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Abstract

We propose an RNN-based efficient Ising model
solver, the Criticality-ordered Recurrent Mean
Field (CoRMF), for forward Ising problems. In
its core, a criticality-ordered spin sequence of
an N -spin Ising model is introduced by sort-
ing mission-critical edges with greedy algorithm,
such that an autoregressive mean-field factor-
ization can be utilized and optimized with Re-
current Neural Networks (RNNs). Our method
has two notable characteristics: (i) by leverag-
ing the approximated tree structure of the un-
derlying Ising graph, the newly-obtained criti-
cality order enables the unification between vari-
ational mean-field and RNN, allowing the gen-
erally intractable Ising model to be efficiently
probed with probabilistic inference; (ii) it is well-
modulized, model-independent while at the same
time expressive enough, and hence fully appli-
cable to any forward Ising inference problems
with minimal effort. Computationally, by using
a variance-reduced Monte Carlo gradient estima-
tor, CoRFM solves the Ising problems in a self-
train fashion without data/evidence, and the in-
ference tasks can be executed by directly sam-
pling from RNN. Theoretically, we establish a
provably tighter error bound than naive mean-
field by using the matrix cut decomposition ma-
chineries. Numerically, we demonstrate the util-
ity of this framework on a series of Ising datasets.

1 Introduction
The exact computation of Ising models are known to be
NP problems for classical computers in CS community
[Mezard and Montanari, 2009, Barahona, 1982], and they
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are connected to all other NP (-complete and -hard) prob-
lems through some easy-to-generalize methods [De las
Cuevas and Cubitt, 2016, Lucas, 2014].
On one hand, the connection between NP problems and
Ising models has resulted in strong physics intuitions [Kirk-
patrick et al., 1983] that the hardness of these problems
emerges through the lens of complex energy landscapes
over discrete random variables with multiple local minima
[Barahona, 1982, Chowdhury, 2014]. On the other hand,
the computational difficulty on the Ising side resonates with
the difficulties of numerous significant scientific problems,
including numerous other combinatorial decision-making
and optimization problems [Benati and Rizzi, 2007, Ngo
et al., 1994, Garey and Johnson, 1979]. As the oppo-
site of conventional inverse Ising problems [Nguyen et al.,
2017, Reneau et al., 2023] that reconstruct graphical struc-
ture from data, we refer to these problems, which have
pre-specified graphical structures, as forward Ising prob-
lems (combinatorial inference and optimization problems
in Ising formulations [De las Cuevas and Cubitt, 2016, Lu-
cas, 2014, Pan et al., 2023]), and any efficient computa-
tional method or hardware solver [Mohseni et al., 2022]
for Ising models can potentially benefit them.
To describe the Ising model, we first introduce some no-
tation here. We consider an Ising model of N spins as
an exponential family model for binary N -spin data up to
quadratic sufficient statistic taking the Boltzmann form

P (X) =
1

Z exp {−βE(X)} (1.1)

=
1

Z exp

−β

 ∑
eij∈E

Jijxixj +
∑
vi∈V

hixi

 ,

where X := {x1, · · · ,xN} ∈ {±1}N is the configuration
of N binary random variables (spins) xi ∈ {±1} assigned
to the Ising graph G = (V, E) , β ≥ 0 is the inverse tem-
perature, and Z :=

∑
X e−βE(X) is the partition function

ensuring the normalization of P (X). The graphical struc-
ture of the Ising model (and corresponding Ising problem)
is encoded into the Ising energy function E(X) through
the symmetric N ×N strength matrix J with zeros on the
diagonal, and the external field vector h.
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To get a taste for the forward Ising problem, we consider
the following NP problem as an example, the Number Par-
titioning Problem (NPP), and its Ising formulation.

Definition 1.1 (Number Partitioning Problem). Given
a set of N positive numbers S = {ni}Ni=1, ask
whether there is a partition of S into two disjoint sets
R and S − R, such that the sum of the elements in
both sets is equal. What is the partition if it exists?

The problem is clearly NP, and its corresponding Ising

model can be identified as E(X) =
(∑N

i=1 nixi

)2
whose

(J, h) can be obtained easily. If there exists a configura-
tion X⋆ such that E (X⋆) = 0, X⋆ provides the desired
parition. Moreover, E = 0 is the ground state of the Ising
model (the state with lowest energy) and therefore finding
the solution to NPP is equivalent to solving the ground state
of the Ising model.
In this work, rather than concentrating on the Ising for-
mulation side, we are interested in solving a subclass of
the forward problems, the forward Ising inference, with
variational mean-field method. In particular, we focus on
solving the variational mean-field inference problems of
pre-specified Ising models (J, h) (presumably transformed
from NP problems) in the setting where no observed data is
available. Using above NNP example, with such an energy
function provided, we intend to do predictive inference on
it through the intractable (1.1) with variational mean-field
method, i.e. inferring marginal, conditional or mode infor-
mation of the NP problem.
Our goal is to develop a variational mean-field Ising solver,
a method that can be efficiently applied to any forward
Ising inference problems with minimal effort. That is, we
aim to approximate the notoriously intractable target dis-
tribution P (X) [Barahona, 1982, Sly and Sun, 2012, Is-
trail, 2000] with a variational mean-field model distribu-
tion Qθ by minimizing the Kullback-Leibler (KL) diver-
gence, such that inference tasks can be solved tractably
and efficiently. To this end, we propose a new type of
variational mean-field integrated with recurrent neural net-
works (RNNs), the Criticality-ordered Recurrent Mean-
Field (CoRMF). CoRMF generalizes the standard mean
field approach by employing the criticality-ordered autore-
gressive factorization for the modeled distribution Qθ

Qθ(X) =

N∏
i=1

qθ (xi|xi−1, · · · ,x1) =

N∏
i=1

qθ (xi|Xj<i) ,(1.2)

and parametrize it with an RNN, where the criticality-
ordered spin sequence, Xj<i = (x1, · · · ,xN ), of an
N -spin Ising model is ordered by sorting mission-critical
edges using greedy algorithm. That is, the edges are or-
dered according to their criticality by exploiting the tree
approximation to the Ising graph, and the autoregressive
decomposition (1.2) is constructed based on this relative
order throughout this paper.

As for optimization, in contrast to traditional variational
Bayes mean-field methods [Wainwright et al., 2008, At-
tias, 1999] that optimize Qθ iteratively with some observed
data, we perform the optimization in a self-train fashion by
leveraging the direct sampling capability of RNN [Graves,
2013, Bengio et al., 2017] combining with a variance-
reduced Monte Carlo gradient estimator to circumvent the
lack of training data and the intractability to backpropagate
through samples of discrete random variables with auto-
differentiation. Moreover, as for inference, the learned
mean-field Qθ may be used to directly generate unbiased
uncorrelated samples and their corresponding probabili-
ties (neural samplers [Nicoli et al., 2020, Wu et al., 2019,
Nowozin et al., 2016, Goodfellow et al., 2016]).
Theoretically, we demonstrate that the negative-log-
partition or the variational free energy of CoRMF is re-
stricted by tighter error bound than Naive Mean-Field
(NMV) for general Ising graphs by using the matrix cut
decomposition machineries [Jain et al., 2018, Frieze and
Kannan, 1999].

Contributions.
• Our method serves as a generic variational mean-

field framework for solving forward Ising problems
by combining the power of information extraction at
the graph level (criticality-ordered autoregressive de-
composition) and sequential learning at the architec-
ture level (RNN.)

• The CoRMF significantly reduces the number of pa-
rameters required to parametrize all the conditionals
from exponential number to polynomial (to the size
N ), while at the same time the expressiveness is sup-
ported by the universal approximation theorem.

• We demonstrate a provably tighter error bound than
the naive mean-field by using the matrix cut decom-
position machineries.

• We numerically validate CoRMF on 4 sets of Ising
model (with given (J, h)). We demonstrate that our
method obtained better error bounds than naive mean-
field and CoRMF with random & reverse criticality-
ordered spin sequences.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 3 we present
CoRMF, an RNN-based variational mean-field method. In
Sec. 4, the mean-field approximation analysis is extended
to our CoRMF. In Sec. 5, numerical studies are conducted.
Finally, concluding discussions are given in Sec. 6.

2 Backgrounds
When solving statistical physics systems like forward Ising
problems, we are usually interested in the macroscopic
properties of the system e.g. the ground state energy (the
mode), magnetizations (the statistics) or the free energy
F := − lnZ/β, which could be all deduced from the
Boltzmann distribution (1.1). Equivalently, by solving, we
typically refer to combinatorial optimization or inference.



Zhenyu Pan, Ammar Gilani, En-Jui Kuo, Zhuo Liu

The focus of this work is the latter, namely forward Ising
inference.

Variational Mean-Field Methods. From the computa-
tional perspective, inferring (1.1) is highly non-trivial. It
is well-established that the exact computation of the Ising
partition function Z (or equivalently the free energy F) is
NP-hard [Mezard and Montanari, 2009, Barahona, 1982,
Istrail, 2000], and the approximate sampling and approxi-
mating the partition function with high probability and ar-
bitrary precision is also NP-hard [Sly and Sun, 2012, Chan-
drasekaran et al., 2012] for general Ising graphs.
To circumvent the computational hardness, variational
mean-field (VMF) provides a way to perform efficient in-
ference by transforming the inference problem into an op-
timization problem [Wainwright et al., 2008, Attias, 1999].
In VMF, we first picks a θ-parametrized mean-field model
family Qθ(X)s. Ideally, the mean-field model Qθ’s should
be expressive enough to resembles the Boltzmann’ distri-
bution P (X), easy to optimize, and allow for tractable in-
ference the statistical quantities of our interest. Then we
minimize the KL-divergence

KL (Qθ(X)|P ) =
∑
X

Qθ(X) ln
Qθ(X)

P (X)
= β (Fθ −F) , (2.1)

which is equivalent to minimizing the variational free en-
ergy,

Fθ :=
1

β

∑
{X}

Qθ(X) [βE(X) + lnQθ(X)]

= E
X∼Qθ

[
E(X) +

1

β
lnQθ(X)

]
, (2.2)

where E(X) is the Ising energy function and F :=
−1/β lnZ is the true free energy1. Throughout this pa-
per, we denote the resulting optimal parameters as θ⋆, its
corresponding model Qθ⋆ and minimized variational free
energy F⋆

θ .
Nevertheless, standard gradient-based optimization method
is inapplicable to (2.2) due to the discrete nature of Ising
models. This is mainly because the inability of backpropa-
gating discrete samples or equivalently computing the gra-
dient of (2.2). To handle this, relaxations to continuous
domain [Tucker et al., 2017, Maddison et al., 2016, Han
et al., 2020] or reinforce-type gradient estimators [Mnih
and Rezende, 2016, Ranganath et al., 2013] have been pro-
posed.

