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Abstract

Estimation of the Fisher Information Metric (FIM-estimation) is an important task
that arises in unsupervised learning of phase transitions, a problem proposed by
physicists. This work completes the definition of the task by defining rigorous
evaluation metrics distMSE, distMSEPS, and distRE and introduces ClassiFIM, a
novel machine learning method designed to solve the FIM-estimation task. Unlike
existing methods for unsupervised learning of phase transitions, ClassiFIM directly
estimates a well-defined quantity (the FIM), allowing it to be rigorously com-
pared to any present and future other methods that estimate the same. ClassiFIM
transforms a dataset for the FIM-estimation task into a dataset for an auxiliary
binary classification task and involves selecting and training a model for the latter.
We prove that the output of ClassiFIM approaches the exact FIM in the limit of
infinite dataset size and under certain regularity conditions. We implement Clas-
siFIM on multiple datasets, including datasets describing classical and quantum
phase transitions, and find that it achieves a good ground truth approximation with
modest computational resources. Furthermore, we independently implement two
alternative state-of-the-art methods for unsupervised estimation of phase transition
locations on the same datasets and find that ClassiFIM predicts such locations at
least as well as these other methods. To emphasize the generality of our method,
we also propose and generate the MNIST-CNN dataset, which consists of the
output of CNNs trained on MNIST for different hyperparameter choices. Using
ClassiFIM on this dataset suggests there is a phase transition in the distribution
of image-prediction pairs for CNNs trained on MNIST, demonstrating the broad
scope of FIM-estimation beyond physics.

1 Introduction

The task of estimating the Fisher Information Metric (FIM) and its relationship with unsupervised
detection of both classical and quantum phase transitions is of great interest to physicists seeking
to discover new phases of matter. A companion paper Kasatkin et al. (2024) introduces this task
and describes the generation and analysis of corresponding physics datasets. FIM estimation with a
1-dimensional parameter space is related to the change point detection task (defined, e.g., in Truong
et al. (2020)) when data points can be interpreted as samples from a probability distribution. We note
that the FIM was also used in machine learning, albeit in a different context (Kasatkin et al., 2024,
App. G): see, e.g., Karakida et al. (2019); Martens (2020); Kirkpatrick et al. (2017); Amari (1998).
Here, we introduce ClassiFIM, a method for solving the FIM-estimation task, evaluate it on a number
of datasets, and compare it to existing state-of-the-art methods van Nieuwenburg et al. (2016); Huang
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et al. (2022) (even though they are designed to solve different tasks, also related to unsupervised
learning of phase transitions) on the same datasets.

This work and the companion paper Kasatkin et al. (2024) are complementary, written for different
audiences, and can be read independently. This work is aimed primarily at computer scientists, while
the companion paper is aimed primarily at physicists.

2 Background on Fisher information metric

In order to formally define our task, we must first define the Fisher information metric (FIM),
which is a formal way to measure the square of the rate of change of a probability distribution.
Consider a statistical manifold (SM), i.e. a collection of distributions Pλ(•), depending on a vector of
continuous parameters λ = (λ1, · · · , λN ), satisfying certain regularity conditions Schervish (1995).
The score function for the µ-th parameter λµ is the derivative of the log-likelihood and is given by
sµ(x;λ) = ∂λµ

lnPλ(x). The Fisher Information Metric (FIM) is the variance of the score function
or, equivalently (since by normalization E[sµ(X;λ)] =

∫
dxPλ(x)sµ(x;λ) = 0), the expectation

value of the product of pairs of score functions:

gµν(λ) = E[sµ(X;λ)sν(X;λ)]. (1)

Chencov’s theorem implies that gµν(λ) is (up to rescaling) the unique Riemannian metric on the
space of probability distributions satisfying a monotonicity condition and invariant under taking
sufficient statistics Chencov (2000); Amari (2016). That is, the FIM is the natural way to measure (the
square of) the speed with which the probability distribution changes with respect to the parameters
λ. In fact, the FIM (up to a scaling factor) can be written as the first non-trivial term in the Taylor
series expansion in the parameter differences δλ of multiple divergence measures D(Pλ||Pλ+δλ),
including the Kullback-Leibler divergence and the Jensen-Shannon divergence.

The FIM is a (non-negative definite) Riemannian metric on the parameter spaceM, i.e., it can be
naturally used to measure lengths of curves in the parameter space.

The above coordinate description can be generalized to λ belonging to a smooth manifold M,
resulting in a symmetric 2-form g, which is the FIM, and the ClassiFIM method would still be
applicable. In the remainder of this work, however, we, for simplicity, focus on the caseM = [0, 1]N

for N = 1, 2 and the case where the dataset contains samples with λi ∈M′ ⊂M, whereM′ is a
regular square grid inM.

More details on the FIM can be found in (Kasatkin et al., 2024, Sec. II) and in Appendix A.

3 The FIM-estimation task

The FIM-estimation task was proposed in (Kasatkin et al., 2024, Sec III.A). Here we remind the
reader of the task and propose the evaluation metrics, thus completing the formal definition of the
task.

Throughout this work, the input dataset is associated with an SM (M, P ) and has the form Dtrain =

{(λi, xi)}|Dtrain|
i=1 , where each xi is a sample from the probability distribution Pλi

(•). In addition to the
dataset, some information about the nature and the data format of the samples xi might be given (see
Appendix B for an example). The task is to provide an estimate ĝµν(λ) of the FIM for all λ ∈M.

When the ground truth FIM is available, one can measure the quality of such an estimate using the
metrics distMSE, distMSEPS, and distRE introduced below. We provide more details, including
the precise definitions of each of the metrics in Appendix C. The key property of the evaluation
metrics is that they estimate how well the estimated FIM reproduces the distances between points
in the parameter space. In order to compute each of the metrics, one needs to compute the lengths
of straight line intervals between all |M′| (|M′| − 1)/2 pairs of points inM′ according to both the
ground truth FIM g and the estimated FIM ĝ. Then, distRE is (up to minor technical details) the
probability that the estimated FIM ranks two such lengths incorrectly. distMSE is the mean squared
error between the lengths according to the estimated and the ground truth FIMs. distMSEPS is a
variant of distMSE that is invariant under rescaling of the estimated FIM: it is equal to the minimum
of distMSE of a scaled prediction taken over all positive (constant) scaling factors.
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When evaluating the performance of a method, one might use distMSE when well-calibrated (cor-
rectly scaled) predictions are needed and distMSEPS or distRE when the scale of the predictions
is less important. distRE is always between 0 and 1 (100%) and is independent of the scale of the
predictions or the ground truth.

4 The ClassiFIM method

We propose ClassiFIM as an unsupervised ML method to solve FIM-estimation tasks.

