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Abstract

We study the problem of estimating the partition function Z(β) = ∑x∈Ω exp[−β · H(x)] of
a Gibbs distribution defined by a Hamiltonian H(·). It is well known that the partition function
Z(β) can bewell approximatedby the simulated annealingmethod, assuming a sampling oracle
that can generate samples according to the Gibbs distribution of any given inverse temperature
β. This method yields the most efficient reductions from counting to sampling, including:

• classic non-adaptive (parallel) algorithms with sub-optimal cost [DFK89; Bez+08];
• adaptive (sequential) algorithms with near-optimal cost [SVV09; Hub15; Kol18; HK23].

In this paper, we give an algorithm that achieves efficiency in both parallelism and total work.
Specifically, it provides a reduction from counting to sampling using near-optimal total work
and logarithmic depth of computation. Consequently, it gives work-efficient parallel count-
ing algorithms for several important models, including the hardcore and Ising models in the
uniqueness regime.
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1 Introduction

The reductions between counting and sampling is a fundamental topic in the theory of computing.
A classic result of Jerrum, Valiant and Vazirani [JVV86] established that approximate counting and
sampling are computationally equivalent up to polynomial time for all self-reducible problems.
A large class of counting problems can be represented as calculating the partition function of a
Gibbs distribution, for which much more efficient approximation algorithms were known through
drawing samples from the corresponding Gibbs distributions.

1.1 Partition function of Gibbs distribution

The Gibbs distributions capture the systems consisting of locally constrained random variables.
Formally, a Gibbs distribution can be defined abstractly by the Hamiltonian function as follows.

Definition 1.1. Given a finite sample space Ω and a Hamiltonian function H : Ω → {0, 1, . . . , h}
for some h ∈ Z+, the Gibbs distribution πβ on Ω at the inverse temperature β ≥ 0, is defined as:

∀x ∈ Ω, πβ(x) ,
exp [−β · H(x)]

Z(β)
(1)

where the normalizing factor Z(β) , ∑x∈Ω exp [−β · H(x)] is called the partition function.
Furthermore, let q , ln Z(0) = ln |Ω|.

Remark 1.2. Here, we only consider integer-valued Hamiltonian functions that range from 0 to h.
General integer-valued Hamiltonian functions can be dealt with by applying a normalization.

A large number of counting problems can be represented as calculating the partition functions.
To estimate the value of a partition function Z(β), a standard routine is to estimate the ratio:

Q ,
Z(βmax)

Z(βmin)
, (2)

where βmax = β and βmin < βmax is chosen to make Z(βmin) to be trivial or easy to calculate.
The value of Q in (2) can be estimated through the Monte Carlo method by drawing samples.

Definition 1.3. Fixed a Hamiltonian function H : Ω → {0, 1, . . . , h} on a sample space Ω and
0 ≤ βmin < βmax, a sampling oracle O for the interval [βmin, βmax] is such a program that, upon each
query, receives as input a β ∈ [βmin, βmax] and returns a random sample X ∼ πβ.

Remark 1.4. The above definition assumes exact samplers, while the standardMarkov chainMonte
Carlo (MCMC) method produces approximate samples. Such discrepancy can be resolved by a
standard coupling argument (as pointed out in [SVV09, Remark 5.9]) so that the bias of sampling
will not affect our main conclusions.

The method of simulated annealing offers a systematic approach to estimate the ratio in (2) by
sampling from Gibbs distributions using the sampling oracle formulated in Definition 1.3. In this
method, a sequence of increasing inverse temperatures βmin = β0 < β1 < β2 < · · · < βl = βmax,
called a cooling schedule, is generated (either adaptive or non-adaptive to the sampling outcomes),

so that the independent samples are combined into an estimate Q̂ of Q = Z(βmax)
Z(βmin)

. Previous work

of this method [DFK89; Bez+08; SVV09; Hub15; Kol18; HK23] falls into two categories:
• non-adaptive algorithms using O(1) rounds and Õ(q2) total work [DFK89; Bez+08];
• adaptive algorithmsusingΩ(

√
q) rounds and Õ(q) totalwork [SVV09; Hub15; Kol18; HK23].
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The following open question then naturally arose:

For counting via sampling, is it possible to be efficient in both depth and total work?

