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Controlling the asymptotic bias of the
unadjusted (Microcanonical) Hamiltonian and
Langevin Monte Carlo

Jakob Robnik*@®, and Uros Seljak*

Abstract. Hamiltonian and Langevin Monte Carlo (HMC and LMC) and their
Microcanonical counterparts (MCHMC and MCLMC) are current state of the art
algorithms for sampling in high dimensions. Their numerical discretization errors
are typically corrected by the Metropolis-Hastings (MH) accept/reject step. How-
ever, as the dimensionality of the problem increases, the stepsize (and therefore
efficiency) needs to decrease as d~'/* for second order integrators in order to main-
tain reasonable acceptance rate. The MH unadjusted methods, on the other hand,
do not suffer from this scaling, but the difficulty of controlling the asymptotic bias
has hindered the widespread adoption of these algorithms. For Gaussian targets,
we show that the asymptotic bias is upper bounded by the energy error variance
per dimension (EEVPD), independently of the dimensionality and of the param-
eters of the Gaussian. We numerically extend the analysis to the non-Gaussian
benchmark problems and demonstrate that most of these problems abide by the
same bias bound as the Gaussian targets. Controlling EEVPD, which is easy to
do, ensures control over the asymptotic bias. We propose an efficient algorithm
for tuning the stepsize, given the desired asymptotic bias, which enables usage of
unadjusted methods in a tuning-free way.

MSC2020 subject classifications: Primary 65P99.
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1 Introduction

Sampling represents a bottleneck for various scientific problems, ranging from quan-
tum chromodynamics and statistical physics to economics and Bayesian inference. The
necessity for samplers arises when computing expectation values of functions (f), =
[ p(z)f(z)dx, where f(x) is some function of the high dimensional parameters « and
p(x) = e £(®) /7 is a given probability density, with a possibly unknown normalization
constant Z. A general class of sampling models is Monte Carlo Markov Chain (MCMC).
Here, a Markov chain {;}?_; is designed such that after discarding a sufficient number
k of burn-in samples, distribution average (f), can be approximated by the time average
over the chain (f)yome = 25 > i f(xi). A gold standard algorithm in situations
with available gradient V£ () is Hamiltonian Monte Carlo [6, 17, 1], where the Markov
transition is determined by randomly drawing the velocity from a standard Gaussian,
u; ~ N(0,1), and then simulating the Hamiltonian dynamics with the Hamiltonian

*Physics Department, University of California, Berkeley, USA | jakob_ robnik@berkeley.edu
fLawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, Berkeley, USA , useljak@berkeley.edu

© 2024 International Society for Bayesian Analysis


https://bayesian.org/resources/bayesian-analysis/
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1929-526X
https://mathscinet.ams.org/mathscinet/msc/msc2020.html
mailto:jakob_robnik@berkeley.edu
mailto:useljak@berkeley.edu

2 Controlling the asymptotic bias

H(z,u) = i|u|?> + L(z). A related dynamics with similarly good sampling properties
is that of underdamped Langevin Monte Carlo [13], where the full velocity refreshment
is replaced by a partial refreshment w; ~ N (/1 — n?u;, n).

Generically, Hamiltonian dynamics cannot be simulated exactly, so a numerical in-
tegrator like leapfrog [13] is used to approximate it. The integrator’s error is typically
corrected by treating Hamiltonian dynamics simulation as a proposal in the Metropolis-
Hastings (MH) accept/reject step, with the acceptance probability min(1, e~%), where
E is the energy difference between the previous state and the generated proposal. Note
that the energy is a constant of motion for the exact Hamiltonian dynamics, so the
proposals are always accepted if the integration accuracy is sufficiently good. However,
generating good integration accuracy is computationally expensive, so a tradeoff needs
to be established, for example the optimal acceptance rate was shown to be 65% for
product targets [18]. Metropolis adjusted HMC is attractive because it has no asymp-
totic bias, meaning that the estimates (f)cnmc are asymptotically unbiased. Further-
more, users do not need to hand-tune the stepsize, which can instead be determined by
targeting the desired acceptance rate in a short prerun. However, acceptance rate can
only be on order one if the energy variance is also on the order one [18]. Therefore, as
the dimensionality of the problem increases, the stepsize (and therefore efficiency) needs
to decrease as d~'/%. In high dimensional problems, this is a prohibitive cost, that can
potentially be avoided by not doing the MH adjustment, while ensuring that the bias is
smaller than the variance. In practice, the effective sample size, which determines the
variance, is typically of order n.sy ~ 100 — 1000, implying that the squared bias must
be below 0.02 — 0.002 for the bias to be negligible.