3 Methodology
In this section, we explore the integration of the autoregres-
sive factorization (1.2) with RNNs to perform variational
mean-field inference. We first propose a novel relative or-
der among Ising spins in Sec. 3.1, which is then employed

1Note that Fθ gives an upper bound to F . This work fol-
lows the notations in physics community, and hence differs from
the traditional Evidence Lower Bound (ELBO) literature with a
minus sign.

to parameterize the variational free energy in (2.2) with
an RNN in Sec. 3.2. Lastly we discuss the optimization
and sampling of the variational problem using a variance-
reduced gradient estimator in Sec. 3.3.

3.1 Criticality-Ordered Spin Sequence
The spin sequence Xj<i = (xi−1, · · · ,x1) in (1.2) in-
dicates a pre-determined order for sending the unordered
spins configuration X = {xi}Ni=1 into the RNN se-
quentially. However, since Ising models are inherently
permutation-invariant among spins, any arbitrary spin or-
dering would likely compromise the use of (1.2) as a mean-
field parametrization.
To address this challenge, we present a meaningful relative
spin order for any given Ising model obtained by greedily
searching for mission-critical edges (from high importance
to low importance according to J) with a modified (and
negated) Kruskal’s algorithm [Graham and Hell, 1985].
Beginning with sorting the edges of a given Ising graph
into non-increasing order by a heuristic weight |Jij |, we let
B as the set of edges comprising the tree with the maximal
weight spanning and A as the relative order of nodes asso-
ciated with B. Then, A and B are initialized to be empty,
and we start adding edges to B greedily while recording
the node order in A until the output sequence is obtained.
We call the produced sequence as the “criticality-ordered
spin sequence.” In particular, we emphasize that it is or-
dered according to the criticality of the edges by exploiting
the tree approximation of the Ising graph, and the autore-
gressive decomposition (1.2) is constructed based on this
order throughout this paper. We refer the pseudocode and
details of this greedy algorithm to Appendix A.1.

3.2 Criticality-Ordered Recurrent Mean-Field
With the criticality-ordered mean-field (1.2), we
parametrize Qθ with an RNN by treating the spin
values as binary random variables using a softmax layer
in the conditional distributions. Therefore, each node’s
realization x̂i in the output sequence is associated with the
i’th conditional

qθ(xi = x̂i|Xj<i) = Softmax (Oi) , (3.1)

where Oi is the ith output layer according to the criticality-
order spin sequence. Since the softmax function ranges
between (0, 1), for each input configuration X , the joint
distribution Qθ(X) can be decomposed in this way that
the each output conditional is the probability of xi being
x̂i = ±1, given the conditioned configuration of spins in
front of it (Xj<i).2 With this parametrization, the mean-
field (2.2) can be optimized by simply training the RNN.
Moreover, (1.2) and (3.1) together can be understood as
a generalized mean-field, the Criticality-ordered Recurrent

2Note that the choice of first spin realization x̂1 is arbitrary
due to the parity symmetry of Ising spins.
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Mean-Field (CoRMF), with following features: (i) it is
general to all Ising models and beyond, as the mean-field
values in the original Ising quadratic terms (and possible
extensions to higher-order terms in more general discrete
graphical models) are encoded in RNN weights; and (ii) the
total number of parameters are significantly reduced from
exponential in N to polynomial: (# of RNN parameters) ∝
N2; (iii) the expressiveness of the mean-field (1.2) is guar-
anteed by the universal approximation theorem; and (iv)
it provides an efficient surrogate model for NP problems
whose global solution can only be exhaustively solved in
exponential time, as the NN is guaranteed to attend local
minimum in polynomial time. Consequently, the CoRMF
Qθ is fairly expressive, optimizable and applicable for
tractable inference.

3.3 Optimizing CoRMF with RNN Sampler

Having an optimizable Qθ at hand, our next step is to vary
the mean-field by training the RNN and minimizing the
variational free energy (2.2). Here we remind the readers
that gradient-based optimization methods are inapplicable
to Ising problems and, differed from majority of existing
Bayes methods [Wainwright et al., 2008] that use mean-
field to model conditionals q(x|y) over random variables
x with evidence y, the problem of our interest does not
involve any observed data. They make the training (or op-
timization) more challenging.
To combat these issues, we utilize the reinforce-style gra-
dient estimating algorithm [Mnih and Rezende, 2016] and
RNN’s ability to draw I.I.D samples directly from Qθ

[Graves, 2013, Bengio et al., 2017] to optimize (2.2) in a
self-training manner. Namely, the RNN is updated with
RL-style gradient estimators which are computed with
samples drawn from the RNN.

RNN Sampler. Due to the design nature of RNN, sam-
pling I.I.D. samples is straightforward. Since we have the
access to all approximated joint conditional probabilities
of a given RNN, the sampling directly follows the factor-
ization of the conditional probabilities (1.2), in a predeter-
mined order (the criticality order in this paper) from first
to last. Specifically, to sample a particular configuration
X̂ = (x1 = x̂1,x2 = x̂2, · · · ,xN = x̂N ) where x̂i’s are
realizations of xi’s, we first fixed x1 by sampling from its
conditional q(x1), then sampling x2 from its conditional
q(x2|x̂1). Iteratively repeating the same procedure, we
will obtain the sampled configurations X̂’s (and their cor-
responding joint Qθ and conditional probabilities.) Note
that, the RNN sampler does not have to be trained, and the
samples’ distribution will progressively tend to P during
training. As we shall see next, RNN sampler enables us to
perform self-training with gradient estimator, and generate
massive I.I.D. samples for tractable inference after training.

Reinforce Gradient Estimator. To train the network, we
introduce the Monte Carlo gradient estimator [Ranganath

et al., 2013] of batch size K,

β∇θFθ = ∇θ

∑
X

Qθ(X) · [βE(X) + lnQθ(X)]

= E
X∼Q(X)

[(βE(X) + lnQθ(X)) · ∇θ lnQθ(X)]

≃ 1

K

K∑
k=1

[βE(Xk) + lnQθ(Xk)] · ∇θ lnQθ(Xk),

where the contribution of each sample X ∼ Q(X) to the
gradient of Fθ is equal to the score function ∇θ lnQθ(X)
weighted by the reward function3 R(X) := βE(X) +
lnQθ(X). When R(X) is large, which corresponds to a
higher system energy, the optimizer will tend to despise
such configuration and hence reduce the variational free en-
ergy iteratively. We emphasize that the score function de-
pends on both the model distribution Q, and the target dis-
tribution P through E(X) resulting estimation variance.

Control Variance. That is, such a gradient estimator
is noisy in practice and, the high variance gradients
would require very small update steps, resulting in slow
convergence. To mitigate the variance, we subtract an
X-independent but model-dependent4 constant baseline
[Mnih and Rezende, 2016, Ranganath et al., 2013]

b := E
X∼Qθ

R(X) = E
X∼Qθ

[βE(X) + lnQθ(X)] , (3.2)

to R(X) without affecting the estimation5,

∇θFθ =
1

β
E

X∼Qθ

[∇θ lnQθ(X) · (R(X)− b)] . (3.3)

Consequently, the objective function (2.2) can be modified
with the model-dependent variance reduction baseline,

L = E
X∼Qθ

[βE(X) + lnQθ(X)− b] , (3.4)

where b is estimated at each iteration.

4 Theoretical Analysis
In this section, we first collect some results from Naive
Mean-Field (NMF) in Sec. 4.1 , then introduce some useful
analysis tools from matrix cut decomposition in Sec. 4.2,
and lastly our main theoretical results in Sec. 4.3 which
analytically characterize the variational energy F⋆

θ − F in
(2.2).
To start with, for the generality of the main theorem, we
provide the following lemma to convert any Ising model
into its non-external-field formulation.

3EX∼Qθ
[∇θ lnQθ(X)] =

∑
{X} Qθ(X)∇θ lnQθ(X) =∑

{X} ∇θQθ(X) = ∇θ

[∑
X Qθ(X)

]
= ∇θ1 = 0 , is used to

obtain the second line.
4That is, the baseline b depends on the underlying Ising model

via the energy function E(X).
5This subtraction leaves the gradient estimator unbiased be-

cause b amounts a X-independent term which has the expectation
of 0 over Q.
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Algorithm 1: CoRMF

Input: Ising model of size |X| = N with structural
constants (J, h), criticality-ordered spin
sequence Xi<j from greedy Algorithm 2,
learning rate η, max training steps T and
sample batch size K.

Initialization: Initialize an RNN neural network Qθ0

1 for t = 1, · · · , T do
2 for k = 1, · · · ,K do
3 for i = 1, · · · , N do
4 Compute Qθ(x

k
i |Xk

j<i) to sample x̂k
i ;

5 end
6 Put obtained sample X̂k = (x̂k

1 , · · · , x̂k
N ) into

a sample set St;
7 end
8 Compute the energy E(X) of each sample in St;
9 Compute the constant baseline b according to (3.2);

10 Estimate the gradient∇θFθ according to (3.3);
11 Update RNN’s parameter θ ← θ − η∇θFθ

12 end

Lemma 4.1 (External Field Absorption [Griffiths,
1967]). For any Ising model G = (V,E) of N binary
spins (xi = {±1}) with non-zero external field h, G
can be represented as another extended Ising model G̃
of (N + 1) spins without external field by adding one
auxiliary binary spin variable xN+1 = {±1} con-
nected to every node of the graph G. If strength ma-
trices and external fields of the two models are then
linked via the following relation

J̃ij =


hi, for j = N + 1

0, for i = N + 1

Jij , else
(4.1)

where J̃ is a (N + 1) × (N + 1) asymmetric matrix
with h as its last column and zeros as its last row, the
free energies of the two Ising models are equivalent
up to an additive constant.

Proof. A detailed proof is shown in the Appendix C.4

Remark 4.1. With Lemma 4.1, we now ready to apply re-
sults of matrix cut decomposition [Jain et al., 2018, Frieze
and Kannan, 1999] to prove our error bound. For the ease
of notation, from now on we denote N ← N+1 and 1← β
without loss of generality for the rest of theoretical analysis
by keeping in mind that we are working with Ising models
without external fields6.

6Namely, we can cast any Ising model with external field into
another Ising model with the same F but with no external field.