In this work, we answer this question affirmatively. In particular, we propose a work-efficient
parallel annealing algorithm for approximate counting via sampling, which is efficient in both the
parallel complexity and total work. This is formally stated by the following theorem.

Theorem 1.5 (Main result). Fix any Hamiltonian function H : Ω → {0, 1, . . . , h} and let q = ln |Ω|.
For any given values of 0 ≤ βmin < βmax, assuming a sampling oracleO for the interval [βmin, βmax], there

exists a parallel algorithm that given any ε ∈ (0, 1), returns an estimate Q̂ of
Z(βmax)
Z(βmin)

satisfying

Pr

[

(1− ε)
Z(βmax)

Z(βmin)
≤ Q̂ ≤ (1 + ε)

Z(βmax)

Z(βmin)

]

≥ 3/4,

within total computational cost of O(q ln2 h(ln q + ln ln h + ε−2)) and depth of O(ln q + ln ln h + ln ε−1),
using one round of non-adaptive queries to the sampling oracle.

Remark 1.6. Theorem 1.5 actually shows that there is a simple non-adaptive cooling schedule
(which is a one-round protocol for drawing samples) that can produces samples which can be
combined into the desired estimator Q̂ within the total cost and depth as stated in Theorem 1.5.

As in all prior work, the success probability 3/4 in Theorem 1.5 can be boosted to any 1− δ by
applying the median trick to O(log δ−1) independent estimates.

A comparison with prior work is given in Table 1. Note that usually log h≪ q.

Results Total work Rounds of sampling

[DFK89; Bez+08] O(q2ε−2 log2 h) 1

[SVV09] O(qε−2(log q + log h)5) O(
√

q log q log h(log q + log h))
[Hub15] O(q log h(log q + log log h + ε−2)) O(q)

[Kol18; HK23] O(qε−2 log h) O(q)

Ours O(q log2 h(log q + log log h + ε−2)) 1

Table 1: Prior work and our results

In summary, our algorithm achieves a near-optimal total work Õ(q) with depth of O(log q).
For the Ising model and hard-core model within the uniqueness regime, a recent work [LY22]

gives a parallel sampler that returns an approximate sample using Õ(m) total workwithinO(log n ·
log ∆) depth. Consequently, we have the following work-efficient RNC approximation algorithms
for the Ising and hard-core partition functions within the uniqueness regime.

Corollary 1.7. There is a parallel algorithm such that given any ε ∈ (0, 1) and an Ising model on graph
G = (V, E) with n = |V| vertices, m = |E| edges and max-degree ∆ ≥ 3, with edge activity within the
uniqueness regime

(

∆−2
∆

, ∆
∆−2

)

, outputs an estimate of the partition function within (1± ε)-multiplicative

error with total computational cost of Õ(nmε−2) and depth of O(log n · log ∆ + log ε−1).

Corollary 1.8. There is a parallel algorithm such that given any ε ∈ (0, 1) and a hardcore model on graph
G = (V, E) with n = |V| vertices, m = |E| edges and max-degree ∆ ≥ 3, with fugacity λ within the

uniqueness regime
(

0,
(∆−1)∆−1

(∆−2)∆

]

, outputs an estimate of the partition function within (1± ε)-multiplicative

error with total computational cost of Õ(nmε−2) and depth of O(log n · log ∆ + log ε−1).