In some fields with high dimensional configuration spaces, like Molecular Dynamics
(MD), the unadjusted methods are used almost exclusively, and the standard choice
is underdamped Langevin Monte Carlo (LMC). Domain knowledge and trial runs are
used to select an appropriate stepsize, which ensures a sufficiently small asymptotic
bias [13]. Another option is to run multiple chains with decreasing stepsize to show that
expectation values do not depend on the stepsize below some limit [4]. However, a more
efficient way of selecting the stepsize would be to select one which ensures a certain
predetermined level of asymptotic bias.

Another recently introduced class of algorithms is Microcanonical Hamiltonian Monte
Carlo (MCHMC) [21], which is a sampling algorithm that utilizes the fixed energy
Hamiltonian dynamics, as opposed to Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC) [6, 17], which
operates at different energy levels under the canonical distribution. MCHMC Hamilto-
nian function is chosen to ensure that the marginal of the microcanonical distribution
on the constant-energy-surface over the momentum variables matches the desired tar-
get distribution. MCHMC typically outperforms HMC in direct comparison tests [21].
In analogy to Langevin dynamics one can also consider partial velocity refreshments,
denoted MCLMC [22]. [21] numerically demonstrated that the asymptotic bias is re-
lated to the error in energy variance per dimension (EEVPD). It was found that the
relation between the asymptotic bias and EEVPD appears to depend only weakly on
the problem dimensionality, even for the non-Gaussian targets.
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In this work, we explore analytically the relation between EEVPD and the asymp-
totic bias for the Gaussian targets with leapfrog integrator. In section 3 we show that
both asymptotic Wasserstein distance error and covariance matrix error can be upper
bounded by EEVPD, independently of the parameters of the Gaussian and its dimen-
sionality. This relation can in turn be used to adaptively determine the stepsize. Such an
adaptation algorithm based on the energy error was proposed in [21]: estimate EEVPD
by running the dynamics for a certain number of steps, adjust the stepsize according
to the scaling of the energy error with the stepsize and repeat until convergence. This
method can be accelerated by adaptively changing the stepsize based on the current
best guess for the optimal stepsize, instead of waiting at a fixed stepsize to obtain
a satisfactory estimate of EEVPD. In general, some form of stochastic optimization
with vanishing adaptation [20, 18] is used in this setting, such as the dual averaging
algorithm in NUTS [9]. The convergence in these algorithms is achieved by the time
decaying weights. Since the stepsize tuning is usually performed during the unsteady
state of the burn-in, we argue that time-decaying weights are suboptimal, as was also
noted in [9]. Instead, we want the most recent samples to contribute the most to the
average. We present such an algorithm in Section 4. In Section 5 we derive the energy
error and the bias of the unadjusted MCHMC dynamics and compare it to HMC. In
Section 6 we numerically confirm the analytical results and examine the applicability
of the Gaussian upper bound to the non-Gaussian targets.

2 Setup

We study the Gaussian target distribution, p(x) o< e=%(*) with

L(x) = %mTHac. (1)

Here, Hessian H is a positive definite d x d matrix and « € R¢ is a vector of configuration
space parameters. Hessian inverse is ¥ = H~! = (x ® x),, which is the covariance
matrix. In general, we will denote by (f), the expectation of f over distribution q. We
will assume that we have a black box access to L£(x) and VL(z), but no other prior
knowledge.

Unadjusted algorithms approximate the Hamiltonian dynamics with an update map
(Ttrer Uire) = Pe(T, ue), (2)

where € is the stepsize of the algorithm. The Markov transition kernel is then a compo-
sition of these update maps and a momentum refreshment

T=Ro®.od . o---D. (3)

In HMC and MCHMC, the momentum refreshment is R(u) = z and R(u) = z/|z|,
respectively, where z ~ N(0,I). In LMC and MCLMC, R(u) = /1 —n?u + nz and
R(u) = (u+nz)/|u+nz|, respectively, and only a single copy of ®. is typically used in
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Eq. (3). The approximate update @, produces some energy error, which for HMC and
LMC equals
1

AFE = §(asf+eHa:t+€ + |ut+€|2 — ZIItTH$t — |ut|2). (4)
After the burn-in, the samples are distributed according to the stationary distribution
Poo (@), which differs from p(x) for unadjusted samplers. The stationary distribution
depends on ¢, the stepsize of the integration algorithm used. No matter how many sam-
ples we collect, the accuracy of our expectation values will be limited by this asymptotic
bias. We will define an error b(p, p) as a measure of the discrepancy between p and
Poo- We will have some requirements for b:

1. b > 0 and b(p,p) = 0. Small b should imply higher accuracy of the expectation
values that we would like to compute.