4.1 Naive Mean-Field (NMF)
Here we recall the classical mean-field method, the Naive
Mean-Field (NMF), and some of its useful results [Wain-
wright et al., 2008]. In NMF, the variational model family
Qθ is completely factorized, i.e. Q(X) =

∏N
i qθ,i(xi),

and all spin variables are assumed independent. From a
graphical perspective, the NMF ansatz eliminates all edges
between nodes, and the interactions are approximated and
summarized in terms of background fields (i.e. mean-field.)
Given NMF’s simplicity, the minimization of (2.2) is fairly
easy to optimize, as can the inference.
By denoting qi,θ(+1) := pi,θ (and qi,θ(−1) := 1 − pi,θ)
the probability of the i’th spin being +1 (-1), the minimized
NMF variational free energy takes the form

F⋆
naive := Fθ⋆,naive = Min

X∈[−1,1]N

[∑
ij

Jijxixj +
∑
i

hixi


− 1

β

∑
i

H

(
xi + 1

2

)]
, (4.2)

where the mean-field value of the ith spin xi is associ-
ated with pi,θ via (2pi,θ − 1) ≡ xi ∈ [−1, 1], H(·) is
the entropy, and the optimized mean-field values of F⋆

naive,
X

⋆
:= {x⋆

1, · · · , x⋆
N}, are associated with the optimized

variational parameters θ⋆. The derivation of (4.2) can be
found in Appendix C.1.
As an exemplar of VMF, it is easy to see that NMF solution
(4.2) gives a valid upper bound for not only the variational
free energy Fθ, but also a upper bound for the true, yet
intractable, free energy F . To characterize the quality of
this approximation, we firstly provide the following lemma
as an useful example, and later, as the main focus of this
section, we aim to obtain tighter error bound for both NMF
and CoRMF.

Lemma 4.2 (Naive Bound for Naive Mean-Field).
Following (C.5), we have the following naive bound

F⋆
naive −F ≤ N∥J∥F , (4.3)

for naive mean-field with β = 1, where ∥J∥F denotes
the Forbenius norm.

Proof. A detailed proof is shown in the Appendix C.3.

Lemma 4.2 provides an error bound related to the size of
the system and the magnitude of the couplings, and will
soon be handy. We call it a naive bound as it is obtained by
considering the naive case where all xi in (4.2) are zeros.
For a more sophisticated and tighter NMF bound, see [Jain
et al., 2018].
Although NMF has been shown highly accurate on cer-
tain class of Ising graphs [Huang, 2008, Ellis and New-
man, 1978], its performs poorly on general Ising models
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as it fails to capture interactions between spins. There-
fore, more sophisticated VMF methods beyond NMF have
been and can be proposed, and as well as tighter bounds
[Wiegerinck, 2013, Xing et al., 2012, Yedidia et al., 2003,
Jordan et al., 1999].

4.2 Matrix Cut Decomposition Machinaries
Our goal here is to quantify the termF⋆

θ −F in (2.2), which
measures the quality of the mean-field (1.2) in use. Moti-
vated by [Jain et al., 2018, Borgs et al., 2012], we resort
to another approximation scheme at graph level to quantify
F⋆

θ − F , the matrix cut decomposition, which intuitively
allows us to approximate any Ising model as a collection of
smaller matrices of different sizes. Each of them is associ-
ated with some cut-quantities that depend only on the edges
in it. With matrix cut, we shall show that the matrix-cut-
approximated variational free energy7 itself is a variational
ansatz, which can be interpreted as the dominant term of
the partition function of another analytically tractable aux-
iliary Ising model, see Fig. 1 and (D.7) in Appendix D. We
apply this auxiliary Ising ansatz to construct F⋆

θ −F .
We start with notations. Following the [Jain et al., 2018,
Frieze and Kannan, 1999, Jain et al., 2017], we index the
rows and columns of any m× n matrix M by sets [m] and
[n], where [k] := {1, · · · , k} denotes a set of numbers up
to |[k]| = k.

Definition 4.1 (Cut Matrix). Given the column subset
[s] ⊆ [m], the row subset [t] ⊆ [n] and a real value d,
we define the [m]× [n] Cut Matrix CUT([s], [t], d) by

CUTij([s], [t], d) =

{
d if (i, j) ∈ [s]× [t],

0 otherwise.
(4.4)

Definition 4.2 (Cut Decomposition). The width-p
Cut Decomposition of a give matrix A is defined by

A = D(1) +D(2) + · · ·+D(p) +W, (4.5)

where D(µ) := CUT ([s]µ, [t]µ, dµ) for µ = 1, · · · , p.
We say such a decomposition has width p, coefficient

length
(∑p

µ=1 d
2
µ

)1/2

and error ∥W∥C .

Next, we introduce the following matrix norms:

∥M∥F :=

√ ∑
(i,j)∈[m]×[n]

M2
ij , (Forbenius Norm)

∥M∥∞ := Max
(i,j)∈[m]×[n]

|Mij |, (Maximum Norm)

∥M∥C := Max
[s]⊆[m],[t]⊆[n]

|M ([s], [t])|, (Cut Norm)

∥W∥∞7→1 := Max
∥X∥∞≤1

∥WX∥1, (Infinity-to-One Norm)

7Here, by approximated, we mean the cut-decomposed free
energy. Note that “variational free energy” itself is already an
approximation by mean-field method.

where M ([s], [t]) :=
∑

(i,j)∈[s]×[t] Mij and ∥WX∥1 :=∑
i

∣∣∣∑j Wijxj

∣∣∣.
With above, we introduce next lemma to bound the close-
ness of two distinct cuts on the same Ising model J .

Lemma 4.3 (Cut Perturbation, Modified from [Jain
et al., 2018, Frieze and Kannan, 1999]). Follow-
ing above definitions of J,D1, . . . , Dp, given real
numbers sµ, s

′
µ, tµ, t

′
µ for each µ ∈ [p] and some

γ ∈ (0, 1) such that |sµ|, |tµ|,
∣∣s′µ∣∣, ∣∣t′µ∣∣ ≤ N ,∣∣sµ − s′µ

∣∣ ≤ γN and
∣∣tµ − t′µ

∣∣ ≤ γN for all µ ∈ [p],
we have −8∥J∥F γN

√
p ≤

∑
µ dµ

∣∣r′µc′µ − rµcµ
∣∣ ≤

8∥J∥F γN
√
p.

Proof. A detailed proof is shown in the Appendix C.5.

Lemma 4.3 enable us to bound the element-wise error re-
sulting from cut-decomposing an Ising model J . More-
over, it characterizes how the changes in cut affect the er-
ror bound, and hence allows us to construct the variational
ansatz over different cuts.
Finally, we introduce next lemma to characterize the error
in free energy introduced by cut decomposition.

Lemma 4.4 ([Jain et al., 2018]). Let J and D be the
matrices of interaction strengths and vectors of ex-
ternal fields of Ising models with partition functions
ZJ and ZD, and variational free energies FJ,naive

and FD,naive of naive mean-field. Then, with W :=
J − D, we have |lnZJ − lnZD| ≤ |W |∞7→1, and∣∣F⋆

J,naive −F⋆
D,naive

∣∣ ≤ ∥W∥∞7→1.

Proof. The detailed proof can be found in Appendix C.6 or
original proof [Jain et al., 2018, Lemma 17]. An extension
with external field is also provided in Appendix C.7.

Remark 4.2. For the ease of notation, we use the short-
hand F⋆

J = F⋆
J,naive and F⋆

D = F⋆
D,naive in this paper.

4.3 Main Theorem
We begin this section by pointing out a trivial lemma that
connects the upper bounds of NMF and CoRMF variational
free energies. Then, we present our main theoretical result
as Theorem 4.6.
Given the fact that RNN is able to learn the naive mean-
field factorization (completely factorized Qθ), we have:

Lemma 4.5. Any generalized mean-field Fgeneral,
that includes the naive mean-field as a member
of its model family, has the following property :
|F⋆

naive −F| ≥
∣∣∣F⋆

general −F
∣∣∣.

Remark 4.3. Lemma 4.5 states that as the naive mean field
belongs to the family of autoregressively factorized distri-
butions, we have |F⋆

naive −F| ≥ |F⋆
RNN −F|.
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Now we can sate our main result: a provably error bound
for CoRMF.

Theorem 4.6 (Main Theorem). Given an Ising model
J of N nodes and its free energy F , the CoRMF ap-
proximates F with Qθ following the error bound

F⋆
CoRMF −F ≤ 42N

2/3∥J∥2/3F ln
1/3 (48N∥J∥F + e) ,

which is equivalent to a lower bound of the KL-
divergence (2.1), KL (Qθ|P ) /β.

Proof Sketch. Since neural networks give only inaccessible
black-box functions, it is hard to compute the error bound
F⋆

RNN−F for CoRMF directly. To get around this, we start
with constructing the NMF error boundF⋆

naive−F , and then
treat it as an inclusive special case of CoRMF (Lemma 4.5)
to obtain F⋆

RNN − F ≤ F⋆
naive − F as the error bound for

CoRMF.
To construct the NMF error bound F⋆

J,naive − F , we first
divide it into three terms

F⋆
J,naive −F ≤| lnZ − lnZD|+ |F⋆

J,naive −F⋆
D,naive|

+ | lnZD −F⋆
D,naive|, (4.6)

by inserting a D-cut free energy lnZD and its correspond-
ing minimized NMF variational free energy F⋆

D,naive. Then
we bound them separately, and finalize the proof with
Lemma 4.5. The detailed proof consists 4 conceptual steps:

Step 1: To bound | lnZ − lnZD|, |F⋆
J,naive −F⋆

D,naive|,
we use cut decomposition to find suitable D and apply
Lemma 4.4.

Step 2: To bound | lnZD − F⋆
D,naive|, we introduce an-

other γ-parametrized variational ansatz lnZ⋆
D,γ such that∣∣lnZD −F⋆

D,naive

∣∣ ≤∣∣lnZD − lnZ⋆
D,γ

∣∣
+
∣∣lnZ⋆

D,γ −F⋆
D,naive

∣∣,
where | lnZD − lnZ⋆

D,γ | and | lnZ⋆
D,γ − F⋆

D,naive| can be
controlled by using cut perturbation Lemma 4.3. Rationale
of introducing the tractable ansatz lnZ⋆

D,γ is to approxi-
mate the intractable lnZD with controllable perturbation
characterizing by γ. Mathematically, ZD,γ is an auxiliary
Ising model defined by approximating each configuration
of ZD with error radius γN ; and Z⋆

D,γ corresponds to its
dominant term while other terms are exponentially sup-
pressed, namely a saddle point approximation. Physically,
Z⋆

D,γ can be understood as a tractable degenerated single-
state8 Ising model that serves as a perturbed approximation
capturing the dominant part of ZD such that Lemma 4.3 is
applicable to provide an analytic error bound.

8By degenerated single-state, we mean this Ising model has
only one energy state, and can be multiple configurations in it.

Step 3: Combining above and applying Lemma 4.2, we
arrive the bound for |F⋆

J,naive −F| in the form of (4.6).

Step 4: From above, we complete the proof by obtaining
F⋆

J,CoRMF −F via Lemma 4.5.
A detailed proof is shown in the Appendix D.