The Õ(nmε−2) total work bounds in these applications almost match the best known bounds
achieved by the sequential algorithms for approximate counting.
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2 Preliminaries

Throughout the paper, the error rate ε > 0 is sufficiently small. We use NC to refer to both the
class of parallel algorithms with poly-logarithmic depth and polynomial processors and the class
of problems solvable by such algorithms. RNC is used for the randomized counterpart of NC. The
depth of a parallel algorithm is equal to the number of time steps required.

2.1 Chebyshev’s inequality

For random variable X with finite variance, we denote its expectation and variance respectively

as E[X] and Var[X]. The relative variance of X is Var[X]
E2[X]

and we use the following notation for

convenience: S[X] = E[X2]
E2[X]

= 1 + Var[X]
E2[X]

. Hence the well-known Chebyshev’s inequality follows.

∀ε > 0, Pr [|X −E[X]| ≥ εE[X]] ≤ Var[X]

ε2E2[X]
=

S[X]− 1

ε2
. (3)

2.2 Monotonicity and convexity of partition function

Let z(β) = ln Z(β). We have the result for its monotonicity and convexity.

Lemma 2.1. z(β) is monotonically decreasing and convex on β ≥ 0.

Proof. The result follows by simple calculations:

z′(β) = − 1

Z(β) ∑
x∈Ω

H(x) · exp [−β · H(x)] = −EX∼πβ
[H(X)] ≤ 0,

z′′(β) = EX∼πβ
[H2(X)]−E

2
X∼πβ

[H(X)] = VarX∼πβ
[H(X)] ≥ 0.

In above, we use the observation that z′(β) = −EX∼πβ
[H(X)] ≥ −h.

2.3 Graphical models

The graphical model can express the Gibbs distribution on a graph G = (V, E) with n = |V|
vertices and m = |E| edges, with edge activity γ > 0 and vertex activity λ > 0.

The Ising model is defined on the sample space Ω = {0, 1}V , such that the Gibbs distribution
πIsing is defined by,

∀σ ∈ Ω, πIsing(σ) ∝ γm(σ)λn+(σ),

where m(σ) = ∑(u,v)∈E 1[σu = σv] denotes the number of monochromatic edges in σ and n+(σ) =

∑v∈V σv is the number of vertices occupied in σ.

The hard-core model is defined on Ω =
{

σ ∈ {0, 1}V : σ indicates an independent set in G
}

,

such that the Gibbs distribution πhard-core is defined by,

∀σ ∈ Ω, πhard-core(σ) ∝ λn+(σ)

The partition functions are the normalizing factor of the Gibbs distributions. On graphs with
max-degree ∆ ≥ 3, the uniqueness conditions for the Ising model and the hard-core model are

given respectively by γ ∈ (∆−2
∆

, ∆
∆−2) and λ <

(∆−1)∆−1

(∆−2)∆ . According to [LY22], there exists an RNC

sampling algorithm for these models within their uniqueness regimes using Õ(m) total work and
O(log n · log ∆) depth.
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3 Parallel Annealing Algorithm

We present a parallel algorithm for estimating the ratio Q = Z(βmax)/Z(βmin) for given inverse
temperatures βmin < βmax, assuming access to a sampling oracle O for the interval [βmin, βmax].

The algorithm utilizes the simulated annealing method and consists of two key parts:
• A cooling schedule from βmin to βmax of length l is constructed by the algorithm, which is

an increasing sequence of inverse temperatures L = (β1, . . . , βl), where

βmin = β1 < β2 < · · · < βl = βmax.

• Given the cooling schedule L = (β1, . . . , βl), independent samples for πβi
, where 1 ≤ i ≤ l,

are generated by the sampling oracle O, and combined into an estimator for Q = Z(βmax)
Z(βmin)

.

The cooling schedule. The construction of the cooling schedule L = (β1, . . . , βl) can be adaptive:
the choice of β j may depend on the samples drawn according to the previous temperatures β j for
j < i. Such adaptivity was a key to the near-linear cost of the annealing algorithm [SVV09; Hub15;
Kol18; HK23].