2. Making multiple copies of the same distribution does not change the error: b(p ®
P Po ®poo) = b(p»poo)~

3. Simultanously rescaling  — ax and € — ae does not change the error. Rotating
the coordinate system does not change the error.

We will use two metrics that satisfy these conditions, Wasserstein and Covariance error.

2.1 Wasserstein error

Commonly used in the mathematical literature, Wasserstein distance Ws(p, ¢) between
two probability densities p and q is the cost of transporting one density to the other,

Wz(p, Q)Q = infTrEl'I(p,q) / |:I3 - :I}/|2H(:I:, xl)dwdwla (5)

where II(p,q) is the set of probability densities on R? x R? with marginals p and gq.
Wasserstein distance provides an upper bound on the error of certain expectation values,
in particular the mean of the posterior distribution [7, 12].

If we make multiple copies of the distribution, Wasserstein distance grows as a square
root of the number of copies, so we will be interested in W3 /d, to satisfy requirement
2. We define W2 1
72 "o (6)

€
which satisfies requirement 3 as well. We will now list some special cases which will be
of use later. If both p and ¢ are Gaussian with the same mean and covariance matrices
¥, and X, the Wasserstein distance simplifies to [19]

B =

Wi =T{s, + 3, - 2(525,2)2) | (7)

Furthermore, if 3, is of the form: ¥, = ¥, + €" R, where n is a positive integer and R
is some e-independent matrix which commutes with 3, then

W2 = Tr{22p R 28, (1+ e"Z;lR)l/z} 8)
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2n
- % Tr{S, 1R} + O(&2+2),

2.2 Covariance error

A more direct measure of the sampling accuracy [8] is the squared error of the variance

estimate:
Z ~ Var[z]p 2 )
Plig = d Var[z;], )

More generally, we define the covariance matrix error as

2_1 2
by = S Tr{(1 =575, (10)

baiag and by, coincide for the diagonal matrices and are rescaling invariant, but by, also
penalizes the error of the off-diagonal elements and is rotationally invariant. In Appendix
A we show that requirement 1 is satisfied. Both b are related to the effective sample
size, b? = 2/neg, see Appendix A, which implies requirement 2.

3 Hamiltonian and Langevin Monte Carlo

The stationary distribution of unadjusted HMC and LMC with stepsize € was shown in
[16] to be

1 1
P (@, ) x exp{~ 30" Hocw} exp{—5u"u}, (1)
where
€2
H,o=H(1- ZH)' (12)

The covariance error Eq. (10) of the stationary distribution (11) is

b%(llTr{(l(IEQH/Zl)I)Q}Tr{<z 2H/4 > };ZTr{dHQ}+O(€8)’

(13)
whereas the Wasserstein error Eq. (6) is
W31

V2 = 72?2 = & Tr{H/d} /4. (14)

We would like to compare these errors with the energy error Eq. (4). The update map
®. in leapfrog (Verlet) integration is given by

1 1
@iy = (1— 562H)mt +e(1— 162H)ut (15)

1
Utye = *EHQ}t + (1 — 562H)’U/t
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for the position leapfrog integrator and

1
Ltte = (1 — §€2H)J3t + €Ut (16)

1 1
Uppe = €(—H + 162H2)wt +(1- iezH)ut

for the velocity leapfrog integrator. Inserting in Equation (4) results in massive cance-
lations, yielding

1
AE = ize?’uTHQ:c + O(eh), (17)

where plus (minus) sign corresponds to the velocity (position) Verlet. We will be inter-
ested in the energy error variance per dimension (EEVPD):

Var[E]/d = ((AE?) — (AE)?)/d, (18)

which is a quantity that can easily be determined in the experiment. At the leading
order, it will not matter if the expectation values are taken in the stationary distribution
or in the target distribution. We get the same results for both Verlet integrators:

(AE)? = 0(68) (19)

Var|E]/d = @« Tsz)2> 16d<uaub><x xd>H Hbd = 7TT{H3}/d

where Einstein’s summation convention is used for repeated indices. Comparing this
expression with the asymptotic errors by and by yields our main result

Var[E]/d = 403 A(H), (20)
where for by,
_ Te{H3/d}
A = Ty (21)
and for by,
Te{H3/d}

=—— ‘' - 22
SN R RPIEE -
If A =1 (as it would be for example for the standard Gaussian target H = I), this
relation guarantees an asymptotic error of 10% if we have Var[E]/d = 0.004. In general,
we can bound A > 1, by the Jensen inequality. Therefore, taking A = 1 is the most
pessimistic situation and we get b < 0.1 if Var[E]/d = 0.004.