5 Experimental Studies
To validate numerically, we implement CoRMF with sim-
plest RNN to perform forward Ising inference with given
structural couplings (J, h). We demonstrate the efficiency
and precision of our method on a variety of Ising mod-
els; and meanwhile showcase how statistical quantities of
interest can be estimated with CoRMF. In particular, we
evaluate the capability of CoRMF by comparing three dis-
tinct baselines9: (1) CoRMF with Random Order (RO-),
(2) CoRMF with Inverse Order (IO-), and (3) Naive Mean-
Filed (NMF).

5.1 Datasets
N=100 1D Spin Chain. We first demonstrate the efficacy
of CoRMF on the 1D Ising spin chain of size N = 100,
E(X) =

∑
⟨ij⟩ Jijxixj +

∑N
i=1 hixi, where the spins

are aligned in a 1D line and ⟨ij⟩ denotes the spin-spin in-
teraction Jijxixj only exists between neighbor spins, i.e.
Jijxixj = 0 for all j ̸= i± 1 for a given i. In this nearest-
neighbor interacting setting, we set Jij < 0 and hi > 0
such that all spins tend toward alignment with −1.

Dense N=10 Ising Model. Next, we use an Ising model
of size N=10 with a slightly restricted interaction. Specif-
ically, the symmetric interaction strength matrix J has
1, 2, ..., 55 as elements (with random assignment without
replacement) for the upper triangle except the diagonals,
and we set hi > 0 for all i. In such Ising model, no am-
biguity exists in the generated criticality spin order from
Sec. 3.1 since there is no repeated |Jij | except |Jji| (re-
call J is symmetric.) Thus, this setup, differed from
commonly used uniform J (i.e. Jij = J for all (i, j)),
nearest-neighbor & random J (e.g. Edwards–Anderson
model [Edwards and Anderson, 1975] ), or general random
J (e.g. Sherrington-Kirkpatrick [Sherrington and Kirk-
patrick, 1975] or Hopfield [Hopfield, 1982] spin glasses), is
mainly to verify the effectiveness of the criticality spin or-
der. We also examine two distinct temperatures (or equiva-
lently rescaling J) for this model to see how CoRMF adapts
to randomness10.

Dense & Sparse & Random N=20 Ising Models. Then,
we use a dense Ising model with N = 20, where Jij ∼
U([L]) (uniformly pick from [L] with some number L) is

9We emphasize again that, since there is not data/evidence in
the problem setting, traditional variational inference methods are
not applicable here.

10The distribution would become more random as the temper-
ature rose.
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dense and the ambiguity of criticality-ordered sequence can
be controlled by tuning L. We test CoRMF on L = N2

(rarely ambiguous) and L = ⌊
√
N⌋ (highly ambiguous) to

see how CoRMF is affected by order ambiguity. Further,
we consider a sparse Ising model with N = 20, where
Jij ∼ Poisson(λ = 0.4) is sparse and the criticality-
ordered sequence is ambiguous due to repeated values (and
sparsity.) Last, a setting with general interaction Jij ∼
U([L = 5] − 2) is conducted. For all N=20 Ising models,
we set h = 0. These settings aim to mimic real-world for-
ward Ising problems where J is complex, possibly sparse
and the order is easily contaminated.

5.2 Tasks: Forward Ising Inference
We consider two forward Ising inference tasks: computing
the minimized variational free energy, and the magnetiza-
tion (global mean).

Minimized Variational Free Energy F⋆. For CoRMFs,
we report the average values of the variational free energy
of RNN samples as the minimized variational free energy
F⋆. For NMF, the F⋆’s are minimized according to (C.5).

Magnetization ⟨x⟩Q =
∑

i EQ(xi). The magnetization
of an Ising model is the mean of mean parameters of spins

⟨x⟩Q :=
1

N

∑
i

E
x∼Q

(xi) =
1

N

∑
i

[2qθ⋆(xi = +1)− 1] .

We compute and report magnetization values for both
CoRMF and baselines. To evaluate estimated ⟨x⟩Q eas-
ily, we introduce external field h in part of datasets to force
⟨x⟩Q deviate from zero.
For all these tasks, we use samples obtained with Gibbs
MCMC sampler to compute reference values. For each
datasets, we repeat all above tasks 5 times for CoRMFs
and 10 times for NMF, report the results in Table 1, and
summarize implementation details in Appendix E.

5.3 Forward Ising Inference Quality
In our implementation, CoRMF agrees with Theorem 4.6
by outperforming all baselines in minimizing F⋆ on all
datasets except N=20 with random J ; when estimating
magnetization in cases with non-zero external field h, our
method was at least ∼4+% more accurate than NMF base-
lines; however CoRMF failed to excel on highly sparse and
ambiguous graphs.
In N=100 1D Spin Chain experiments, the CoRMF out-
performed NMF in both F⋆ and ⟨x⟩Q regardless which
spin order was used, which is not surprising as the model
is highly restricted and simple. In N=10 Ising Model ex-
periments, the results show that not only did CoRMF out-
perform NMF, but criticality-ordered was superior to RO-
& IO-; moreover, in the low-temperature setting (β = 5),
the significance of the tree order appears to increase. In
Dense N=20 Ising Model experiments, the results show that

Table 1: Comparison of CoRMF and NMF. We examine the
effectiveness of the proposed relative order by considering
criticality-ordered, random-ordered (RO-), inverse-ordered
(IO-) CoRMFs, comparing with NMF.

Dataset Mean Field F⋆ ⟨x⟩Q
CoRMF -300.00489±0.00022 -0.99985±0.00004
RO CoRMF -300.00511±0.00018 -0.99985±0.00002

N=100 1D Spin Chain IO CoRMF -300.00509±0.00028 -0.99986±0.00002
NMF -292.50790±0.72770 -0.96880±0.00250
Reference - -0.99989±0.00156

CoRMF -85.34812±0.00013 -0.09493±0.00135
RO CoRMF -85.34548±0.00038 -0.09592±0.00118

N=10 Ising (β=1) IO CoRMF -85.34647±0.00271 -0.09530±0.00118
NMF -74.83870±6.88050 -0.11750±0.06920
Reference - -0.08862±0.09935

CoRMF -423.91318±0.00002 -0.08027±0.00047
RO CoRMF -423.00000±0.00000 -0.20000±0.00000

N=10 Ising (β=5) IO CoRMF -423.39996±0.00000 0.00000±0.00000
NMF -369.35510±37.30090 -0.12390±0.07100
Reference - -0.06342±0.09307

CoRMF -166.06870±0.00550 -0.00016±0.00157
RO CoRMF -165.17768±6.55424 0.01161±0.02440

Dense N=20 Ising (L=400) IO CoRMF -164.15070±5.65829 -0.00002±0.00107
NMF -140.20250±14.3210 -0.00450±0.03950
Reference - -0.00025±0.05324

CoRMF -94.72956±0.00123 0.00008±0.00023
RO CoRMF -94.72362±0.00998 0.00006±0.00020

Dense N=20 Ising (L=5) IO CoRMF -93.43296±2.52553 -0.00037±0.00075
NMF -81.11440±5.19200 -0.00430±0.02760
Reference - 0.00008±0.014966

CoRMF -78.81788±0.00169 0.00021±0.00109
RO CoRMF -67.45300±0.59780 -0.00737±0.00907

Sparse N=20 Ising IO CoRMF -78.81728±0.00022 0.00064±0.00181
NMF -66.28090±5.79250 -0.03010±0.06360
Reference - -0.00165±0.09725

CoRMF -149.38675±0.00013 0.00081±0.00036
RO CoRMF -149.38687±0.00013 0.00053±0.00134

Random N=20 Ising IO CoRMF -141.12375±11.31409 -0.00039±0.00102
NMF -130.62220±9.50900 -0.00780±0.07020
Reference - -0.00143±0.0729

CoRMF triumphed in general when order was rarely am-
biguous; even in the case of highly repeated J , CoRMF
succeeded. However, in Sparse & Random N=20 Ising
Models experiments, the distinctions between CoRMF,
RO-, and IO-CoRMF began to blur as the order became
contaminated, although CoRMF was still superior by a
small margin on average.

6 Conclusion
In this paper, we propose a neutralized tree-structured vari-
ational mean-field, CoRMF, as an efficient solver for for-
ward Ising inference problems. Our framework is generic
as (i) it is independent of the Ising model of interest, (ii)
it makes no strong assumptions about the network archi-
tecture, and (iii) it is computationally efficient, expressive
enough, and effortless to employ to any forward Ising infer-
ence problem. Analytically, we provide an approximation
error bound for CoRMF. Numerically, we conduct a va-
riety of experiments that verify our theoretical results and
CoRMF delivers on average 4+% improvement in accuracy
over baselines. This work serves as an attempt towards de-
veloping deep-learning enhanced solvers for forward Ising
problems. Nevertheless, there is one limitation we wish to
highlight: instead of finding an optimal order, it adopts a
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heuristic-based order without theoretical guarantees, and
therefore may fail to excel on certain graphs, see Ap-
pendix B for more discussions. For future investigations,
our plan is two-fold: (1) relaxing CoRMF with the theoret-
ically guaranteed information-distance-weighted tree [Choi
et al., 2011, Lake, 1994] for both forward and inverse Ising
problems in data-driven settings; (2) integrating the tree-
structured mode finding algorithms like [Chen et al., 2014]
with CoRMF.
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Supplementary Materials

A Technical Details
A.1 Algorithm for Generating the Criticality-ordered Spin Sequence
To order the importance of spins (x1,x2, · · · ,xn), we construct the maximum spanning tree of the Ising graph via a
modified (and negated) Kruskal’s algorithm [Graham and Hell, 1985]. A maximum spanning tree is a spanning tree of a
given weighted graph G, whose sum of weights is maximal. One method for computing the maximum weight spanning
tree can be summarized as follows.

1. Sort edges of G into non-increasing order by weight |Ju,v|. Note that, there might be equally weighted edges and
hence the resulting tree is not always unique. In case of equally weighted edges, we always sort them arbitrarily.
Therefore, the obtained spin order might be contaminated with ambiguities.

2. Let B be the set of edges consisting the tree with the maximum weight spanning, and A be the relative order (a list)
among spin associated to B.

3. Initialize A = ∅ and B = ∅.

4. Add the first edge (u, v) to B and append u and v into list A.

5. Add the next edge (u, v) to B if and only if it does not form a cycle in B. There are two possible cases: (i) one of the
node (either u or v) is already in A, then we just append another to A; (ii) both nodes u, v are not in our A, then we
append them randomly to A.