Alternatively, we revisit the non-adaptive cooling schedules, whose constructionmay depend on
the values of q = ln |Ω| and h, but not on the Hamiltonian H : Ω → {0, 1, . . . , h} itself. Previously,
such non-adaptive cooling schedules (e.g. the Chebyshev cooling schedule) were employed in the
classic works [DFK89; Bez+08], achieving sub-optimal quadratic costs.

Here, we show the existence and efficiency of the following non-adaptive cooling schedule.

Theorem 3.1. For any Hamiltonian function H : Ω→ {0, 1, . . . , h} and letting q = ln |Ω|, there exists a
non-adaptive cooling schedule 0 = β1 < β2 < . . . < βl = +∞ of length l = O(q log2 h) such that

z(β j−1)− z(β j) ≤
1

ln h
for j ∈ {2, . . . , l − 1} ,

z(βl−1)− z(βl) ≤ 2,

where recall that z(β) = ln Z(β) represents the log-partition function.

This theorem is formally proved in Section 4.
A key observation is that this simple non-adaptive cooling schedule is sufficient to support a

good estimate of the ratio Q = Z(βmax)/Z(βmin), by properly combining the known estimators.

The classic Product Estimator (PE). Given a cooling scheduleL = (β1, . . . , βl) and independent
samples drawn according to the corresponding Gibbs distributions πβi

, a canonical estimator for
the ratio Q = Z(β1)/Z(βl) is the so-called product estimator (PE). Recall the telescopic product:

Q =
Z(βl)

Z(β1)
=

Z(β2)

Z(β1)
· Z(β3)

Z(β2)
· · · Z(βl)

Z(βl−1)
.

For each 1 ≤ i ≤ l− 1, let Xi1, . . . , Xir be r independent samples of πβi
, where r is a parameter. The

estimator is naturally defined as:

Q̂ =
l−1

∏
i=1

(

1

r

r

∑
j=1

Wij

)

, where Wij = exp
[

(βi − βi+1)H(Xij)
]

.

Observe that E[Wij] =
Z(βi+1)
Z(βi)

and E[Q̂] = Q. Therefore, Q̂ is an unbiased estimator of Q.

The parallel procedure that implements the PE is given in Algorithm 1.
This classic estimator works well for the so-called B-Chebyshev cooling schedule.
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Algorithm 1: Product Estimator: PE(L, r)

Input: a cooling schedule: L = (βmin = β1, . . . , βl = βmax), integer r > 0.
Output: an estimate Q̂ of Z(βmax)/Z(βmin).

1 for i = 1, . . . , l − 1 in parallel do
2 for j = 1, . . . , r in parallel do
3 Sample Xij ∼ πβi

;

4 Wij ← exp
[

(βi − βi+1)H(Xij)
]

;

5 Wi ← 1
r ∑

r
j=1 Wij;

6 Q̂← ∏
l−1
i=1 Wi;

7 return Q̂;

Definition 3.2. A cooling schedule L = (β1, β2, . . . , βl) is called a B-Chebyshev cooling schedule

for a constant B > 0 if for any i ∈ {2, . . . , l}, we have
Z(βi−1)·Z(2βi−βi−1)

Z2(βi)
≤ B.

Theorem 3.3 ([DFK89]). Given a B-Chebyshev cooling schedule L = (β1, β2, . . . , βl), the procedure
PE(L, ⌈4Blε−2δ−1⌉) returns an estimate Q̂ of Z(βl)/Z(β1) satisfying

Pr

[

(1− ε)
Z(βl)

Z(β1)
≤ Q̂ ≤ (1 + ε)

Z(βl)

Z(β1)

]

≥ 1− δ,

within one round of oracle calls and the total cost of O(l2ε−2δ−1).

Note that the O(l2) factor in the total cost is sub-optimal. This is improved by a new estimator.