4 Stepsize adaptation

We now develop a practical algorithm for tuning the step size € in a sequential algorithm.
Suppose we did a leapfrog step with size ¢, and found some energy error AFy. Using
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Figure 1: The stepsize adaptation algorithm from Section 4, applied to the Rosen-
brock target distribution in d = 36, with @ = 0.1 from [21]. The sequential algorithm
was initialized from the standard Gaussian distribution with a random initial velocity
orienation. Top: the stepsize as a function of leapfrog integration steps. Bottom: per
dimension squared energy error for each step. The algorithm quickly converges to the
targeted EEVPD = 0.001, shown with a black line.

only this knowledge and the scaling from Equation (19), we could estimate the optimal

step size as € = 5;1/6 where
AE? 1
b= —L— (23)

6
d aey

and « is the desired EEVPD, typically taken on the order of 1073, but this choice will
depend on the desired accuracy. As we do more leapfrog steps, we can improve our
estimate by averaging energy errors and use the predicted optimal stepsize in the next

step:
S (ZZ—1 w(&)Y" " & ) 71/6.
Dok W(ER)ymH
We have introduced two types of weights:

(24)

e The weights w parametrize our trust in the predictions from the too large and too
small e. We take the log-normal penalty

w(€) = exp{ - log )/ |. (25)

with O¢ = 1.5.

o 7 is the forgetting factor. It is related to the effective sample size n of the estimate
(if w were constant) by v = Z—_ﬂ n is also the number of steps after which the
weights have decayed to e~2 = 0.13. In general, we don’t want n to be too small,

so that EEVPD is well determined and yet not too large during the burn-in such
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that the initially heavily biased estimates are forgotten quickly. We find n = 50 to
work well on all benchmark tests from [21]. An example run is shown in Figure 1.

The pseudocode for the proposed algorithm is shown in 1.

Data: initial condition (x,u),
initial step size € > 0,
number of integration steps N > 0,
desired EEVPD a > 0.
Result: stepsize €
A, B« 0;
for n < 0 to N do
(z, u), AE + O (x,u) ;
¢ + Equation (23) (AE, €, a) ;
A Ay +wlE) ;
B+ By+w();
e+ (A/B)1/5;
end
Algorithm 1: Stepsize adaptation

5 Microcanonical Hamiltonian and Langevin Monte
Carlo

MCHMC dynamics in the natural parametrization targets the isokinetic distribution
p(x,u) o< e #®@§(|ul? — 1). The dynamics is governed by the differential equations for
x and the unit velocity w:

d
Tt = Ut (26)
d 1

Position leapfrog integrator [15, 24, 21] approximates this dynamics by

€
Tiye/2 = Tt + §Ut (27)

_ uy + (sinhd 4 e - ug(coshd — 1))e
coshd + e - ussinh ¢

Utte =
€
Lite = Tt + i(UJt + ut+6)

1
E.(z)=(d—1)log | coshd + e-u;sinho| + 5th+eHwt+e —x] Hay,
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where € = —Hxyyjo/|Hxipcs2] and § = e|[Hxy )5|/(d — 1). Expanding the energy
error after one leapfrog step to the third order in € gives

3 W'Hu)(x"Hu) — (2" H?u) (2" Hu)® — (2" H?x)(x” Hu)
Ee= 63( A(d—1) 6(d—1)2 > (28)

We will compute EEVPD for MCHMC, but unfortunately, a result analogous to (11)
is not known, so we will not be able to directly compare EEVPD with the asymptotic
errors. To nevertheless estimate the asymptotic errors, we will assume the ensemble
of particles is distributed according to the target distribution and then only a single
leapfrog step is performed on each particle. The resulting distribution will serve as an
approximation to ps,. This will obviously underestimate the asymptotic bias, but it can
still be used as a comparison between HMC and MCHMC if the same approximation is
also used in HMC.

The stepsize € is not directly comparable between MCHMC and HMC, because in
MCHMC, the velocity norm is exactly one, while the HMC, velocity lies on a typical
set of a standard Gaussian, so its magnitude has small fluctuations around v/d. We
define a rescaled stepsize £ which can be used to directly compare the step sizes of the
algorithms. For MCHMC and MCLMC, & = 5/\/&7 whereas £ = e for HMC and LMC.