6. Keep adding edges (step 4) until B has |V| − 1 edges then return A.

Algorithm 2: Criticality-Weighted Maximum Spanning Tree

Input: G = (E ,V) a connected undirected graph, weighted by J
Initialization: a union-find data structure B ← ∅, an empty list A← ∅

1 for each vertex v ∈ V do
2 MAKE SET(v) ; /* MAKE SET(v) puts v in a set by itself */

3 end
4 sorted edge into non-increasing order by absolute value of weight |Ju,v|
5 for each edge eu,v = (u, v) ∈ E taken from above sorted list do
6 if FIND SET(u) ̸= FIND SET(v) then
7 B ← B ∪ (u, v) ∪ (v, u); /* FIND SET(v) returns the name of v’s set */

8 UNION(FIND SET(u), FIND SET(v)); /* UNION(u, v) combines sets that u and v are in */

9 if (u, v) ̸∈ A then
10 append u and v to A
11 else if u ∈ A, v ̸∈ A then
12 append v to A
13 else
14 append u to A ; /* if v ∈ A, u ̸∈ A */

15 end
16 end
17 end
18 return the criticality-ordered spin sequence A = [x1,x2, · · · ,xn]

For a graph with |E| edges and |V| vertices, Kruskal’s algorithm can be shown to run in O(|E| ln |E|) time, or equivalently,
O(|E| ln |V|) time, all with simple data structures.
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B Limitations
We discuss CoRMF’s limitations here. As mentioned previously, the proposed order is sorted based on a heuristic definition
for mission criticality (weight): |Ju,v|, which in general lack of theoretical guarantees and quantification for error caused
by the tree approximation. In fact, find an optimal tree/order itself is an NP-hard problem in our not-data-driven setting —
there are d! possible permutations for the spin order. To the best of our knowledge, unlike the data-driven setting where we
can use information distance [Lake, 1994] as graph weight and obtain the optimal tree with spanning tree algorithm [Choi
et al., 2011], there is no known data-free solution to this problem. Therefore, we employ a heuristic in this work which has
been empirically validated. More sophisticated (but possible ad-hoc) extensions against sparse and ambiguous graphs can
be easily employed, such as a high-assumption weighting mechanism for the greedy algorithm based on the sample-free
analytic expression for pairwise correlation [Nikolakakis et al., 2021] or test-based heuristic weightings (i.e. sparsity test,
ambiguity test, J-h ratio test...e.t.c.).

C Supplemental Theoretical Results
C.1 Naive Mean-Field Variational Free Energy

The following is an useful expression for minimizing the variational free energy of the naive mean-field Qθ(X) =∏N
i=1 qi,θ(xi).

Starting from the variational mean-field free energy

Fθ = E
Qθ

[
E(X) +

1

β
lnQθ(X)

]
, (C.1)

by denoting qi,θ(+1) := pi,θ and qi,θ(−1) := 1− pi,θ, the first term on the RHS gives

E
Qθ

[E(X)] = E
Qθ

∑
ij

Jijxixj +
∑
i

hixi

 =
∑
ij

Jij E
qi,θ

(xi) E
qj,θ

(xj) +
∑
i

hi E
qi,θ

(xi)

=
∑
ij

Jij (2pi,θ − 1) (2pj,θ − 1) +
∑
i

hi(2pi,θ − 1). (C.2)

As for the second term, recalling the entropy H(·) := −
∑

P (·) lnP (·) , we have

E
Qθ

[lnQθ(X)] =
∑
i

E
qi,θ

[ln q(xi)]

=
∑
i

pi,θ ln pi,θ + (1− pi,θ) ln (1− pi,θ) = −
∑
i

H (pi,θ) . (C.3)

Thus, we can rewrite the variational free energy of naive mean-field as

Fθ,naive(x1, x2, · · · , xn) =
∑
ij

Jijxixj +
∑
i

hixi −
1

β

∑
i

H

(
xi + 1

2

)
, (C.4)

by associating the mean-field value of the ith spin with pi,θ via (2pi,θ−1) ≡ xi ∈ [−1, 1]. Therefore, we arrive a particular
form of the minimized NMF variational free energy

F⋆
naive := Fθ⋆,naive = Min

X∈[−1,1]N

∑
ij

Jijxixj +
∑
i

hixi

− 1

β

∑
i

H

(
xi + 1

2

) , (C.5)

where the optimized mean-field values of F⋆
naive, X

⋆
:= {x⋆

1, · · · , x⋆
N}, are associated with the optimized variational

parameters θ⋆.

C.2 Lemma 4.3’s Corollaries

Corollary C.1. Lemma 4.3 is invariant under the transformation dµ ↔ −dµ, namely −8∥J∥F γN
√
p ≤∑

µ−dµ
∣∣r′µc′µ − rµcµ

∣∣ ≤ 8∥J∥F γN
√
p is also true.
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Proof of Corollary C.1. Omitted.

Corollary C.2. Since exp
{∑p

µ=1−dµsµtµ
}
≤ exp

{∑p
µ=1−dµs′µt′µ

}
exp
{
8
√
p∥J∥F γN

}
, we can simply have

exp
{∑p

µ=1−dµsµtµ
}
≤ exp

{
8
√
p∥J∥F γN

}
exp
{
−
∑p

µ=1 dµs
′
µt

′
µ

}
.

Proof of Corollary C.2. Starting with Lemma 4.3, we have

exp

{
p∑

µ=1

−dµ
(
sµtµ − s′µt

′
µ

)}
≤ exp

{
p∑

µ=1

−dµ
∣∣sµtµ − s′µt

′
µ

∣∣} ≤ exp{8√p∥J∥F γN}, (C.6)

which implies

exp

{
p∑

µ=1

−dµsµtµ

}
≤ exp

{
p∑

µ=1

−dµs′µt′µ

}
exp{8√p∥J∥F γN}. (C.7)

Therefore,

exp

{
p∑

µ=1

−dµsµtµ

}
= exp

{
p∑

µ=1

−dµ(sµtµ − s′µt
′
µ)

}
exp

{
−

p∑
µ=1

dµs
′
µt

′
µ

}

≤ exp

{
p∑

µ=1

−dµ
∣∣s′µt′µ − sµtµ

∣∣} exp

{
−

p∑
µ=1

dµs
′
µt

′
µ

}

≤ exp{8√p∥J∥F γN} exp

{
−

p∑
µ=1

dµs
′
µt

′
µ

}
. (C.8)

C.3 Lemma 4.2
Proof of Lemma 4.2. According to (C.5), we have F⋆

naive ≤ −N ln 2 by naively plugging all xi = 0,∀i. As for F , we have

F = − ln

∑
X

exp

−∑
ij

Jijxixj


 ≥ − ln

(
2N exp{N∥J∥F }

)
= −N ln 2−N∥J∥F . (C.9)

Therefore we arrive the naive bound F⋆
naive −F ≤ N∥J∥F .

C.4 Lemma 4.1

Proof of Lemma 4.1. We first write down the energy function of G̃ by adding an auxiliary spin xN+1 = {±1} to G
following (4.1):

Ẽ(X,xN+1) =

N+1∑
i,j=1

J̃ijxixj =

N∑
i,j=1

Jijxixj +

(
N∑
i=1

hixi

)
xN+1. (C.10)

On the basis of which, the corresponding partition function can be expressed as

Z̃ =
∑

X;xN+1∈{±1}

exp
{
−βẼ(X)

}
(C.11)

=
∑
X

exp

−β
 N∑

i,j=1

Jijxixj +

N∑
i=1

hixi

+
∑
X

exp

−β
 N∑

i,j=1

Jijxixj −
N∑
i=1

hixi


= 2

∑
{X}

exp

−β
 N∑

i,j=1

Jijxixj +

N∑
i=1

hixi

 = 2Z, (Ising Parity Symmetry)

indicating the free energies F = − lnZ/β of the two Ising models are equivalent up to an additive logarithmic-constant.
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C.5 Lemma 4.3
To prove Lemma 4.3, we need the following Cut Decomposition Lemma.

Lemma C.1 (Cut Decomposition [Jain et al., 2018, Frieze and Kannan, 1999]). Given an arbitrary real m×n matrix
J , and ϵ > 0. We can find a cut decomposition of width at most 16/ϵ2, coefficient length at most 4∥J∥F /

√
mn, error

at most 4ϵ
√
mn∥J∥F , and such that ∥W∥F ≤ ∥J∥F .

Proof of Lemma C.1. A detailed proof can be found in [Frieze and Kannan, 1999, Sec. 4.3]. Note that we rescale ϵ follow-
ing [Jain et al., 2018] for simplicity (i.e. when proving inequalities, equal-ϵ weights are preferred11.)

We are now ready to prove Lemma 4.3.

Proof of Lemma 4.3. Using the argument of [Jain et al., 2018, Lemma 19], since∣∣s′µt′µ − sµtµ
∣∣ ≤ ∣∣t′µ||s′µ − sµ

∣∣+ |tµ|∣∣s′µ − sµ
∣∣ ≤ 2γN2,

we have (
p∑

µ=1

dµ
∣∣s′µt′µ − sµtµ

∣∣)2

≤

√p ·
√√√√ p∑

µ

d2µ · 2γN2

2

(By Cauchy-Schwartz inequality)

≤ (8
√
p∥J∥F γN)

2
, (

√∑p
µ d2µ ≤ 4∥J∥F /N from Lemma C.1)

which implies −8∥J∥F γN
√
p ≤

∑
µ dµ

∣∣r′µc′µ − rµcµ
∣∣ ≤ 8∥J∥F γN

√
p.

C.6 Lemma 4.4
Proof of Lemma 4.4. [Jain et al., 2018, Lemma 17] provides the original proof and we restate it here only for self-
containedness. For any spin configuration X ∈ {±1}N , we have

|EJ(X)− ED(X)| =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

i,j

Jijxixj

−
∑

i,j

Dijxixj

∣∣∣∣∣∣ (C.12)

≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
i

∑
j

Wijxj

xi

∣∣∣∣∣∣ (Cauchy-Schwartz inequality)

≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
i

∑
j

Wijxj

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∥W∥∞7→1, (C.13)

which implies

exp

−∑
i,j

Jijxixj

 ∈
exp

−∑
i,j

Dijxixj ± ∥W∥∞7→1

 , (C.14)

and
∣∣F⋆

J,naive −F⋆
D,naive

∣∣ ≤ ∥W∥∞7→1 according to (C.5). Taking the sum over all configurations and take the logarithm on
both sides, we arrive

lnZJ = ln

∑
{X}

exp

−∑
i,j

Jijxixj

 ∈ ln

∑
{X}

exp

−∑
i,j

Dijxixj

± ∥W∥∞7→1, (C.15)

which implies |lnZJ − lnZD| ≤ ∥W∥∞7→1. An extension of this theorem with external fields is provided in the following
section.