4.1 Idea behind ClassiFIM

Consider a simple case where the probability distribution Pλ is parameterized by a single parameter
λ and we wish to estimate the FIM at λ = 0. The idea is to pick a small ε and randomly select a
sign ± (with probability 0.5 each), then sample x from Pλ=±ε and hand both ε and x to a trained
binary classification model (i.e., a binary classifier (BC)) trying to predict what the sign was. If the
distributions Pλ=±ε are identical, the FIM is likely to be small and a well-trained model trained to
minimize the cross-entropy should return log odds close to 0. On the other hand, if these distributions
are very different, the model should be confident of what the sign was and the log odds should be
large by absolute value. As the careful derivation in Theorem 1 below will show (in a more general
setting), the mean of square of the log odds divided by 4ε2 indeed converges to the FIM at λ = 0.
When implementing this idea, one needs to take care of a few technical aspects: (1) as ε → 0, the
denominator becomes small, hence something needs to be done to avoid amplifying the errors; (2) if
x comes from the same dataset as the one used to train the model, the model can be biased towards
large absolute values of the log odds on those samples, which can lead to biased estimates of the FIM;
(3) λ can be multi-dimensional and we would like estimates of the FIM at all points ofM.

Based on the above idea, we propose ClassiFIM as an unsupervised ML method to solve FIM-
estimation tasks. It consists of three steps described below: transform, train, and estimate.

4.2 Step 1: Transform the dataset

The first step is to transform the input dataset Dtrain = {(λi, xi)}|Dtrain|
i=1 , which has no labels, into a

dataset Dtrain,BC = {(λ0, δλ, x, y)} with labels y suitable for training a BC. In every row, the first
two components (λ0, δλ) represent a pair of distinct points λ± = λ0± δλ/2 in the parameter space
M, y = ± is a sign picked randomly with probability 0.5 each (the label for binary classification),
and x is a random sample from the dataset Dtrain with λ = λy . This distribution is a substitute for the
(unknown) distribution Pλ=λy

.

This can be achieved, e.g., by Algorithm 1, or a vectorized algorithm described in Appendix D.3. In
practice, the training data Dtrain,BC can be generated on-the-fly during training.

Algorithm 1: Generating Dtrain,BC from Dtrain

Input: dataset D, even positive integer NBC
Output: DBC

1: DBC ← ∅
2: while |DBC| < NBC do
3: Pick (λ+, x+), (λ−, x−) ∼ D {two i.i.d. samples}
4: if λ+ = λ− then
5: continue {i.e., go to line 2}
6: end if
7: λ0 ← (λ+ + λ−)/2
8: δλ = λ+ − λ−
9: DBC ← DBC ∪ {(λ0, δλ, x−,−), (λ0, δλ, x+,+)} {the last component is the label}

10: end while
11: return DBC
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4.3 Step 2: Pick and train a model for Dtrain,BC

We pick and train a BC model l = M(λ0, δλ, x;θ) satisfying the following conditions:

(1) the output probability is given by P̂ (Y = +1|λ0, δλ, x) = (1 + e−δλ·l)−1;
(2) the learned function l = M(λ0, δλ, x;θ) extrapolates well as δλ→ 0;

(3) the estimated values of log odds δλ · l are accurate estimates of ln
(
Pλ+

(x)/Pλ−(x)
)
.

4.4 Step 3: Estimate the FIM

After training this BC, one can estimate the FIM, ĝ, using the following formula:

ĝµν(λ) = mean(λ,x)∈Dtrain(lxµlxν), (2)

where lx = M(λ, 0, x). Here, (λ, x) ∈ Dtrain means that the mean is taken with respect to all pairs
(λ′, x) ∈ Dtrain satisfying λ′ = λ.

4.5 Discussion

Several comments about conditions (1)–(3) from step 2 and formula Eq. (2) are in order. Condition
(1) requires that log odds are computed as δλ · l, which allows us to avoid division by a small number
in Eq. (2). Condition (2) is important because Dtrain,BC only contains rows with δλ ̸= 0, but Eq. (2)
evaluates M at δλ = 0. While condition (3) may seem to be automatically satisfied by training with
cross-entropy loss as an objective, an overparameterized unregularized model may memorize the
training data and, e.g., find out that given a fixed finite Dtrain, it is optimal to output large log odds
even when Pλ+(x) = Pλ−(x) (e.g., when (λ+, x) ∈ Dtrain but (λ−, x) /∈ Dtrain).

As demonstrated by our open-source implementation Kasatkin (2024) and numerical experiments
in Section 6, conditions (2) and (3) can be achieved in practice by training a BC with a small L2

regularization, i.e., training in the classical regime as opposed to the modern regime. In particular, we
do not use normalization layers since they change the role of weight decay in the previous layers.

The challenge with using ClassiFIM with BC trained in the modern regime is the tendency of the
overparameterized models to achieve near-zero cross-entropy loss on the training set (which is
possible if all samples x are distinct; see, e.g., Zhang et al. (2021); Ishida et al. (2020)), which leads
to inflated absolute values of the log odds and biased estimates ĝ (i.e., typically, ĝ > g).

Our implementation is described in Section 6.3 and Appendix D.2.

4.6 Theoretical justification

Here, we formally justify why ClassiFIM works, i.e., we formalize and prove the idea that if the BC
model is perfect, then Eq. (2) provides an unbiased estimate of the FIM, which converges to the true
FIM as the dataset size goes to infinity.
Theorem 1. Consider a statistical manifold-like pair (M, P ) s.t.M⊂ Rm and the space Ω of all
possible samples x is finite. Let λ0 be a point in the interior ofM, and M∗ be a model, satisfying
the following conditions:

1. M∗ is optimal at λ0, i.e., for all δλ s.t. λ± = λ0 ± δλ/2 ∈ M, and all x ∈ Ω,
M∗(λ0, δλ, x) satisfies(

1 + e−δλ·M∗(λ0,δλ,x)
)−1 (

Pλ+
(x) + Pλ−(x)

)
= Pλ+

(x). (3)

2. The function δλ 7→M∗(λ0, δλ, x) is continuous at δλ = 0.

3. ∀x ∈ Ω the function λ 7→ Pλ(x) is differentiable at λ0.

4. ∀x ∈ Ω with Pλ0
(x) = 0 we have Pλ0+δλ(x) = o

(
∥δλ∥2

)
.