The Paired Product Estimator (PPE). The other well known estimator for Q = Z(β1)/Z(βl) is
the paired product estimator (PPE) introduced in [Hub15]. It is inspired from the identity:

Q =
Z(βl)

Z(β1)
=

l−1

∏
i=1

Z
(

βi+βi+1

2

)

Z(βi)
/

l−1

∏
i=1

Z
(

βi+βi+1

2

)

Z(βi+1)
.

For each 1 ≤ i ≤ l − 1, let Xi1, . . . , Xir be r independent samples of πβi
, and Yi1, . . . , Yir be r inde-

pendent samples of πβi+1
, where r is a parameter. The estimator is defined by:

Q̂ = W/V,

where W =
1

r

r

∑
j=1

l−1

∏
i=1

exp

[

βi − βi+1

2
H(Xij)

]

,

V =
1

r

r

∑
j=1

l−1

∏
i=1

exp

[

βi+1 − βi

2
H(Yij)

]

.

Such Q̂ is not necessarily an unbiased estimator ofQ. Nevertheless,we haveE[W] = ∏
l−1
i=1

Z
(

βi+βi+1
2

)

Z(βi)

and E[V] = ∏
l−1
i=1

Z
(

βi+βi+1
2

)

Z(βi+1)
.

The parallel procedure that implements the PPE is given in Algorithm 2.

5



Algorithm 2: Paired Product Estimator: PPE(L, r)

Input: a cooling schedule: L = (βmin = β1, . . . , βl = βmax), integer r > 0.
Output: an estimate Q̂ of Z(βmax)/Z(βmin).

1 for j = 1, . . . , r in parallel do
2 for i = 1, . . . , l − 1 in parallel do
3 Sample Xij ∼ πβi

and Yij ∼ πβi+1
;

4 Wij ← exp
[

βi−βi+1

2 H(Xij)
]

, Vij ← exp
[

βi+1−βi

2 H(Yij)
]

;

5 Wj ← ∏
l−1
i=1 Wij, Vj ← ∏

l−1
i=1 Vij;

6 W ← 1
r ∑

r
j=1 Wj, V ← 1

r ∑
r
j=1 Vj;

7 Q̂ = W/V;

8 return Q̂;

This new estimator requires fewer samples but requires the cooling schedule to have narrower
gaps between the log-partition functions of neighboring temperatures. In prior work, such cooling
schedules were generated in an adaptive fashion by sequential programs.

A key observation of us is that there is a non-adaptive cooling schedule (as in Theorem 3.1)
using which the PPE can also be fairly efficient.

Theorem 3.4. Given a cooling schedule L = (β1, β2, . . . , βl) satisfying that
• z(βi)− z(βi+1) ≤ 1

ln h for any i ∈ {1, . . . , l − 1},
• EX∼πβl

[H(X)] ≥ D for a constant D > 0,

the procedure PPE(L, ⌈36D−1ε−2δ−1⌉) returns an estimate Q̂ of Z(βl)/Z(β1) satisfying

Pr

[

(1− ε)
Z(βl)

Z(β1)
≤ Q̂ ≤ (1 + ε)

Z(βl)

Z(β1)

]

≥ 1− δ,

within one round of oracle calls and the total cost of O(lε−2δ−1).

Proof. Recall that z(β) = ln Z(β). Let κi = z(βi) + z(βi+1)− 2z( βi+βi+1

2 ). For 0 ≤ i ≤ l− 1, we have

E[Wij ] =
Z
(

βi+βi+1

2

)

Z(βi)
, E[Vij] =

Z
(

βi+βi+1

2

)

Z(βi+1)
, S[Wij] = S[Vij] =

Z(βi)Z(βi+1)

Z2
(

βi+βi+1

2

) = eκi .