C.7 An Extension of Lemma 4.4 with External Fields
11For example, in (4.6), each |·| on the RHS is proportional to ϵ/3.
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Theorem C.2 (Modified from [Jain et al., 2018]). Let (J, h) and (D,u) be the matrices of interaction strengths and
vectors of external fields of Ising models with partition functions ZP and ZQ, and variational free energies F and
F∗

Q. Then, with W := J −D. We have

|logZ − logZQ| ≤ ∥W∥∞→1 +
√
n∥h− u∥2, (C.16)

and

|F∗ −F∗
D| ≤ ∥W∥∞→1 +

√
n∥h− u∥2. (C.17)

Proof of Theorem C.2. For any spin configuration X ∈ {±1}N , we have∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

i,j

Jijxixj +
∑
i

hixi

−
∑

i,j

Dijxixj +
∑
i

uixi

∣∣∣∣∣∣ (C.18)

≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
i

∑
j

Wijxj

xi

∣∣∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣∑

i

(hi − ui)xi

∣∣∣∣∣ (Cauchy-Schwartz inequality)

≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
i

∑
j

Wijxj

∣∣∣∣∣∣+√n∥h− u∥2 ≤ ∥W∥∞7→1 +
√
n∥h− u∥2. (C.19)

From above we get |F∗ −F∗
D| ≤ ∥W∥∞→1. Moreover, for any X ∈ {±1}N , we have

exp

∑
i,j

Jijxixj

 ∈
exp

∑
i,j

Dijxixj

± (∥W∥∞7→1 +
√
n∥h− u∥2

) . (C.20)

Taking first the sum of these inequalities over all x ∈ {±1}n and then the log, we get |F∗ − F∗
D| ≤ ∥W∥∞→1 + ||h −

u||2
√
n.

D Proof of Theorem 4.6
Proof of Theorem 4.6. We start with constructing the naive mean-field error bound F⋆

naive − F , and then treat it as an
inclusive special case of CoRMF (Lemma 4.5) to obtain F⋆

RNN − F ≤ F⋆
naive − F as the error bound for CoRMF. To

construct the naive mean-field error bound F⋆
J,naive −F , we first divide it into three terms

F⋆
J,naive −F ≤ | lnZ − lnZD|+ |F⋆

J,naive −F⋆
D,naive|+ | lnZD −F⋆

D,naive|, (D.1)

by inserting a D-cut free energy lnZD and its corresponding minimized NMF variational free energy F⋆
D,naive. Then, our

technical proof consists four conceptual steps:

• Step 1: To bound | lnZ − lnZD|, |F⋆
J,naive −F⋆

D,naive|, we use cut decomposition to find suitable D and apply
Lemma 4.4.

• Step 2: To bound | lnZD −F⋆
D,naive|, we introduce another γ-parametrized variational ansatz lnZ⋆

D,γ such that∣∣lnZD −F⋆
D,naive

∣∣ ≤ ∣∣lnZD − lnZ⋆
D,γ

∣∣+ ∣∣lnZ⋆
D,γ −F⋆

D,naive

∣∣,
where | lnZD − lnZ⋆

D,γ | and | lnZ⋆
D,γ −F⋆

D,naive| can be controlled by using cut perturbation Lemma 4.3. Rationale
of introducing the ansatz lnZ⋆

D,γ is to approximate the intractable lnZD with its dominant term while other terms
are exponentially suppressed. Physically, Z⋆

D,γ can be understood as a tractable degenerated single-state Ising model
that serves as a perturbed approximation to ZD such that Lemma 4.3 is applicable to provide an analytic error bound.

• Step 3: Combining above and applying Lemma 4.2, we arrive the bound for |F⋆
J,naive −F| in the form of (4.6).

• Step 4: From above, we complete the proof by obtaining F⋆
J,CoRMF −F via Lemma 4.5.
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D.1 Step 1: Bounding |lnZJ − lnZD| and |F⋆
J −F⋆

D|

We define the cut-decomposed matrix as D := D(1)+ · · ·+D(p), where D(1), · · · , D(p) are the cut matrices coming from
the Ising model J according to Lemma C.1 with the particular parameter choice ϵ→ ϵ/12 (i.e. 16/ϵ2 → 2304/ϵ2), so that
p ≤ 2304/ϵ2 and

∥W∥∞7→1 = ∥J −D∥∞7→1 ≤
ϵ

3
N∥J∥F .

By Lemma 4.4, it follows that

|lnZJ − lnZD| ≤
ϵ

3
N∥J∥F , and |F⋆

J −F⋆
D| ≤

ϵ

3
N∥J∥F . (D.2)

D.2 Step 2: Bounding | lnZD −F⋆
D,naive| as

∣∣lnZD − lnZ⋆
D,γ

∣∣ and
∣∣lnZ⋆

D,γ + F⋆
D

∣∣
In order to bound | lnZD − F⋆

D,naive|, we introduce a analytically tractable variational term lnZ⋆
D,γ to divide it into two

part as aforementioned, and use the cut perturbation Lemma 4.3 to control them one by one. The intuition behind is, we
introduce another auxiliary Ising model whose dominant term approximates ZD with an error that is analytically tractable,
hence perturbation.

In order to apply Lemma 4.3 and construct a bound for
∣∣lnZD − lnZ⋆

D,γ

∣∣, we do the follows:

• For a given Ising model J , given a cut-decomposition D, we map the configurations {X} onto the S⃗-T⃗ plane,
i.e. X → (S⃗, T⃗ ) where (S⃗, T⃗ ) denotes realizations (points) on S⃗-T⃗ plane.

• For each point in S⃗-T⃗ plane, we define the corresponding local configuration set XS⃗,T⃗ ,γ in (D.5).

• We discretize S⃗-T⃗ with hyper-grid of size γN , and use XS⃗,T⃗ ,γ to expand a hypercube of size 2γN at each

realization (S⃗, T⃗ ).

• We approximate Z⋆
D with its dominant term Z⋆

D,γ , where Z⋆
D,γ is defined as a γ-parametrized variational anstaz

capturing most contributing (S⃗, T⃗ ) points.

We first explicitly write down the partition function of the cut-decomposed matrix D

ZD =
∑
{X}

exp

−
p∑

µ=1

 ∑
i∈[s]µ,j∈[t]µ

D
(µ)
ij xixj

 =
∑
{X}

exp

{
−

p∑
µ=1

Sµ(X)Tµ(X)dµ

}
, (D.3)

with the shorthand notation Sµ(X) :=
∑

i∈[s]µ
xi ∈ [−|sµ|, |sµ|] and Tµ(X) :=

∑
j∈[t]µ

xj ∈ [−|tµ|, |tµ|]. By denoting

S⃗(X) := (S1(X), · · · , Sp(X)) the vector ranges over all elements of [−|s1|, |s1|]× · · · × [−|sp|, |sp|] for each configu-
ration X (and similarly for T⃗ (X)), and replacing

∑
{X} with the sum over all possible S⃗(X)’s and T⃗ (X)’s realizations∑

S⃗,T⃗ , we obtain the inner-product representation for ZD:

ZD =
∑
S⃗,T⃗

exp

(
−

p∑
µ=1

SµTµdµ

) ∑
{X:S⃗(X)=S⃗,T⃗ (X)=T⃗}

1

 , (D.4)

where
∑p

µ=1 SµTµdµ := ⟨Sµ| dµ |Tµ⟩ denotes the dµ-weighted inner product between S⃗ and T⃗ . Here, in (D.3) and (D.4),
we simply map the original intractable Ising model’s configurations X’s onto the S⃗-T⃗ space where the partition function
can be controlled analytically.

For any realization S⃗ ∈ [−|s1|, |s1|]×· · ·× [−|sp|, |sp|], T⃗ ∈ [−|t1|, |t1|]×· · ·× [−|tp|, |tp|] and the γ ∈ (0, 1), we define
the local configuration set centered at (S⃗, T⃗ ) with grid size 2γN as

XS⃗,T⃗ ,γ
:=
{
X ∈ {±1}N : |Sµ(X)− Sµ| ≤ γN, |Tµ(X)− Tµ| ≤ γN for all µ ∈ [p]

}
, (D.5)

such that
(
S⃗(X), T⃗ (X)

) ∣∣
X∈XS⃗,T⃗ ,γ

denotes realizations close to (S⃗, T⃗ ) within error γN .
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With XS⃗,T⃗ ,γ , we further introduce the auxiliary hyper-grid Iγ := {±γN,±3γN,±5γN, · · · ,±ℓγN} to fine-grain S⃗-T⃗

space with an auxiliary S⃗γ-T⃗γ space, where ℓ is defined to be the smallest odd integer satisfying |ℓγN −N | ≤ γN in
order to completely capture all configurations in S⃗-T⃗ space, so that |ℓ| ≤ 1/γ + 1 and |Iγ | ≤ 1/γ + 2. In the auxiliary
fine-grained S⃗γ-T⃗γ space, we define the following the auxiliary Ising model on S⃗γ-T⃗γ as

ZD,γ :=
∑

S⃗γ ,T⃗γ∈Ip
γ

[
exp

{
−

p∑
µ=1

S(γ)
µ T (γ)

µ dµ

}(∣∣∣XS⃗γ ,T⃗γ ,γ

∣∣∣)] , (D.6)

and observe that the maximally contributed term in (D.6) is the following γ-parametrized lower bound of the optimal
partition function of D, i.e. Z⋆

D (the optimal value of ZD in S⃗-T⃗ space):

Z⋆
D,γ := max

S⃗γ ,T⃗γ∈Ip
γ

exp

(
−

p∑
µ=1

S(γ)
µ T (γ)

µ dµ

)(∣∣∣XS⃗γ ,T⃗γ ,γ

∣∣∣), (D.7)

where S⃗γ := (S
(γ)
1 , · · · , S(γ)

p ), T⃗γ := (T
(γ)
1 , · · · , T (γ)

p ), Ipγ :=

p︷ ︸︸ ︷
Iγ × · · · × Iγ , and |XS⃗γ ,T⃗γ ,γ

| counts the number of

configurations (X’s or (S⃗, T⃗ )’s, not (S⃗γ , T⃗γ)’s) captured by the local configuration set centered at (S⃗γ , T⃗γ), see Figure 1.
Intuitively, we should first note that, if we take the continuous limit γ → 0, (D.7) recovers the term of optimal contribution
from the RHS of (D.4) and hence is a lower bound of Z⋆

D; that is, (D.6) approximates the cut-Ising (D.4) with controllable
error characterizing by γ, and (D.7) can be regarded as the saddle approximation to ZD,γ by picking up the term with
maximal contribution.

Figure 1: (Auxiliary Fine-Grained S⃗γ-T⃗γ Space.) We consider the case of p = 1 for simplicity. The black grid
and blue grid represent the S⃗-T⃗ and S⃗γ-T⃗γ spaces, respectively. Each intersection of black (blue) dashed-line is a
realization of S⃗-T⃗ (S⃗γ-T⃗γ) space. For any (S⃗γ-T⃗γ)-realization (S⃗γ , T⃗γ) (the blue circle), we can expand a XS⃗γ ,T⃗γ ,γ

(green box) around it capturing enclosed (S⃗, T⃗ )’s (red circles) with (D.5), and compute Z⋆
D,γ with (D.7).