Then
gµν(λ0) = Ex∼Pλ0

(l∗xµl
∗
xν), where l∗x = M∗(λ0, 0, x). (4)
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Figure 1: Illustration of the differences between the outputs of three unsupervised ML methods: W
(van Nieuwenburg et al., 2016), SPCA (Huang et al., 2022), and ClassiFIM, when applied to the
same dataset for IsNNN400 SM. Panels (a)–(c) show 1D phase diagrams generated by W, SPCA,
and ClassiFIM, respectively, for λ1 = 48/64 [the slice indicated by the black line in panels (d)–(g)].
The vertical dotted lines indicate the maxima of the ground truth FIM shown in panels (c) and (g).
Panels (d)–(f) show 2D phase diagrams generated by W, SPCA, and ClassiFIM, respectively. Panel
(g) shows the ground truth FIM. Note that the scales on the diagrams (a)–(c), as well as color schemes
on the diagrams (d)–(g), are different, reflecting the different meanings of the outputs of the methods:
the W method produces the accuracy of “mislabelled” samples, which is expected to achieve a peak
with a value close to 1.0 at the locations of phase transitions; SPCA produces the components of a
kernel principal components analysis (PCA) which are expected to change rapidly at the locations of
phase transitions; ClassiFIM produces an estimate of the Fisher Information Metric, reflecting the
rate of change of the underlying probability distribution. For more details see Appendix E (Figs. 4
and 5).

Here we assume that the definition of the FIM is extended to cases where probabilities of individual
events might be equal to zero as explained in Appendix A. The proof is given in Appendix D.1.

5 Comparison with prior work

Phase transitions are often characterized by abrupt changes in the probability distribution of the states
of the physical system as the parameters λ change slightly. Since the FIM represents the square rate
of change of the underlying probability distribution, peaks of the FIM estimated using the ClassiFIM
method can be used as a proxy for the locations of phase transitions. Here, we describe two alternative
methods for unsupervised learning of phase transitions, which can be applied to the same datasets as
ClassiFIM, and, thus, can be compared to it.1 The outputs of these two approaches and ClassiFIM,
when applied to one of the ten IsNNN400 datasets are illustrated in Fig. 1. IsNNN400 is based on a
classical antiferromagnetic Ising model with nearest and next-nearest neighbor (diagonal) interactions,
involving 400 spins on a 20× 20 grid.

The first approach (van Nieuwenburg et al., 2016), referred to as W below, computes a “W”-like
shape with the middle peak at the location of the phase transition. There are three key challenges in
comparing this method to ClassiFIM. First, van Nieuwenburg et al. (2016) suggests using the input
dataset containing so-called “entanglement spectra” for each λ. As noted in (Kasatkin et al., 2024,
App. K), this data is hard to generate for larger system sizes, either numerically or experimentally;
moreover, given this data, one can already predict a phase boundary without the use of ML by
directly computing the FIM, which defeats the purpose of applying ML. Second, the method is
directly applicable only to one-dimensional phase diagrams (i.e., N = 1, where N is the number
of components of λ). Third, the method lacks a well-defined ground truth or a quantitative success
metric (there are no quantitative metrics proposed in van Nieuwenburg et al. (2016) to judge the
quality of W plot; instead, one can inspect it visually or compare the predicted location of phase
transition with the ground truth).

The second method (Huang et al., 2022), referred to as SPCA below, is to apply kernel principal
component analysis (PCA) to classical shadows which can be efficiently obtained on a quantum
computer capable of preparing the ground state of the system. (Kasatkin et al., 2024, App. J) has
shown how to apply this method to the same dataset Dtrain as ClassiFIM instead of classical shadows.
The output of SPCA can be visualized by using the first 3 PCA components as color channels,
resulting in different colored regions that can be interpreted as phases.

1The authors have recently become aware of three additional methods that solve the FIM-estimation task and,
therefore, can be directly compared to ClassiFIM: I2 and I3 from Arnold et al. (2023), and FINE introduced in
Duy et al. (2022). We plan to include the comparison with these methods in a future version of this work.
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Since W and SPCA do not solve the FIM-estimation task, we cannot use the metrics distMSE,
distMSEPS, and distRE to compare them to ClassiFIM. Instead, to overcome the above-listed
challenges, we use the PeakRMSE metric introduced in (Kasatkin et al., 2024, App. L), which
measures the accuracy of the predicted phase boundaries in the 1D slices of the phase diagrams.
There is only one slice for 1D SMs but 128 slices for 2D SMs described by a 64× 64 grid: 64 vertical
and 64 horizontal. Following the methodology of PeakRMSE, we need to modify all methods to
take the maximal number of guesses ns for each slice s and output ns guesses for a position of a
phase-transition-like feature on that slice. PeakRMSE is then given by

PeakRMSE =
√

means,j min
k

(xs,k − ys,j)2, (5)

where the list {xs,k}ns+1
k=0 contains ns guesses and two boundary points of the slice and {ys,j}

n′
s

j=1

are the locations of the peaks of the ground truth FIM on slice s, n′
s ≤ ns. The guesses should be

made with the goal of minimizing PeakRMSE. We call such modified methods mod-W, mod-SPCA,
and mod-ClassiFIM.

To ensure a fair comparison, we attempt to adhere to the following principles for all methods: (i) use
the same input (Dtrain and descriptions) for making the predictions; (ii) avoid any comparisons with
ground truth until the neural network (NN) architectures, hyperparameters, and training procedures
are finalized; (iii) impose the same computational time limit; (iv) include post-processing to improve
the PeakRMSE. We document in Appendix E cases where these rules were broken. There are
natural modifications for all three methods for the PeakRMSE metric. In mod-W, we perform the
training and extraction of the accuracy plot separately for each slice and optimize the training
time by training all 63 networks corresponding to a single slice in parallel. The accuracy plots are
post-processed using slope-capping. In both mod-W and mod-ClassiFIM, the highest-prominence
peaks (scipy.signal.find_peaks) are submitted as the guesses. Post-processing for mod-
ClassiFIM and mod-SPCA involves Gaussian smoothing. To extract peaks in mod-SPCA, we use
k-means clustering on the first two PCA components augmented to encourage spatial clustering. For
more details, see Appendix E. We report the comparison results in the PeakRMSE column of Table 3
in Section 6.5 below.

6 Numerical experiments

6.1 Datasets and compute limits

The datasets used in our numerical experiments are summarized in Table 1. The first six rows are
from (Kasatkin et al., 2024, Table I) and correspond to the six physical SMs (60 datasets) introduced
there. The last row corresponds to the ML dataset MNIST-CNN introduced in Section 6.2. Each of
the 61 datasets D has 140 samples for each λ ∈M′ and is split into 90% Dtrain and 10% Dtest. The
six physical SMs have a ground truth FIM, while MNIST-CNN does not. When multiple datasets
are available for the same SM, they are effectively different only because of the different random
seeds used to generate the samples. The values in the “Time” column are the suggested time limits in
minutes when executing on a system with a single NVIDIA GeForce GTX 1060 6GB GPU (to be
scaled down appropriately when training on more modern hardware). We add a proposed value for
MNIST-CNN and use these to ensure a fair comparison between the methods (ClassiFIM, W, SPCA).