Let κ = ∑
l−1
i=1 κi. Since Wj = ∏

l−1
i=1 Wij and Vj = ∏

l−1
i=1 Vij, we have

E[Wj] =
l−1

∏
i=1

Z
(

βi+βi+1

2

)

Z(βi)
, E[Vj] =

l−1

∏
i=1

Z
(

βi+βi+1

2

)

Z(βi+1)
, S[Wj] = S[Vj] =

l−1

∏
i=1

eκi = eκ

Furthermore, taking the average over the r trials, we have

E[W]

E[V]
=

Z(βl)

Z(β1)
and S[W] = S[V] = 1 +

1

r
(eκ − 1) .

Note that κ can be bounded using the following property established in [Hub15] from the mono-
tonicity and convexity of the log-partition function z(β) = ln Z(β).
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Lemma 3.5 (Lemma 3.2 in [Hub15]). For any 0 ≤ β1 ≤ β2, let κ̃ = z(β1) + z(β2)− 2z( β1+β2

2 ),

−z′(β1)

−z′(β2)
≥ exp

[

2κ̃

z(β1)− z(β2)

]

. (4)

By Lemma 3.5 and the conditions for the cooling schedule, we have

κ =
l−1

∑
i=1

κi ≤
1

2

l−1

∑
i=1

[z(βi)− z(βi+1)] · ln
−z′(βi)

−z′(βi+1)

≤ 1

2 ln h
· ln −z′(β0)

−z′(βl)

≤ 1

2 ln h
· ln h

D
≤ 1

2
+ ln

1

D
.

Therefore, S[W] = S[V] = 1 + 1
r (e

κ − 1) ≤ 1 + ε2δ
18 and by the Chebyshev’s inequality,

Pr

[

|W −E[W]| ≥ ε

3
E[W]

]

≤ δ

2
and Pr

[

|V −E[V]| ≥ ε

3
E[V]

]

≤ δ

2

Therefore, Q̂ = W/V approximates Q = Z(βl)/Z(β1) = E[W]/E[V]within (1± ε)-multiplicative
error with probability at least 1− δ.

The main algorithm. A major obstacle for applying the paired product estimator (PPE) is to
satisfy the two conditions in Theorem 3.4 for the cooling schedule, where the first condition that
calls for smaller gaps, is already satisfied by the non-adaptive cooling schedule in Theorem 3.1,
and the second condition that calls for a lower bound of expectation of Hamiltonian function, can
be satisfied by a noisy binary search given in [KK07], stated in the following theorem.

Theorem 3.6 ([KK07]). For any cooling schedule L = (β1, . . . , βl), let pj = EX∼πβ j
[H(X)]. There ex-

ists a subroutine NoisyFind(L, τ, ε, δ) that terminates with total cost of O
(

ε−2 log δ−1(log l + log δ−1)
)

,
O
(

ε−2 log δ−1(log l + log δ−1)
)

rounds of computation where all samples are drawn at the inverse temper-
atures in the cooling schedule, and returns an index j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , l} that satisfies one of the followings with
probability at least 1− δ:

• j = 0 and [0, p1] ∩ [τ − ε, τ + ε] 6= ∅,
• j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , l − 1} and

[

pj, pj+1

]

∩ [τ − ε, τ + ε] 6= ∅,
• j = l and [pl , 1] ∩ [τ − ε, τ + ε] 6= ∅.

Observe that the event
[

pj, pj+1

]

∩ [τ − ε, τ + ε] 6= ∅ implies that EX∼πβ j
[H(X)] ≥ τ − ε and

EX∼πβ j+1
[H(X)] ≤ τ + ε, where the former satisfies the second condition of Theorem 3.4, and the

latter implies PrX∼πβ j+1
[H(X) = 0] ≥ 1− τ − ε, which means Z(β j+1)/Z(+∞) ≤ 1/(1− τ − ε),

leading to a B-Chebyshev cooling schedule.
Based on the above observation, we design a combined estimator which combines both PE and

PPE. This gives our main algorithm, presented in Algorithm 3.