Zhenyu Pan, Ammar Gilani, En-Jui Kuo, Zhuo Liu

By Lemma 4.3, we can construct
∣∣lnZD − lnZ⋆

D,γ

∣∣ by considering the following inequality

Z⋆
D,γe

−8∥J∥F γN
√
p ≤ max

S⃗,T⃗
exp

(
−

p∑
µ=1

SµTµdµ

) ∑
{X:S⃗(X)=S⃗,T⃗ (X)=T⃗}

1

 (By Corollary C.2)

≤ ZD (D.8)

≤
∑

S⃗γ ,T⃗γ∈Ip
γ

∣∣∣XS⃗γ ,T⃗γ ,γ

∣∣∣ exp{− p∑
µ=1

S(γ)
µ T (γ)

µ dµ

}
exp{8∥J∥F γN

√
p} (By Corollary C.1 & C.2)

≤

 ∑
S⃗γ ,T⃗γ∈Ip

γ

1

Z⋆
D,γ exp{8∥J∥F γN

√
p} = |Iγ |2pZ⋆

D,γ exp{8∥J∥F γN
√
p}, (D.9)

where |Iγ |2p is the total number of all possible configurations in S⃗γ-T⃗γ space12. Consequently, from (D.8) and (D.9) we
get

lnZ⋆
D,γ ≤ lnZD + 8∥J∥F γN

√
p, (D.10)

and

lnZ⋆
D,γ ≥ lnZD − 8∥J∥F γN

√
p− 2p ln |Iγ |

≥ lnZD − 8∥J∥F γN
√
p− 2p ln

(
1

γ
+ 2

)
, (D.11)

respectively. These bounds allow us to control
∣∣lnZD − lnZ⋆

D,γ

∣∣ by

∣∣lnZD − lnZ⋆
D,γ

∣∣ ≤ 8∥J∥F γN
√
p+ 2p ln

(
1

γ
+ 2

)
, (D.12)

with variational parameter γ ∈ (0, 1) whose optimal value will be determined shortly in Step 3.

In order to construct bounds to control
∣∣F⋆

D − lnZ⋆
D,γ

∣∣, we need to develop mean-field description for lnZ⋆
D,γ . That is,

while (D.7) only has one configuration in S⃗γ-T⃗γ space, it corresponds to multiple X’s captured by XS⃗γ ,T⃗γ ,γ
(the green

box in Figure 1). Naturally, for the optimal realization (S⃗γ , T⃗γ), (D.7) can be further interpreted as the inner-product
representation of a local Ising model restricted by XS⃗γ ,T⃗γ ,γ

. It is a degenerated one-state Ising model. By degenerated

one-state, we mean this Ising model has only one energy state (only one (S⃗γ , T⃗γ) realization), while there can be multiple
configurations in it (multiple X .)

We define the corresponding auxiliary (naive) mean-field value, following (C.5),

yj :=
1∣∣∣XS⃗γ ,T⃗γ ,γ

∣∣∣
∑

X∈XS⃗γ ,T⃗γ ,γ

xj ,
(
Y := (y1, · · · , yN )

)
(D.13)

as the mean value of configurations captured by XS⃗γ ,T⃗γ ,γ
. Moreover, we denote probabilities associated to the restricted

configurations in XS⃗γ ,T⃗γ ,γ
for such a local and restricted Ising model as Y := (y1, · · · ,yN ) ∈ [0, 1]N . As a result, the

term
∣∣∣XS⃗γ ,T⃗γ ,γ

∣∣∣ is nothing but the entropy H(Y ) of the local and restricted auxiliary Ising model Z⋆
D. Therefore, we have

ln
∣∣∣XS⃗γ ,T⃗γ ,γ

∣∣∣ = H(Y ) (D.14)

≤
N∑
j=1

H(yj) =

N∑
j=1

H

(
1 + yj

2

)
, (By (C.5))

12|Iγ |2p is not necessarily the same as |{X}| because we do not consider the 1-1 identification map from X to (S⃗(X), T⃗ (X)) here,

i.e. the
(∑

{X|S⃗(X)=S⃗,T⃗ (X)=T⃗} 1
)

term in (D.4).
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where the independent decomposition property of naive mean-field is used in the second line.

Taking logarithm of (D.7), we have

lnZ⋆
D,γ = −

p∑
µ=1

S(γ)
µ T (γ)

µ dµ + ln
∣∣∣XS⃗γ ,T⃗γ ,γ

∣∣∣ (D.15)

≤ −
p∑

µ=1

S(γ)
µ T (γ)

µ dµ +

N∑
j=1

H

(
1 + yj

2

)
(By (D.14))

≤

[
−

p∑
µ=1

S(γ)
µ T (γ)

µ dµ + 8∥J∥F γN
√
p

]
+

N∑
j=1

H

(
1 + yj

2

)
(By Lemma 4.3)

≤

[
p∑

µ=1

−Sµ

(
Y
)
Tµ(Y )dµ + 8∥J∥F γN

√
p

]
+

N∑
j=1

H

(
1 + yj

2

)
(By Jensen’s inequality)

≤ −F⋆
D + 8∥J∥F γN

√
p. (By (C.5))

By combining (D.12) and (D.15), we are able to control
∣∣lnZD − lnZ⋆

D,γ

∣∣+ ∣∣lnZ⋆
D,γ + F⋆

D

∣∣. Firstly, one notice that

−F⋆
D ≥ lnZ⋆

D,γ − 8∥J∥F γN
√
p

≥ lnZD − 16∥J∥F γN
√
p− 2p ln

(
1

γ
+ 2

)
(By (D.11))

≥ lnZD −
ϵ

3
N∥J∥F − 9216 ln

(
48

ϵ
+
√
2

)
1

ϵ2
, (D.16)

where in the last line, for any ϵ > 0, we choose γ = ϵ/(48
√
p) and p ≤ 2304/ϵ2 in order to obtain the ϵ/3 factor in front

of the second term, and the inequality (a+ b)2 ≤ a2 + b2. Secondly, by noticing F⋆
D + lnZD ≥ 0, we arrive

0 ≤ lnZD + F⋆
D ≤

ϵ

3
N∥J∥F + 9216 ln

(
48

ϵ
+
√
2

)
1

ϵ2
, (D.17)

which implies

∣∣lnZD − lnZ⋆
D,γ

∣∣+ ∣∣lnZ⋆
D,γ + F⋆

D

∣∣ ≤ ϵ

3
ϵn∥J∥F + 9216 ln

(
48

ϵ
+
√
2

)
1

ϵ2
. (D.18)

D.3 Step 3: Bounding
∣∣F⋆

J,naive −F
∣∣

Combining above bounds (D.2), (D.12) and (D.18), for any ϵ > 0, we get

F⋆
naive −F ≤ |lnZ − lnZD|+ |F⋆ −F⋆

D|+
∣∣lnZD − lnZ⋆

D,γ

∣∣+ ∣∣lnZ⋆
D,γ + F⋆

D

∣∣
≤ ϵ

3
N∥J∥F +

ϵ

3
N∥J∥F +

ϵ

3
N∥J∥F + 9216 ln

(
48

ϵ
+
√
2

)
1

ϵ2

≤ ϵN∥J∥F + 9216 ln

(
48

ϵ
+
√
2

)
1

ϵ2
< ϵN∥J∥F + 9216 ln

(
48

ϵ
+ e

)
1

ϵ2
, (D.19)

where we introduce e in the last line to ensure ln(·) ≥ 1.

Before getting technical, it is convenient to introduce some intuitions about how to pick ϵ in order to minimize (D.19):
If we observe carefully, it is clear that ϵ is a function of N and ∥J∥F , and the LHS of (D.19) asymptotically scales with

O
(
(N∥J∥F )

2/3
)

.

To see this, we consider the following problem of minimizing the RHS of (D.19). Naturally, we let two competing terms
(two terms with opposite scalings with ϵ) on the RHS of (D.19) to be the same. However, we can not solve ϵN∥J∥F =
9216 ln (48/ϵ+ e) 1/ϵ2 directly. Instead, by simply verifying ratio of first order derivatives13, we notice that absolute

13limϵ→0

d(1/ϵ2)
dϵ /d ln(1/ϵ)

dϵ
= limϵ→0

2/ϵ2 = ∞.
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value of the slope of ln (1/ϵ) is smaller than absolute value of the slope of 1/ϵ2, and hence the latter dominates the bound.
By neglecting the ln term and letting two competing terms be the same, we have ϵ ∝ (N∥J∥F )

−1/3. Plugging ϵ back to
(D.19), we find the bound is asymptotically proportional to (N∥J∥F )2/3 modulo ln term. Therefore, to obtain the explicity
functional form of ϵ (N∥J∥F ), we need to compare 1/ϵ with N∥J∥F . In the following, we examine above intuition in
detail for all N∥J∥F .
Our immediate goal is to choose the optimal ϵ that gives the tightest bound for (D.19), where the two terms compete with
each other. We discuss the following two cases:

• First we consider

1

ϵ
< N∥J∥F . (D.20)

Since γ ∈ (0, 1), γ = ϵ/(48
√
p), and p ≤ 2304/ϵ2, we have

0 < ϵ < Min

{
48
√
p,

√
2304

p

}
, (D.21)

indicating ϵ is upper bounded and hence ϵ ∝ (N∥J∥F )
−1/3 implies N∥J∥F lower bounded. We let M ≥ e a fixed

lower bound for N∥J∥F such that N∥J∥F > M.

Motivated by [Jain et al., 2018], we take ϵ =
(
M ln(48N∥J∥F+e)/N∥J∥F lnM

)1/3
, which leads to the following in-

equality

lnM

M
≤ 1 ≤ N2∥J∥2F ln (48N∥J∥F + e) , (D.22)

By M > 1 and ln(48N∥J∥F + e) > 1. Thus we can rewrite (D.20) as

1

ϵ
= N1/3∥J∥1/3F

(
lnM

M ln(48N∥J∥F + e)

)1/3

≤ N∥J∥F . (D.23)

We also have

ln

(
48

ϵ
+ e

)
≤ ln (48N∥J∥F + e) . (By (D.20))

So (D.19) becomes

F⋆
naive −F ≤

(
M

lnM

)1/3

N
2/3∥J∥2/3F ln

1/3 (48N∥J∥F + e) (D.24)

+9216

(
lnM

M

)2/3
ln(48N∥J∥F + e)

ln
2/3 (48N∥J∥F + e)

N
2/3∥J∥2/3F

≤ N
2/3∥J∥2/3F ln

1/3 (48N∥J∥F + e)

[(
M

lnM

)1/3

+ 9216

(
lnM

M

)2/3
]
.

