α̃t|X)

L(θ
(1)
t−1|X)

, 1

 .

With probability MHt, (θ
(0)
(t) , θ

(1)
t ) = (αt, α̃t); otherwise (θ

(0)
(t) , θ

(1)
t ) = (θ

(0)
(t−1), θ

(1)
t−1).

– With probability 1−ρ′, we do the following. Compute the acceptance probability

MHt = min


(1− γ)ϵhd

γK

(
θ
(1)
t−1−θ

(0)
(t−1)

h

) , 1

 .

With probability MHt, (θ
(0)
(t) , θ

(1)
t ) = (∆, θ

(1)
t−1); otherwise (θ

(0)
(t) , θ

(1)
t ) = (θ

(0)
(t−1), θ

(1)
t−1).

• If θ
(0)
(t−1) = ∆:
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– With probability ρ′, we do the following. Draw α̃t fromN (θ
(1)
t−1, σ

2), and compute

the acceptance probability

MHt = min

{
L(α̃t|X)

L(θ
(1)
t−1|X)

, 1

}
.

With probability MHt, (θ
(0)
(t) , θ

(1)
t ) = (∆, α̃t); otherwise (θ

(0)
(t) , θ

(1)
t ) = (θ

(0)
(t−1), θ

(1)
t−1).

– With probability 1 − ρ′, we do the following. Pick αt uniformly from Θ0, and

compute the acceptance probability

MHt = min


γK

(
θ
(1)
t−1−αt

h

)
(1− γ)ϵhd

, 1

 .

With probability MHt, (θ
(0)
(t) , θ

(1)
t ) = (αt, θ

(1)
t−1); otherwise (θ

(0)
(t) , θ

(1)
t ) = (θ

(0)
(t−1), θ

(1)
t−1).

It can be checked that the stationary distribution of (θ
(0)
(t) , θ

(1)
t ) is given by equation (13)

in the paper. Hence the stationary distribution of θ
(1)
t is given by

π̂γ,ϵ(θ|X) ∝

(
γ

Bhd

B∑
i=1

K

(
θ − θ

(0)
i

h

)
+ (1− γ)ϵ

)
L(θ|X).
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