Proof of Theorem 1.5. In Algorithm 3, we first truncate the non-adaptive cooling schedule, resulting
in a cooling schedule length of l = O(q log2 h). Then, we perform the noisy binary search to
find an index j with success probability at least 0.99. Notably, as discussed in Theorem 3.6, by
setting τ = 0.5, ε = 0.25 and δ = 0.01 in NoisyFind(L, τ, ε, δ), the O(log q + log log h) samples

7



Algorithm 3: Main Algorithm

Input: inverse temperature βmin and βmax, error rate ε > 0.
Output: an estimate Q̂ of Z(βmax)/Z(βmin).

1 Generate a non-adaptive cooling schedule L = (β1, β2, . . . , βl) as in Theorem 3.1;
2 s← min{i|βi ≥ βmin} and t← max{i|βi ≤ βmax};
3 L ← (βmin, βs, . . . , βt, βmax) and reassign indexes to (β1, β2, . . . , βL);
4 j← NoisyFind(L, 0.5, 0.25, 0.01), using the NoisyFind(L, τ, ε, δ) in Theorem 3.6;
5 if j = 0 then

6 Q̂← PE((β1, βL), ⌈320ε−2⌉);
7 else if j = L then

8 Q̂← PPE((β1, β2, . . . , βL), ⌈720ε−2⌉);
9 else

10 Q̂1 ← PPE((β1, β2, . . . , β j), ⌈12960ε−2⌉);
11 Q̂2 ← PE((β j, β j+1, βL), ⌈4320ε−2⌉);
12 Q̂← Q̂1 · Q̂2;

13 return Q̂

are taken sequentially. However, we can consider precomputing O(log q + log log h) samples at
each inverse temperature so that all the samples can be drawn simultaneously, then the total cost
is O(q log2 h(log q + log log h)).

• If j = 0, we have Z(β1)/Z(βL) ≤ Z(β1)/Z(+∞) ≤ 4 and PE((β1, βL), ⌈320ε−2⌉) returns an
estimate of the ratio within the error rate ε with probability at least 0.9. It has total cost of
O(ε−2) and the sampling can be done simultaneously.

• If j = L, the schedule L = (β1, β2, . . . , βL) satisfies the condition in Theorem 3.4. Hence
PPE((β1, β2, . . . , βL), ⌈720ε−2⌉) returns an estimate within the error rate ε with probability at
least 0.9, which has total cost of O(qε−2 log2 h).

• If 2 ≤ j ≤ L − 1, we divide the cooling schedule into two parts and estimate the ratio
Z(β j)/Z(β1) and Z(βL)/Z(β j) respectively by PPE and PE, ensuring an error rate of ε/3 and
a success probability at least 0.9. The final estimate is multiplied by the two ratios. Similarly,
it has total cost of O(qε−2 log2 h).

Finally, it is easy to verify that Algorithm 3 has total work of O(q log2 h(log q + log log h + ε−2))
and depth of O(log q + log log h + log ε−1).

4 The Non-Adaptive Cooling Schedule

A key finding of us is a non-adaptive cooling schedule which saves the total work. Compared
to the non-adaptive cooling schedule constructed in [Bez+08], our cooling schedule, as claimed
in Theorem 3.1, reduces the gaps between the log-partition functions of neighbouring temperatures
from a constant to 1

ln h , yet only increases the length of the schedule by a factor of O(log h).
Before proving Theorem 3.1, we first make a slight change to the non-adaptive cooling schedule

constructed in [Bez+08], including a simple proof similar to the one in [SVV09]. The schedule
consists of two parts: intervals with linear growth and intervals with exponential growth.
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Lemma 4.1. Consider the following cooling schedule L̃ =
(

β̃1, . . . , β̃l∗
)

:

0,
1

h ln h
,

2

h ln h
, . . . ,

k

h ln h
,

kγ

h ln h
,

kγ2

h ln h
, . . . ,

kγt

h ln h
,+∞ (5)

where k = ⌈q⌉, γ = 1 + 1
q , t = ⌈(1 + q)(ln h + ln ln h)⌉. For any j ∈ {2, . . . , l∗}, we have

1. if β̃ j = β̃ j−1 +
1

h ln h , then z(β̃ j−1)− z(β̃ j) ≤ 1
ln h ;

2. if β̃ j = γβ̃ j−1, then z(β̃ j−1)− z(β̃ j) ≤ 2;

3. if β̃ j = +∞, then z(β̃ j−1)− z(β̃ j) ≤ 2.