Finally, by taking (M/ lnM) = 9216 without loss of generality, we find

Fσ
naive −F ≤ 42N

2/3∥J∥2/3F ln
1/3(48N∥J∥F + e) ∝ (N∥J∥F )

2/3
. (D.25)

• Now we can consider another case

N∥J∥F ≤M. (D.26)

By Lemma 4.2, we have F⋆
naive −F ≤ N∥J∥F . Therefore, if N∥J∥F ≤M , we arrive

F⋆
naive −F ≤ N∥J∥F ≤M

1/3 (N∥J∥F )
2/3 ∝ (N∥J∥F )

2/3
. (D.27)
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D.4 Step 4: Bounding F⋆
J,CoRMF −F with Lemma 4.5

We then combine two cases and show that for all N∥J∥F and then restore all coefficients. So we have

F⋆
CoRMF −F ≤ F⋆

naive −F ≤ 42N
2/3∥J∥2/3F ln

1/3 (48N∥J∥F + e) , (D.28)

or with β

F⋆
CoRMF −F ≤ F⋆

naive −F ≤
1

β
O
(
N

2/3
∥∥∥βJ̃∥∥∥2/3

F
ln

1/3
(
N
∥∥∥βJ̃∥∥∥

F

))
, (D.29)

which completes the proof.

E Numerical Experiments Details
E.1 CoRMF Details

• Architectural Details: We implement CoRMF in an atomic setting a with 2-layer RNN (with ∼ 5000 parameters) as
the Recurrent Network Module for N=10,20 CoRMF experiments in this work. This choice was made to avoid adding
extra inductive bias and assumptions from the architecture design, as our only assumption regarding the architecture
is the recurrent parametrization. We emphasis that the choice of RNN module is fully customizable. The number of
features in the hidden state of RNN is set to 50 for all experiments. A fully connected layer with a Softmax activation
layer is appended after the RNN to process the hidden feature and output the conditional probabilities.

• Training Details:

– Optimizer: We use an Adam optimizer [Kingma and Ba, 2015] with learning rate lr = 0.001 for training. The
coefficients of Adam optimizer, betas, are set to (0.9, 0.999). We also use a scheduler to adjust the learning rate
of this optimizer. It reduces learning rate when the free energy F⋆ stopped improving in training process. The
patience of this scheduler is set to 1000 and the decay factor is set to 0.8. We set the batch size to 1000, and the
total number of iterations to 10000. We use the same optimizer for the NMF baseline.

– β Annealing: Following [Nicoli et al., 2020], we use β-annealing technique to avoid mode trapping at early
stage of training.

– Gradient Norm Clipper: We clips gradient norm of our model’s parameters to resolve potential gradient explo-
sion problem. The maximum allowed value of the gradients is set to 1.

– Gradient Estimator: We set the sample size K of gradient estimator to 1000.

• Platforms: The GPUs and CPUs used to perform CoRMFs and evaluate the latency of baseline are NVIDIA
GEFORCE RTX 2080 Ti and INTEL XEON SILVER 4214 @ 2.20GHz.

E.2 Datasets

For Ising models we use in experiments, we scale (J, h) with some of them to avoid the system being “too deterministic”
(only one configuration appears while all others are suppressed exponentially.) We prefer some randomness to make the
Meanwhile, we still perform the N=100 Spin Chain as a deterministic example.

• N=100 Ising Spin Chain: We set Jij = −1 for all neighboring (i, j). We set hi = 1 for all i to enforce ⟨x⟩Q deviate
from 0 such that evaluation becomes easier.

• N=10 Ising Model:

– β = 1: (Jij , hi) are picked from [55]/10 without replacement, and hi’s are strengthen by a factor of 1.3 in order
to make ⟨x⟩Q evaluation easier.

– β = 5: Recaling (J, h) of above β = 1 Ising model with a factor of 5.

• N=20 Ising Models (without external fields): For N=20 Ising models, we turn off the external field by setting h = 0
so that outcomes are all caused by spin-spin interactions, and the effects of criticality order are isolated.

– Dense N=20 with L=400: We set Jij ∼ U([L = N2 = 400])/100 with U([L]) denoting “uniformly pick an
integer between 1 to L.” In this setting, the criticality order is rarely contaminated and the probability of picking
repeated number is considerably low as L ≥ N2.
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– Dense N=20 with L=5: We set Jij ∼ U([L = 5 ≪ N2])/2 According to the preceding definition, the L = 5
setting causes each number to appear 80 times on average. We regard the order obtained in this setting is highly
ambiguous due to large number of repeated Jij .

– Sparse N=20: To introduce sparsity into the Ising graph, we simply set Jij ∼ Poisson(λ = 0.4) with P (Jij =
0) ≃ 0.67.

– Random N=20: To introduce more complicated, sparse and ambiguous interaction pattern, we set Jij ∼ U([L =
5]/2− 1).

E.3 Reference Values

The reference values of F⋆ and ⟨x⟩Q are obtained by sampling P (X) ∝ e−βE(X) with MCMC Gibbs sampler. After
checking the number burn-in iterations of all datasets, for each set of (J, h), we repeatedly do (i) run the number of burn-in
iterations and (2) sample one configuration. For all Ising models, we use 10,000 samples to compute reference values of
our interest.

E.4 Visualizations

To visualize the training process and the quality of proposed method, we plot the variational free energy evolution and
mean parameter of spins (average over sampled configurations) over iterations for the N=100 1D Spin Chain, N=10 Ising
(β = 1) and Dense N=20 Ising (L=400) experiments as follows.

(a) N=100 1D Spin Chain. (b) N=10 Ising (β=1). (c) Dense N=20 Ising (L=400).

Figure 2: (Variational Free Energy F⋆ & Mean Parameter of Spins EQ[xi]) In the upper row of the plots, the
F⋆ evolution curves, we can easily tell that the CoRMF with different orders (criticality-, inverse-, and random-)
outperform the NMF baseline by faster and lower convergence (thus being more efficient, accurate, and aligned with
our theoretical finding, Theorem 4.6). In the lower row, the EQ[xi] over iterations for all i are provided where Q is
governed by CoRMF. We observe that, for each spin, EQ[xi] becomes stabilized once the convergence is attained in
both h ̸= 0, (a) & (b), and h = 0, (c), cases. In (a), we see that the trivial interaction (nearest-neighbor) in 1D results
to almost deterministic spin patterns (EQ[xi] ≃ −1 for all spins) within 300 iterations. In (b) and (c), we see that
more complicated interactions presents richer spin patterns, and the significance of the tree-structured order becomes
noticeable (the lines split from each other as we zoom in.)
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Related Works
Deep Learning Enhanced Forward Ising Solver. The exact inference of many discrete models is NP-hard [Wainwright
et al., 2008, Koller and Friedman, 2009], including Ising model [Barahona, 1982, Sly and Sun, 2012, Istrail, 2000]. To
handle this, our works is motivated by and built on the series works of variational inference on continuous [Mnih and
Rezende, 2016, Kingma and Welling, 2013, Blei et al., 2017, Ranganath et al., 2014] and discrete [Bengio et al., 2013,
Rolfe, 2016] domains that involve approximating posteriors with neural networks. More specifically, our work falls under
the Variational Mean Field (VMF) category [Wainwright et al., 2008, Attias, 1999], which has its roots in statistical physics
[Weiss, 1907, Kadanoff, 2009], is one of the simplest and most prominent variational approximations to the free energy
(the log partition function) lnZ . Searching for richer variational families beyond the fully factored Naive Mean-Field
(NMF) would enable a tighter bound on the free energy, and hence limit the likelihood of evidence [Wiegerinck, 2013,
Xing et al., 2012, Yedidia et al., 2003, Jordan et al., 1999]. In this work, the problem setting of our interest, the forward
Ising, does not involve any conditional evidence. Therefore, to our best knowledge, our method, which is a data-free &
neutralized variant of VMF, presents and solves an unique type of problem that is less discussed in variational inference
literature. We view CoRMF as an attempt to develop a forward Ising solver powered by deep learning.

Forward Ising Problems and Ising Machines. We discuss the existing hardware Ising solvers here. With Ising formu-
lation, or equivalently Quadratic Unconstrained Binary Optimization (QUBO) [Kochenberger and Glover, 2006], for many
NP problems [Lucas, 2014], many systems have been proposed to solve NP problems as forward Ising problems, including
D-Wave’s quantum annealers [King et al., 2021, Ushijima-Mwesigwa et al., 2017, Bian et al., 2016, 2014], Coherent Ising
Machines [Inagaki et al., 2016], Electronic Oscillator-based Ising Machines (OIM) [Vaidya et al., 2022, Wang et al., 2019],
and BRIM [Afoakwa et al., 2021], an CMOS-compatible Ising Machine. A work [Reneau et al., 2023, Zhao et al., 2018]
also investigate the possibility of using Ising model to forecast stock prices (and time series) and other complicated prob-
lems. While these studies theoretically demonstrate the potential of mapping such applications onto the Ising models, in
practice, they fail to achieve similar accuracy to conventional approaches, and computational performance metrics like la-
tency [Son et al., 2006] and throughput are seldom reported. And with the support of increasingly powerful Ising machines
[Afoakwa et al., 2021], recent work [Pan et al., 2023, Liu et al., 2023] firstly propose Ising approaches outperforming the
Neural Networks in both accuracy and real-time perspectives. They also demonstrate that it is the time to develop compre-
hensive domain-specific Ising models for the real world. Though significant progress has been made towards solving hard
forward problems (e.g., on classical and quantum hardware solvers), the main challenge is still to handle hard problems
within an affordable timeframe (and computational budge). On one hand, the classical annealers fail to fulfill as it requires
exponential time to reach the true global solution [Bertsimas and Tsitsiklis, 1993, Van Laarhoven and Aarts, 1987]. On the
other hand, we are still in an early stage of full-fledged quantum machine (beyond NISQ [Preskill, 2018, Hu et al., 2022])
that can solve hard problems within polynomial time without noise [Cerezo et al., 2022, Bittel and Kliesch, 2021, Preskill,
2021]. To this end, our work serves as an on-Turing-machine alternatives to these classical and quantum Ising machines.

From Ising Energy Minimization to Deep Learning and Foundation Model. Recently, the intersection of energy
minimization in the Ising model with brain science has propelled deep learning forward, especially in foundational model
research, as seen through the Hopfield model [Hopfield, 1982, 1984]. This model, by leveraging energy minimization,
effectively mimics neural processes in the brain for storing and retrieving memory patterns. Its adaptation into deep
learning brings associative memory and energy minimization concepts to the forefront, offering a nuanced interpretation
of transformer-attention neural architectures [Hu et al., 2024, Wu et al., 2024, Hu et al., 2023, Ramsauer et al., 2020].
This approach enriches our comprehension of transformers’ core components [Vaswani et al., 2017], paving the way for
innovative Hopfield-inspired architectural designs. Consequently, these insights extend their utility across various domains,
including drug discovery [Schimunek et al., 2023], immunology [Widrich et al., 2020], time series forecasting [Wu et al.,
2024, Auer et al., 2024], reinforcement learning [Paischer et al., 2022], and large language models [Fürst et al., 2022].
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