Table 1: Summary of statistical manifolds and datasets used in this work.

Name #D #features M |M′| Time system description

Ising400 10 400 (0, 1] 1000 10 2D classical, Gibbs state
IsNNN400 10 400 (0, 1]2 4096 20 2D classical, Gibbs state

FIL24 10 24 [0, 1)2 4096 10 2D Spin-1/2, ground state
Hubbard12 10 24 [0, 1)2 4096 10 2D Fermionic, ground state
Kitaev20 10 20 (−4, 4) 20000 10 1D Fermionic, ground state
XXZ300 10 300 [0, 1]2 4096 125 1D Spin-1/2, ground state

MNIST-CNN 1 795 [0, 1)2 4096 60 outputs of neural networks
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λ

δλ
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δλδλT

Concat FC ReLU FC ReLU

Conv ReLU Conv ReLU Avg Pool

Concat FC ReLU FC ReLU FC l

Figure 2: The neural network architecture we used for the Hubbard12 and FIL24 datasets. Here
“Conv” layers are graph convolutional layers for the 12-site lattice with two different types of edges.

6.2 MNIST-CNN dataset

We construct the MNIST-CNN dataset as a toy example to show how ClassiFIM can be used to
study the space of different regimes that occur in the training of a neural network. Many works
(see Baldassi et al. (2022) and references therein) interpreted regimes such as success and failure of
learning, as well as highly overparametrized behavior, as distinct phases of matter of the dynamical
system that is the neural network, with the state given by its weights and/or the table of predictions.
We note that while this pursuit did not directly influence any performance improvement, it is of
academic interest nonetheless. Here we suggest repurposing MNIST for such investigations, while
deferring the majority of the required analysis to future work. The MNIST-CNN SM is based on a
CNN model Oikarinen (2021) for the MNIST dataset (LeCun et al., 1998). With specific choices of
the maximum learning rate max_lr = 10−2 used in OneCycleLR (Smith and Topin, 2019) and the
parameter β1 = 0.7 used in the Adam optimizer, the network achieves 99% accuracy on MNIST
in just one epoch (≈ 1 second), but performance can degrade dramatically away from the optimal
choice.

The parameter space M of the MNIST-CNN dataset is a set of pairs (λ0, λ1) ∈ [0, 1)2, where
λ0 = (log10(max_lr) + 3)/2, λ1 = − log10(1 − β1)/4. The gridM′ consists of points λ, where
λj = kj/64 for kj = 0, . . . , 63, j = 0, 1. For each λ, a CNN is trained with the corresponding
parameters. In each row (λ, x) of the dataset Dtrain, the sample x = (i, p̂, y) contains (i) a randomly
chosen image i from MNIST, (ii) the output class probabilities p̂ for image i returned by the CNN
trained with the parameters λ, (iii) the ground truth MNIST label y assigned to i.

Each of the 4096 trained CNNs has two sources of randomness: the weights are pseudorandomly
initialized, and the training dataset is a pseudorandom permutation of the MNIST training dataset.
Given this randomness, although we trained only one model for each λ, we conceptualize the dataset
as representing a SM where each sample x is obtained from a randomly initialized CNN evaluated
on a randomly chosen image. The dataset’s samples have the correct probabilities Pλ(x), but the
samples x are not independent (making them independent would require training 140× 4096 instead
of 4096 CNNs). Unlike the physics datasets, we do not provide the ground truth FIM because, in the
MNIST-CNN case, it is unclear how to generate it.

6.3 Neural network design and implementation

To implement ClassiFIM on the seven SMs, following the prescription given in Section 4.3, we
implement six neural network (NN) architectures reflecting the format of the input data: one for each
SM with the exception of FIL24, where we use the same NN and training pipeline as for Hubbard12.
For example, the Hubbard12 NN architecture is depicted in Fig. 2. Neural networks for other datasets
mainly differ in the type of convolutional layers used, number of layers, the number of channels.
The type of convolutional layer used is chosen based on the structure of the data: e.g., 1D CNN
for 1D data, 2D CNN for 2D data, with padding matching the boundary conditions of the system.
Other hyperparameters of NN architecture together with the number of epochs used during the
training are adjusted to match the time limit given in Table 1. Each NN is trained to minimize the
cross-entropy error for the auxiliary binary classification task, and includes a small L2 regularization
on the network weights. The code with the exact neural network architecture, training procedure, and
learned hyperparameters used for each SM is provided in Kasatkin (2024). These NN architectures
and hyperparameter choices are based on early experiments on lower-quality datasets not described
in this work. We use the Adam optimizer Kingma and Ba (2014) and a OneCycleLR learning rate
scheduler Smith and Topin (2019).
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Table 2: Comparison of metrics for two ClassiFIM models trained on the XXZ300 datasets for
different numbers of epochs. The values in the table are the mean values of the metrics for the two
models, and the p-values are obtained from a paired t-test. In columns CF200 and CF580 and in
Table 3 values in brackets indicate the (rounded) standard deviation (across the 10 datasets) in units
corresponding to the last place of the value (omitted when (0)): e.g., 4.5(4) indicates a standard
deviation of ≈ 0.4, and 26.06 indicates a standard deviation less than 0.005.

Metric CF200 CF580 p-value

PeakRMSE 0.0080(7) 0.0078(5) 0.536
distMSE 0.78(17) 0.39(7) 2.2 · 10−4

distMSEPS 0.57(9) 0.36(4) 4.6 · 10−5

distRE (%) 1.42(11) 1.27(7) 3.2 · 10−3

Table 3: Performance of ClassiFIM (CF) on physics datasets. CE = cross-entropy. distRE values
are in %. The best method(s) according to the PeakRMSE column are highlighted in bold (multiple
values are highlighted when the difference is not statistically significant). Methods in the PeakRMSE
part refer to their modified versions (mod-ClassiFIM, mod-SPCA, and mod-W).