EEVPD is given by Equation (28) squared, averaged over the target distribution. Av-
eraging is performed by the Wick’s theorem [10, 25, 11, 14], the details are in Appendix
B. The result is

Var[E]/d = € ((17 +d) Te{H}® — 6(—3 — 2d + d*) Tr{H} Tr{ H?} (29)

+ (32 + 38d + 33d? + 9d%) Tr{HB}) J144(=1 + d)*d*(2 + d)(4 + d)

56
a1 m(Tr{H/d}3 — 6 Tr{H/d} Tr{H?/d} + 9 Tx{H?/d}),
where 2! denotes asymptotic equality in the limit d — oo. Similarly, we expand the
covariance matrix after one step to the fourth order in e and use the results from
Appendix B to get

(4
Yij = ([®elilzel;) = Hi;" — 12d(d — 1)(d +2)

The corresponding covariance matrix error is

, _ E°

b2 =
2744

(9TrH*/d—6Tr H/d Tr H? /d + (Tr H/d)"). (31)
By assuming that the ensemble distribution is still Gaussian after one step, but with
the wrong covariance matrix we can also estimate the Wasserstein error

, _ E°

b =
W 576

(9TrH?/d —6Tr H/d Tr H? /d + (Tr H/d)?). (32)
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Comparing these errors with EEVPD gives

1, bY?
Var[E]/d = Zb = %A(H), (33)

where

) = I~ T ) T ) + 4 T/

3/4°
(g Te{H4/d} — S Te{H/d} Te{H3/d} + % Tr{H/d}4)

We have a worst worst-case, H-independent bound, which we prove in the Appendix C:

Lemma 5.1. 0.37d"Y/4 < A(H) < 3.1.

5.1 Analogous results for HMC and LMC

Here we derive the corresponding results for HMC and LMC. The two-point correlation
function after one step of (15) is

() oo = [(H" — @ /2)(1 — EH/2)]y; + E[(1 — /4y = Hy;' — ' Hyy /4 + O(c)

1]/ Po
(i) o) = [(H™' = &/2)(1 = e H/2)y; + 26 = Hj' + ' Hij /4, (34)
because the cross terms vanish in expectation, yielding the errors
€® €
by = —Te{H?/d} b3 =—Te{H"/d}, (35)
64 16
Which are related to the energy error (19) by
p3/2
Var[E]/d = 4b3y, = ETA(H), (36)
where { 5 }
Tr{H”/d
AH) = ————————. 37
U = e o

In general we can bound d~%/* < A < 1.

5.2 Comparison

EEVPD and error scaling are the same way for all algorithms:
Var[E]/d x £° b3, o< E° be o E8, (38)

where the proportionality constants depend on the (unknown) Hessian, but not directly
on the dimensionality d. For MCHMC this confirms the optimal scaling €  v/d as pro-
posed in [21]. The energy error-asymptotic bias relations are similar for all algorithms,
despite the Hessian dependence of the prefactors in (38) being considerably different:

Var[E]/d = Cy b}, = Cs,(H) b3/, (39)
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Figure 2: Asymptotic covariance matrix error by, as a function of the energy error
EEVPD. Unadjusted HMC is shown on the left and unadjusted MCLMC on the right.
The relation is shown for various inference problems from Section 6. The analytical
equality for the Standard Gaussians at small stepsizes from Equation (20) is shown in
black. The inequality for Gaussian distributions at small stepsizes is shown as a shaded
grey region. Most non-Gaussian targets also abide by this inequality.

Cw and Cx(H) are typically on the order one, and the worst case bound for Cx(H)
is of the form d—'/* < Cs, < 1. Interestingly, the energy variance in one leapfrog step
is directly related to the Wasserstein distance travelled in this step in the distribu-
tion space, independently of the Hessian of the problem and the dynamics used (HMC
or MCHMC). The similar form of these results for HMC and MCHMC suggests that
EEVPD in MCHMC might also be related to its proper asymptotic bias, so the adap-
tation algorithm from Sec. 4 could also be used in MCHMC.

We can compare the algorithms in terms of the distance travelled / gradient evalua-
tion at a fixed one-step bias. For a standard Gaussian (H = I), using Eq. (31) and (35),
we get at a fixed covariance matrix error:

distance traveled by MCHMC / gradient eval  eyommo <9)1/8 ~1.11, (40)

distance traveled by HMC / gradient eval ey 0v/d 4

and at fixed Wasserstein error, (9/4)'/¢ ~ 1.14. This suggests that MCHMC is a slightly
more efficient sampler, but in practice a larger difference has been observed [21].