For a Hamiltonian function H : Ω→ {0, 1, . . . , h}, for any i ∈ {0, 1, . . . , h}, let
ci = |{x ∈ Ω | H(x) = i}| .

The partition function Z(β) can be re-expressed as:

Z(β) = ∑
x∈Ω

exp [−β · H(x)] =
h

∑
i=0

ci · exp(−iβ).

Proof of Lemma 4.1. We verify the properties as follows.

1. If β̃ j = β̃ j−1 +
1

h ln h , Z(β̃ j) = ∑
h
i=0 ci · exp

[

−i(β̃ j−1 +
1

h ln h )
]

≥ e−
1

ln h Z(β̃ j−1).

2. This case follows directly from the proof of [SVV09, Lemma 3.2].

3. If β̃ j = +∞, on one hand, β̃ j−1 = kγt

h ln h ≥ 1
h ln h · q

(

1 + 1
q

)(1+q)(ln h+ln ln h)
≥ q. Meanwhile,

Z(q) = c0 + ∑
h
i=1 cie

−iq ≤ c0 +
1

Z(0)
· ∑h

i=1 ci ≤ c0 + 1 ≤ 2Z(+∞). By the monotonicity of

Z(β), Z(β̃ j−1) ≤ 2Z(+∞) = 2Z(β̃ j).

Recall that z(β) = ln Z(β) and the results follow by taking the logarithm of both sides. Moreover,
the length of the schedule is l∗ = k + t + 2 = O(q log h).

Finally, the non-adaptive cooling schedule L̃ in Lemma 4.1 is modified to the non-adaptive
cooling scheduleL claimed in Theorem 3.1, by applying a simple interpolation using the convexity
of z(β) so that it achieves the gap z(β j−1)− z(β j) ≤ 1

ln h .

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Based on the schedule in Lemma 4.1, we only do a little more work on the

intervals with exponential growth. Let the interval Gi =
(

kγi−1

h ln h , kγi

h ln h

)

= (ηi−1, ηi) for any i ∈
{1, 2, . . . , t}. We add ci inverse temperatures

(

αi
1, . . . , αi

ci

)

into Gi such that ηi−1 = αi
0 < αi

1 < . . . <

αi
ci
< αi

ci+1 = ηi and z(αi
j−1)− z(αi

j) ≤ 1
ln h for any j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , ci + 1}.

For the first interval G1, note that η1 − η0 ≤ 2
h ln h , let c1 = 1 and α1

1 = η0+η1

2 , the case follows
by the proof on the intervals with linear growth. We next consider the case when i ≥ 2. If we
evenly divide the interval Gi−1 = (ηi−2, ηi−1) into r = ⌈2 ln h⌉ segments each with length δ =
r−1(ηi−1− ηi−2), it is clear that the decreasing of z(β) for the last segment is upper bounded by 1

ln h
due to the convexity. Hence we add an inverse temperature every length δ in the interval Gi, i.e.
ci =

⌈

δ−1(ηi − ηi−1)
⌉

− 1 and αi
j = ηi−1 + jδ. In this way, the condition follows.

Finally, the length of this cooling schedule is bounded as:

l = 2 + k + t +
t

∑
i=1

ci ≤ 2 + k + t + t

(

1 +
1

q

)

(2 ln h + 1) ≤ 25q ln2 h = O(q log2 h).
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