SM Method Test CE distMSE distMSEPS distRE Method PeakRMSE

IsNNN CF 0.0755(2) 11(1) 4.6(9) 4.5(4) CF 0.017(4)
400 const 0.6931 — 55.6(2) 26.06 SPCA 0.016(1)

W 0.035(7)

Hubbard CF 0.250(3) 4.0(6) 1.5(1) 7.7(6) CF 0.035(7)
12 const 0.6931 — 6.2032 23.64 SPCA 0.039(1)

best 0.2380(9) 0.0000 0.0000 0.000 W 0.076(2)

FIL24 CF 0.2422(8) 0.47(3) 0.28(1) 4.4(1) CF 0.028(8)
const 0.6931 — 4.2078 25.60 SPCA 0.017(1)
best 0.2410(8) 0.0000 0.0000 0.000 W 0.026(4)

XXZ300 CF 0.0945(1) 0.39(7) 0.36(4) 1.27(7) CF 0.0078(5)
const 0.6931 — 41.307 24.55 SPCA 0.012(2)

W 0.011(3)

Kitaev20 CF 0.2086(7) 5.4(1) 0.71(2) 3.2(1)
const 0.6931 — 1.6873(6) 7.21

Ising400 CF 0.1745(4) 0.69(10) 0.55(6) 1.52(7)
const 0.6931 — 3.58(6) 10.26

6.4 Comparison of metrics

Here we evaluate how well the metrics distMSE, distMSEPS, distRE, and PeakRMSE can distin-
guish between the performance of two solutions to the FIM-estimation task. In order to do this, we
trained ClassiFIM on the XXZ300 datasets using all available time, which we name CF580 since
we could train it for 580 epochs, and compare it to a model trained for 200 epochs, which we name
CF200. Such a comparison is repeated for 10 datasets, allowing us to perform a paired t-test to
determine if the difference in the performance of the two models is statistically significant. As one
can see in Table 2, each of the 3 metrics distMSE, distMSEPS, and distRE is able to determine that
CF580 is better than CF200, but PeakRMSE cannot. Intuitively, this is because PeakRMSE is based
only on a few properties of the prediction (locations of 126 predicted peaks), while the other metrics
take into account all 3× 642 predicted values ĝµν(λ). By definition, the three metrics are invariant
under linear transformations of the parameter space, while PeakRMSE is not.

6.5 ClassiFIM performance on physics datasets

The results of our numerical experiments on the physics datasets are summarized in Table 3. This
table comprises six sections, each corresponding to one SM, for which we have 10 datasets. The
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Figure 3: ClassiFIM output (left) compared with properties of the outputs of the models trained on
MNIST. From left to right, these are 1− accuracy, 1− Ep̂y, where p̂y is the predicted probability
of the correct class, and the mean entropy of the predicted class probabilities. For these three plots,
the averages are computed over all images in the training set, and over 14 trained models for each λ.
The axes correspond to max_lr = 10−3+2λ0 and β1 = 1− 10−4λ1 . The white circle indicates the
≈ 99% accuracy model from Oikarinen (2021).

“Test CE” column compares the hold-out (Dtest) cross-entropy for the auxiliary binary classification
task of the ClassiFIM model we have trained with a “const” model (returning 0 log odds) and, where
available, the best possible model returning the ground truth log odds for that SM. The distMSE,
distMSEPS, and distRE columns show the metrics for the FIM-estimation task. Here the row labeled
“const” corresponds to predicting the constant FIM corresponding to the Euclidean metric on the
parameter space, with an unknown scaling factor (distMSE metric is not scale-invariant and, thus, is
undefined for the “const” method) and “best” corresponds to predicting the ground truth FIM. For
more details on “const” and “best” rows see Appendix F. We find that the ClassiFIM model is more
precise on the easier FIL24 SM even though we reused the same architecture, hyperparameters, and
training procedure as were used on the Hubbard12 SM. Apart from the metrics in Table 3, the quality
of the agreement between the ClassiFIM prediction and the ground truth on one of the ten IsNNN400
datasets can be seen by comparing panels (f) and (g) of Fig. 1 or the two curves in panel (c).

The last two columns of Table 3 compare the performance of ClassiFIM with other state-of-the-art
methods (all modified as explained in Section 5). We note that all methods, including ClassiFIM,
used, on average, 126 examples per λ, which is a fixed amount (independent of the lattice size of
the underlying physical system), and is significantly less than the number of probabilities needed
to compute the FIM directly from the definition (e.g., 2300 for XXZ300). In summary, from the
perspective of this metric, mod-ClassiFIM outperforms mod-W and is competitive with mod-SPCA.

6.6 Use of ClassiFIM on MNIST-CNN dataset

We present the results of using ClassiFIM on MNIST-CNN in Fig. 3. The FIM phase diagram detects
rapid changes in the behavior of the model in the top and bottom right regions, which coincide with
the loss of accuracy. A region with many sharp peaks in the FIM may also be observed in so-called
glassy systems (see, e.g., Figs. 3 and 4 of Takahashi and Hukushima (2019)), for which it may be
possible to obtain the ground truth and verify the performance of ClassiFIM. Fig. 3 also suggests a
phase transition in the upper-left corner: a stripe darker than the surrounding area indicates a peak
in the predicted FIM. This boundary is not captured by accuracy alone: there is no sign of a rapid
change in the accuracy plot (second panel from the left) at that location. However, one can find
other quantities that are capable of capturing this transition: it can be seen in the mean probability
of the correct class, Ep̂y (third panel), and, more clearly, in the mean entropy of the predicted class
probabilities (last panel). Since we did not study ClassiFIM in the glassy phase, we do not have high
confidence in how to interpret the predicted high values shown in the ClassiFIM output in Fig. 3,
and cannot exclude a potential mis-prediction. We leave studying the FIM and ClassiFIM for phase
diagrams having a transition to a glassy phase as a challenging future direction. We note that while
the right three panels of Fig. 3 use averages over the train split of MNIST, the plots for the test split
are qualitatively similar.

6.7 Scalability

For datasets of similar subjective complexity (Ising400 and IsNNN400 are “easier” than QPT datasets
in the next four rows), the time allocated (as prescribed by column “Time” in Table 1) is roughly
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proportional to the size of input data, i.e., |Dtrain|n where n is the number of features in each sample
xi. With that scaling, ClassiFIM achieves better performance on larger datasets of similar nature,
both in terms of absolute values of distRE (which is invariant not only to the scale of the predicted
FIM, but also to the scale of ground truth), and in terms of a comparison with other methods using
PeakRMSE. This suggests that linear scaling of computational resources with input size suffices for
the types of datasets considered here.