6 Numerical experiments

So far we have focused on Gaussian targets and even then, our main bias-EEVPD
relation from Equation (20) relies on the Taylor expansion, rendering it valid only in
the limit of small stepsize. Here we will study its validity for a realistic range of stepsizes,
for standard non-Gaussian benchmark problems.

10t
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Figure 3: Posterior density for the funnel problem. 2d marginal distribution in the 6 — z;
plane an the corresponding 1d marginals are shown. The contours are obtained by the
kernel density estimation, the samples are shown as dots. The ground truth, obtained
by a very long NUTS chain is shown in orange, unadjusted MCLMC is shown in blue.
Both chains are 107 samples long to eliminate the variance error. The two methods give
practically indistinguishable posteriors, demonstrating that the discretization bias was
successfully suppressed by the EEVPD control.

We study five benchmark problems:

o Standard Gaussian in d = 100. This is a sanity check that the equality (20) applies
exactly when the stepsize is small.

e Ill-conditioned Gaussian in d = 100 and condition number x = 1000. The eigen-
values of the covariance matrix are equally spaced in log. This is as a sanity check
that the inequality (20) applies exactly, when the stepsize is small.

o Direct sum of 16 Rosenbrock functions with @ = 0.1 from [8]. This is a banana
shaped target in 32 dimensions, see Figure 8 in [21].

o Brownian motion example from the Inference Gym [23], where it is named Brown—
ianMotionUnknownScalesMissingMiddleObservations. This is a 32 di-
mensional hierarchical Bayesian model where Brownian motion with unknown in-
novation noise and measurement noise is fitted to the noisy and partially missing
data.

e German credit example from the Inference gym, where it is named German-
CreditNumericSparseLogisticRegression. This is a 51 dimensional hi-
erarchical Bayesian model with one hierarchical parameter, where sparse logistic
regression is used to model the approval of the credit based on the information
about the applicant.
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e Funnel problem is a 101 dimensional hierarchical Bayesian model with a funnel
shape [8]. The goal is to infer the hierarchical parameter 6 and the latent variables
{2:}199, given the noisy observations y; ~ N (z;,1). The prior is the Neal’s funnel
[18]: 6 ~ N(0,3), z; ~ N(0,e%/2). We set Oy = 0 and generate the data with
the generative process described above. Given this data we then sample from the
posterior for § and {z;}1%.

The ground truth covariance matrix for the first two problems is known exactly. For
the Rosenbrock function, we compute it by drawing exact samples from the posterior.
For the last three problems, we obtain the ground truth by running extremely long
NUTS chains. For the funnel problem we set the acceptance rate to the unusually high
level of 95%, because NUTS otherwise fails to explore the narrow throat part of the
funnel.

For each problem, we run unadjusted chains with different stepsizes, each chain using
108 gradient calls. We eliminate the initial 10 calls as a burn-in and use the consecutive
samples to compute the expectation values for the covariance matrix and EEVPD. We
monitor by from Equation (10) and check that it has converged to the asymptotic
value. If the convergence has not yet been achieved, we eliminate these measurements
from the plots. This happens for some of the harder problems at small stepsizes, where
the chains are not long enough. We show the asymptotic value of by, as a function
of EEVPD in Figure 2, with results averaged over 4 independent chains. Numerical
results for unadjusted HMC on Gaussian distributions agree perfectly with the analytical
results of Equation (20). The inequality also applies to the majority of non-Gaussian
benchmark problems. One exception is the Brownian motion example, where it is off by
approximately a factor of 1.5 at small stepsizes, meaning that one would think one has
< 2% asymptotic error, when in fact it was 3%. Rosenbrock function example is only
shown at small stepsizes, becuase the problem becomes numerically instable at higher
stepsizes, incurring divergences. Even though the asymptotic error-EEVPD relation
(20) was derived for HMC it seems to apply approximately for MCLMC as well, so an
EEVPD-based adaptation of the stepsize could be used for both algorithms.

In Figure 3 we show the posterior density for the funnel problem, obtained by the
unadjusted MCLMC algorithm. We required b = 0.01 asymptotic bias and used Equa-
tion (20) to get the corresponding EEVPD = 4 x 1075. We then used Algorithm 1 to
determine the MCLMC stepsize. The resulting posterior is practically indistinguishable
from a very long NUTS chain, demonstrating that the discretization error is indeed very
small.

7 Conclusion

In this paper we make progress in connecting the asymptotic bias of MH unadjusted
gradient based samplers (HMC, LMC, MCHMC, MCLMC) to the energy error arising
from the discretization of Hamiltonian dynamics. While our analytical results are only
applicable to the Gaussian targets, they provide theoretical justification for the notion
that in high dimensions MH unadjusted methods are computationally advantageous
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over MH adjusted methods. In many of the computationally most challenging sampling
applications such as lattice QCD the dimensionality of the problem can exceed 103
[3, 2, 5], which would lead to a factor of 100 or more reduction of computational time
over the standard Metropolis adjusted HMC. The practical implications of our work
extend to various domains where unadjusted methods are employed for sampling tasks,
enabling more informed choices of algorithmic parameters and minimizing the bias in
sampling results.
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Appendix A: Covariance matrix error

We have defined the error of the covariance matrix estimate X as
1
b = S Te{R), (41)

where R = I — HY, see Equation (10). We will first prove that this definition is reason-
able:

Lemma A.l. b% is non-negative.

Proof. Trace of a squared matrix is not positive in general (counterexample is a rotation
by 7/2 in two dimensions), we will have to use the fact that H and ¥ are positive-definite
matrices. Without loss of generality, we may assume that ¥ is diagonal with positive
entries, because the trace is invariant under the change of basis and ¥ must be diagonal
in some basis because it is positive-definite. R then has R;; = 1 — H;;3;; on the diagonal
and R;; = —H;;2;; off the diagonal. The trace is

d
Tr{R?} = (1 - Hu¥u)*+ Y Hij%HjiSu,
i=1 i#j
where the first and the second term are the contribution from the diagonal and off-
diagonal elements respectively. The first term is non-negative because it is a sum of
squares. The second term is non-negative because all factors ¥;;, ¥;; and H;; Hj; =
(H;;)? are non-negative. O

Note that we could also take the more transparently non-negative definition b% =
L Tr{RR"} = éHRH%, where ||-|| » is the Frobenius norm. However, b% cannot be related
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to the effective sample size in a Hessian independent way. We will now show that b%
can be. Suppose we had neg i.i.d exact samples from the target distribution x(*) ~
N(0, H~1). We will denote the expectation with respect to the sample realizations by
E[-]. Our estimate of the covariance matrix

1
Y, - = (k) .(k)
ab nzxa z, (42)
k=1
is unbiased
E[Sa) = H,;' (43)

and has the covariance

E[SwSea) = H ' H ! + (H, ' H,' + H H . (44)

Teff

The estimate’s expected bias under both definitions is then 2/neg:

d d
1 (Bu) 1 ) 2
E b2. =1—-2- - i1 — 45
[ dlag] d 7;21 H;l + d 1:21 (H’Lzl)Q Neff ( )
) 1 1 P
Ebs] =1 —2-H;;(%:;) + —Hij(EjuX0) Hiy = .
d d Neff

Appendix B: Averaging formalism

To obtain EEVPD and an estimate of the asymptotic bias in Section 5, we will need
to compute averages over the target distribution: Gaussian distribution over the con-
figuration space variables & and uniform distribution on the sphere over the velocity
variables u. Gaussian expectation values are computed by the Wick’s theorem, which
relates the higher moments of the Gaussian distribution to its two point correlation
function (x;z;) = H;l Wick’s theorem states that the n-point correlation functions
are given by all possible pairwise contractions. So for example,

(wijapa) = Hy ' Hy' + Hy Hy b+ Hy P H (46)

There are three terms corresponding to three contractions (i — j, k —1), (¢ — k, j — 1)
and (i — I, j — k). For the n-point correlation function, with even n, let’s denote the
number of contractions by N,, = (n — 1)!l.

Expectation with respect to the uniform distribution on the hypersphere
1
p(u) = WMW -1) (47)

is closely related to the moments of the standard Gaussian distribution,

—r2/2
€ n
(i, @iy - i ) N(0,) = /dT(Qﬂ.)dﬂ /Sd_l(ruil)(ruiz) (rug, )dQa—1 = (r")(ui wi, - gy,
(48)
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since V(S91) = 2n%/2/T(d/2). Further computing

n\ __ V(Sdil) > n,d—1_—r?2 _ 2d/21’\<d+7n) n even
<">(27r)d/2/0 rirtle /erfT/Zi ENA(d42) - (d+n—2) (49)

yields, for example:

1

m (5ab5cd + 0acObd + 5ad5bc)~ (50)

(waup) = 20 (uaupucua) =
We will introduce a pictorial representation of the expectation values which enables
their systematic computation. The concept is similar to that of the Feynman diagrams.
Take for example the expectation value