7 Limitations and future work

While we have shown that ClassiFIM can solve the FIM-estimation task, we expect that there are
FIM-estimation tasks where ClassiFIM or any other method would fail. Moreover, all of the neural
networks we implemented in this work effectively used local features, which is incompatible with
solving some otherwise solvable FIM-estimation tasks. Nevertheless, ClassiFIM does not require any
particular choice of NN architecture, and future work could explore other choices and applications of
ClassiFIM to other problems. See Appendix G for an extended discussion of these topics.
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Technical Appendix

Here, we provide additional details in support of the main text. In Appendix A, we provide an
additional discussion of the Fisher information metric. In Appendix B we give an example of a
textual description accompanying D. In Appendix C we provide complete definitions of distMSE,
distMSEPS, and distRE. In Appendix D we provide additional details about ClassiFIM: we prove
Theorem 1 (theoretical justification of ClassiFIM), describe the design choices we made in our
implementation of ClassiFIM, and discuss an alternative algorithm for generation of Dtrain,BC. In
Appendix E we describe our implementation of mod-W, mod-SPCA, and mod-ClassiFIM and discuss
places were we deviated from rules we introduced in Section 5. In Appendix F we define the “const”
and “best” rows from Table 3 and discuss the naive method for FIM estimation. Finally, in Appendix G
we discuss the limitations and future work previously outlined in Section 7.

Other details are provided in the companion paper Kasatkin et al. (2024). For example, the definitions
of the physics-inspired statistical manifolds used in our work are described in (Kasatkin et al., 2024,
Sec. IV.B.); the numerical details that went into generating the ground truth FIM and samples for our
datasets are described in (Kasatkin et al., 2024, App. H). The code can be found at Kasatkin (2024a)
and the data at Kasatkin (2024b).

A Background on Fisher Information Metric

In Section 2, Eq. (1) we introduced the Fisher Information Metric (FIM). In this section, for the
convenience of the reader, we reproduce the rigorous definition of the Fisher Information Metric
(FIM) and motivation behind it, as introduced in (Kasatkin et al., 2024, App B). This definition is
used in Theorem 1.

Given the formula
sµ(x;λ) = ∂λµ logPλ(x) (6)

for the score function, one might think that four conditions are necessary for the FIM gµν(λ) to be
defined: (i) the space of samples should form a disjoint union of one or more manifolds; (ii) for each
λ the probability distribution should be absolutely continuous on each of those manifolds, so that
the density function Pλ(•) is well-defined; (iii) Pλ(x) ̸= 0 for all x; (iv) Pλ(x) is differentiable
with respect to λ for all x. However, a more general treatment of the FIM is possible, which does
not require any of these conditions. In fact, there are multiple inequivalent choices for such a more
general treatment (they become equivalent when the above conditions are satisfied), and we select one
of them based on our main application. These choices are based on the fact that the FIM coincides
(under certain regularity conditions, up to a constant factor) with the first non-trivial term in the
Taylor expansion of multiple measures of distance or similarity between probability distributions,
including the Kullback-Leibler divergence, Jensen-Shannon divergence, and Bhattacharyya distance
(Amari, 2016, section 3.5 Fisher Information: The Unique Invariant Metric). Specifically, we pick the
last of these measures, the Bhattacharyya distance, which is also known as the classical fidelity Fc in
the physics literature on quantum phase transitions (but some sources define Fc to be the square of
r.h.s. of Eq. (7) instead, see e.g., (Wilde, 2013, Def 9.2.4 on page 271)).

Assume that we have a manifoldM of parameters λ and a measurable space (Ω,F), where Ω is
the set of all possible samples, and F is a sigma-algebra on that space. Furthermore, assume that
for every λ ∈M we have a probability measure σλ. The classical fidelity between two probability
measures σ and σ′ is defined as

Fc(σ, σ
′) =

∫
Ω

√
dσdσ′. (7)

We note that Fc is always well-defined, where the integral on the r.h.s. is defined using the Radon-
Nikodym derivative with respect to any measure with respect to which both σ and σ′ are absolutely
continuous (e.g., σ + σ′). When Fc(σλ0

, σλ0+δλ) has the form

Fc(σλ0
, σλ0+δλ) = 1 +

1

8

∑
µ,ν

gµν(λ0)δλµδλν + o(∥δλ∥2) (8)

for some gµν(λ0), we say that the FIM is defined. In that case, we can always make gµν(λ0)
symmetric with respect to the interchange of indices µ and ν by replacing it with (gµν(λ0) +
gνµ(λ0))/2. Then, such a symmetric gµν(λ0) is the FIM.
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B Description of Hubbard12 and FIL24 datasets

As mentioned in Section 3, the datasets are accompanied by an additional textual description. Here
we provide such a description for the Hubbard12 and FIL24 datasets (the description for these 20
datasets is identical):

The twelve-site grid consists of 12 sites indexed by j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 11}. There
are two types of edges: NN and NNN. Each site j is connected via NN edges
with 4 sites: (j ± 1) mod 12 and (j ± 3) mod 12, and via NNN edges with 4
sites: (j ± 2) mod 12 and (j ± 4) mod 12. Each sample xi is an integer in [0, 224)
representing a 24-bit bitstring (with 2 bits per lattice site). The bits of xi corre-
sponding to site j are

⌊
xi/2

j
⌋
mod 2 and

⌊
xi/2

12+j
⌋
mod 2. These two bits may

have different meanings.
All NN edges are identical to each other. All NNN edges are identical to each other.
All lattice sites are identical to each other. In other words, any graph automorphism
of the twelve-site grid which preserves edge labels “NN” and “NNN” (e.g. j 7→
(j+k) mod 12 or j 7→ 11−j) preserves the probability distribution over bitstrings
xi.

Textual descriptions for all datasets are available in Kasatkin (2024b). While in this work we manually
constructed NN architectures corresponding to such descriptions, we hope that future work could
automate this process, e.g., by using an LLM to generate an NN architecture from a textual description
of the dataset.

C Metrics and benchmarking

C.1 Performance metrics

Let g(λ) denote the ground-truth FIM and ĝ(λ) denote an estimate. A seemingly reasonable perfor-
mance metric is given by

distNaive(ĝ, g) =
∫
M
∥g(λ)− ĝ(λ)∥2F dλ, (9)

where ∥•∥F is the Frobenius norm (recall that g(λ) is a rank-2 tensor). However, we are not aware
of a natural geometric interpretation of distNaive and such a metric is not invariant with respect to
parameterization change inM. Another disadvantage of this metric is that it may assign a large error
to a blurred estimator ĝ1 when the ground truth FIM has sharp peaks, to the extent of making it worse
than an estimator ĝ2 missing half of the peaks (phase transitions) but otherwise matching the ground
truth. This is inconsistent with the goal of qualitatively reproducing a phase diagram. To overcome
some of these issues, we propose three metrics: distMSE, distMSEPS, and distRE which favor ĝ1
over ĝ2.