<(:DTH2:D)(:BTH2U) (:BTHU) (uTHu)> = <malxa2mbl xb2>H¢31a2 Hl?lcl Hb202 <u01 Uey Ud,y UidQ >Hd1d2 :

51)
The result is a sum in which each term is one choice of the Wick contractions in the z
and u expectation values. We can think of each = and u in the above expression as of a
point in a graph. Each point has two connections to the other points. One connection is
the Wick’s contraction, the other the external contraction with the Hessian matrix. The
Wick’s contraction between two z points is the inverse Hessian H~! so will attribute
this connection a charge of —1. The Wick’s contraction between two wu-points is the
identity, so we will attribute this connection a charge 0. Let the charge of the external
contraction be the power of the Hessian in that contraction. For a given choice of the
Wick’s contractions, the graph which results from drawing all the external and Wick’s
contractions is a union of closed loops. Each loop contributes a trace of some power of the
Hessian. This power equals the total sum of the charges along the loop!. For example,
if we have two closed loops with total charges +1 and +2 the total contribution of this
term is Tr{H} Tr{ H?}. Note that the 2-side of the external contractions will always be
connected with the Wick’s charge —1 contraction. We may therefore remove the charge
of the Wick’s contractions by splitting its —1 charge to —1/2 — 1/2 and assigning a
charge of —1/2 to each a-side of the external contractions. Therefore, the x — x external
contractions have the charge reduced by —1 and the u — x external contractions by
—1/2.

We will graphically present the terms by drawing the external contractions with
lines and denote their charge (adjusted for the Wick’s charge) next to them. Wick’s
contractions are then to be performed between the free ends on the bottom (z-side)
and on the top (u-side) separately.

So for example the diagram of the Equation (51) is

2
[Tz | |T| (52)

N

1For computing the covariance matrix, there is one loop which is not closed but instead connects
the free indices ¢ and j. This loop determines the matrix part of the term as [HP)];;, where p is the
total charge along that loop.
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We will need the following diagrams, which we now compute:

(2T Hw)?) = 13 |3 = %Hg} (53)
(2T Hu)(@" B2u) (u” Hu)) = 13 |1 |T| _ |?||T|
(2T H?x) (" H2u) (T Hu)) = [ 113 12 =[]
(2T H?x)2(@THu)?) = [ 111112 =10
(2T Hu)?(u” Hu)?) = |1 [1 ITIITI _ ITIITIITI
(@ B2 Hu)’) = 13 15 15 15 =3I
1
(@ 1) (@ Hup (" Hw) = [ 115 15 L = mepm UL 2 LIL
(@ H2x) @ Hu)y = [ 1121 1s [0 =5[]
(z7 Hu)*(uTHu)) = |1 L |1 |§|T|=3|T||T||T|
(@ mu)®y = 13 13 15 15 1 1y = s LILIL

In the first line, there is just one possible contraction. It connects the free ends in
the bottom and the free ends on the top. The resulting closed loop has the total charge
3/2+43/2 = 3. In the second line, there is only one possible contraction on the bottom. It
connects the ends of the 3/2 and 1/2 lines. Their combined charge is now 3/2+1/2 = 2.
The other cases are simplified similarly. We are now left with computing:

1 1
(1] = ey + 2m{ 12) (54)
2 1
|—||_| =Te{H}Tr{H?*} + 2 Tr{H?}
1 1 1
1010 = w{my® + 6 e{my o { H2) + 8T { 1),

In the first line, there is one contraction which connects the free ends 1-2 and 3-4. This
gives two closed loops with charges 41, so the contribution of this term is Tr{H }2. The
contractions 1-3, 2-4 and 1-4, 2-3 both give one closed loop with the total charge +2,
so they each contribute Tr{H 2}. The other diagrams are computed similarly.

Appendix C: Proof of Lemma 1

‘We here prove Lemma 5.1.
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Proof. For the A’s numerator, we have

and

and

d~'-Tr{H?/d} < Tr{H/d} Tr{H?/d} < Tr{H?/d}

d72Te{H?/d} < Te{H/d}* < Te{H?/d}.

For the denominator, we have

d~'-Tr{H"/d} < Tr{H/d} Tr{H?/d} < Tr{H"/d}

A Te{H*/d} < Te{H/d}" < Te{H"/d}.

And also d—'/* < Tr{Hg/d}/Tr{H‘l/cl}B/4 < 1. This gives
3/4 10/4
gt A< L
(10/4)%/4 T B/
O
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