Given a Riemannian metric, a natural quantity to compute is the distance between two points along the
shortest path in that metric. However, this approach is computationally expensive, and the geodesic
connecting two points may transcend the region of interest in the parameter space. As a practical
alternative, we instead consider the “straight line distance” distSL between two points λ and λ′:

distSL(g;λ,λ
′) =

∫ 1

0

dt
√
g(λ+ t(λ′ − λ);λ′ − λ), (10)

which we use to define our three metrics. Here g(λ;v) =
∑

ij g(λ)ijvivj is the square length of the
vector v in the metric g at the point λ. In our numerical experiments, both the ground truth g and
the prediction ĝ are represented by their values on a gridM′, in which case we assume that these
values represent a piecewise constant function. Hence, Eq. (10) is an integral of a piecewise constant
function and can be written as a sum. For a 1D parameter space, distSL for NSL pairs (λ,λ′) can
be computed in time Θ(NSL + |M′|) using dynamic programming. For grids in multi-dimensional
parameter spaces (with a fixed number of dimensions), the cost is O(NSLL) where L is the largest
grid dimension.
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The first step in the computation of all 3 metrics is the computation of distSL(•;λ, λ′) for a large set
of pairs (λ, λ′) of different points (e.g., all pairs of points in the gridM′). The first metric is the MSE
for distSL given by,

distMSE(ĝ, g) = meanλ ̸=λ′∈M′
(
[distSL(ĝ;λ,λ

′)− distSL(g;λ,λ
′)]2
)
. (11)

A scale-invariant version distMSEPS is defined by optimizing the scaling constant:

distMSEPS(ĝ, g) = min
c>0

(distMSE(cĝ, g)) (12)

Finally, the third metric is the distance ranking error distRE representing the probability that
distSL(ĝ; •, •) ranks two pairs of points differently from distSL(g; •, •). The exact definition of
distRE is given below. Out of the three metrics, distMSE penalizes for any mismatch between the
prediction and the ground truth, distMSEPS allows for a (multiplicative) bias which may appear due
to a lack of accurate calibration in otherwise accurate predictions, and distRE is the most lenient (it
could be 0 even if errors other than overall multiplicative errors occur which do not affect distance
rankings).

C.2 Definition of the distance ranking error

When following the above-given recipe for defining distRE, special care should be taken in the case
of a tie. Here, we provide the complete definition. The distance ranking error of ĝ (compared to the
ground truth g) is defined as the average value returned from the following procedure:

• Pick random λ0,λ1,λ2,λ3 ∈M′ s.t.

– λ0 ̸= λ1 and λ2 ̸= λ3, and
– the set (i.e., unordered pair) {λ0,λ1} is different from {λ2,λ3}.

• Let â, a ∈ {−1, 0, 1} be the results of a comparison of distSL(ĝ;λ0,λ1) with
distSL(ĝ;λ2,λ3) and of distSL(g;λ0,λ1) with distSL(g;λ2,λ3), respectively:−1, 0, 1 cor-
respond to <,=, >, respectively.

• If a = 0, return 0.5. Otherwise, return |â− a| /2 (e.g., 0.5 if â = 0).

Note that we introduced a special case for a = 0 to avoid the situation in which a method can decrease
its error by rounding the values of ĝ (to increase the probability of ties). This is equivalent to resolving
the ties at random (with a probability of 0.5 for each outcome).

The metric distRE thus defined is symmetric with respect to ĝ and g, and is always in [0, 1]. Using a
merge-sort based inversion counting algorithm, distRE can be computed in Θ(NSL log |NSL|) time,
where NSL is the number of pairs for which distSL was computed for (e.g., NSL = |M′| (M′− 1)/2
if all values of distSL are used), which is typically less expensive than computing those distSL values
in the first place.

D ClassiFIM method details

D.1 Theoretical justification

Proof of Theorem 1. First, note that the r.h.s. of Eq. (4) [gµν(λ0) = Ex∼Pλ0
(l∗xµl

∗
xν), where l∗x =

M∗(λ0, 0, x)] is well-defined and is symmetric with respect to interchanging µ and ν. Let us define
its value along some vector v as ĝ(λ0;v):

ĝ(λ0;v) = Ex∼Pλ0

(∑
µν

l∗xµl
∗
xνvµvν

)
. (13)

Based on the definition we use given by Eqs. (7) and (8), it is sufficient to show that, as ϵ→ 0,

8

ϵ2

(
1−

∑
x

√
Pλ0

(x)Pλ0+vϵ(x)

)
= ĝ(λ0;v) + o(1). (14)

14



Indeed, if we show this for an arbitrary fixed v, then we can write δλ from Eq. (8) as ϵv with
ϵ = ∥δλ∥ and v = δλ/ϵ. Then, it would remain to show that the remainder term o(ϵ2) in Eq. (8) is
uniform in v with ∥v∥ = 1, which is necessarily the case because the unit sphere is compact and all
terms are continuous in v.

First, let us try to replace the l.h.s. of Eq. (14), f1/2(ϵ), with its symmetric version f(ϵ) = f0(ϵ),
where

ft(ϵ) =
8

ϵ2

(
1−

∑
x

√
Pλ0+vϵ(t−1/2)(x)Pλ0+vϵ(t+1/2)(x)

)
. (15)

Let ps(x) = Pλ0+vs(x). Then, according to condition 3, we can write

ps(x) = p0(x) + ṗ0(x)s+ δps(x), where ṗ0(x) =
∂

∂s

∣∣∣∣
s=0

ps(x), δps(x) = o(s). (16)

According to condition 4, for any x with p0(x) = 0, we have ps(x) = o(s2), i.e., ṗ0(x) = 0 and
δps(x) = o(s2). Since

∑
x ps(x) = 1, we have

∑
x ṗ0(x) = 0 and

∑
x δps(x) = 0. By expanding

Eq. (15) to o(1) in ϵ using p0(x), ṗ0(x), and δps(x), and applying their properties listed above, we
see that such an expansion does not depend on t. Therefore, it remains to show that

f(ϵ) = ĝ(λ0;v) + o(1). (17)

Since we are only interested in the limit ϵ→ 0, we can assume that ps(x) > 0 for all x with p0(x) > 0
for |s| ≤ |ϵ|. Let λ+ = λ0 + vϵ/2, λ− = λ0 − vϵ/2, p+(x) = p1/2(x), p−(x) = p−1/2(x), and
q(x) = (p+(x) + p−(x))/2. Then we can write

f(ϵ) =
8

ϵ2

(
1− Ex∼q

√
p+(x)p−(x)/q2(x)

)
+ o(1), (18)

where o(1) absorbed terms with q(x) = 0. From Eq. (3) it follows that for x with q(x) > 0 we have

p+(x)p−(x)/q
2(x) = (cosh(ϵv ·M∗(λ0,vϵ, x)/2))

−2. (19)

Substituting Eq. (19) into Eq. (18) we get

f(ϵ) =
8

ϵ2
Ex∼q

(
1− cosh(ϵv ·M∗(λ0,vϵ, x)/2)

−1
)
+ o(1)

= Ex∼p0
(v ·M∗(λ0, 0, x))

2 + o(1) = ĝ(λ0;v) + o(1). (20)

D.2 ClassiFIM BC implementation choices

We summarize the design choices we made in our own implementation of a ClassiFIM BC:

(a) We use a neural network as the trainable function l = M(λ0, δλ, x;θ) and minimize the
cross-entropy error.

(b) We add a small L2 regularization to the cross-entropy cost to avoid overfitting.

(c) We choose a neural network architecture suitable for our problems (e.g., for a periodic lattice,
we use a CNN to respect translation symmetry) among other common sense, problem-
specific choices.

(d) We do not use batch normalization (BN) or other normalization layers.

Aside from outputting a vector l as in (a), the choices in (a) – (c) are relatively standard for modern
state-of-the-art BCs. On the other hand, most modern BCs use BN, so (d) is non-standard. We remark
that (d) is known to help train to near-zero loss for classification accuracy. In our work, BN makes it
more difficult to regularize the model using L2 regularization, which we find is more suitable for our
use case where accurate estimates of log-odds (instead of accurate classifications) are needed.
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D.3 Fine-tuning of algorithm 1

In the actual implementation, we notice that Dtrain fits into the GPU memory for the datasets we
used in our numerical experiments. To optimize ClassiFIM performance, we use a slightly different
algorithm than Algorithm 1 to generate Dtrain,BC. We first load Dtrain (not Dtrain,BC) into the GPU
memory. Then, before each epoch, we generate a version of the dataset Dtrain,BC on the GPU as
described in Algorithm 2. In our early experiments, we observed that this optimization improves both
computational performance (in samples per second we train on) and generalization (because for each
epoch we use a different Dtrain,BC, although it is generated from the same Dtrain) when compared to
generating a single Dtrain,BC with size NBC ≃ 10 |Dtrain|.
We apply the same Algorithm 2 to Dtest to test the binary classifier on the hold-out set (which is used
for reporting the test cross-entropy).

Algorithm 2: Generating Dtrain,BC from Dtrain on GPU before each epoch
Input: dataset D
Output: DBC

1: D+,D− ← two random permutations of D
2: Discard rows i from D± with λ+,i = λ−,i

3: DBC ← ∅
4: {Execute the following in parallel for each i:}
5: for i ∈ range(len(D+)) do
6: (λ+, x+)← row #i from D+

7: (λ−, x−)← row #i from D−
8: λ0 ← (λ+ + λ−)/2
9: δλ = λ+ − λ−

10: DBC ← DBC ∪ {(λ0, δλ, x−, 0), (λ0, δλ, x+, 1)} {the last component is the label}
11: end for
12: return DBC

E Modifications for comparison with prior work

In Section 5 we describe our methodology for comparing ClassiFIM with W and SPCA using the
PeakRMSE metric. In particular, it requires us to re-implement the W and SPCA methods and to
post-process the outputs of all three methods so that the methods return the guesses {xs,k}ns

k=1
for each slice s of the parameter space. We denote the resulting implementations as mod-W, mod-
SPCA, and mod-ClassiFIM. Here the “mod-” prefix indicates our modifications including efficiency
improvements and post-processing to obtain the guesses, “W” stands for the expected shape of the
accuracy plot in Confusion Scheme of van Nieuwenburg et al. (2016), and “SPCA” stands for the
Shadow Principal Component Analysis method of Huang et al. (2022).

We first describe the methods and modifications in detail in Appendices E.1 to E.3 and then detail
in Appendix E.4 the instances where the rules from Section 5 were broken, explaining why and
discussing the anticipated impact.

Some modifications we describe improve the computational efficiency of the method. We note that
these are important to achieve a better PeakRMSE because better computational efficiency allows us
to use a larger network size and number of epochs in mod-W and avoid subsampling in mod-SPCA
within the computational budget, both of which improve the quality of the resulting predictions.

E.1 Details of mod-W

The Confusion Scheme method in Ref. van Nieuwenburg et al. (2016) produces a “W”-like shape with
the middle peak pointing at the predicted location of phase transition (or a “V”-like shape indicating
no phase transition is found). The method, as described, only applies to systems parameterized by
a single parameter λ. Therefore, to apply it to datasets with two parameters, we apply it separately
to each horizontal and vertical slice of that dataset. Consider, for example, a 64 × 64 parameter
grid. Then there are 128 such slices. For each horizontal slice, λ1 is fixed and the method considers
63 possible values of λ0c (possible phase transition locations, midpoints of the original grid). For
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Figure 4: Illustration of mod-W. Panel (a): Accuracy plot generated by the W method for horizontal
slices, assembled into a 2D phase diagram (identical to Fig. 1(d)). Accuracy values below 75% are
truncated to 75% and represented in dark blue. Panel (b): The plot after post-processing, showing
the removal of spurious low-accuracy points. Ground truth and predicted peaks are overlaid on the
2D diagram. Each horizontal slice contains n′

s black circles representing the “inner” ground truth
peaks, which are the targets for prediction by methods like mod-W. Additional ns − n′

s light squares
in each slice represent ground truth peaks which are either too shallow or too close to the border,
and their predictions are not necessary in the PeakRMSE metric given by Eq. (5), but their count
ns − n′

s represents the additional number of guesses each method like mod-W is allowed to make
in that slice. The ns green crosses in each slice indicate these guesses made by mod-W. For each
black circle in each slice, there is a corresponding contribution to the PeakRMSE metric equal to
the distance to the nearest green cross in that slice (or the border of the slice if it is closer). Panel
(c): Accuracy plot generated by method W for vertical slices within the same computational budget.
In mod-W, we then post-process it and predict the peaks (not shown, the process is the same as for
horizontal slices). Panel (d): A single horizontal slice at λ1 = 18/64 (marked on panels (a) and (b)
with a horizontal line) with W plot before and after post-processing, i.e., accuracy as a function of λ0.
Vertical dotted lines mark the ground truth peaks. For this dataset and slice, the predicted peaks (i.e.,
local maxima of the mod-W plot) align perfectly with the ground truth. On panels (a)–(c) the axes are
λ0 (horizontal) and λ1 (vertical) ranging from 0 to 1.

each such location, a separate neural network is trained to predict, given a sample x, whether x was
sampled from P (•|λ) with λ0 < λ0c or λ0 > λ0c.

One is then expected to plot classification accuracy as a function of λ0c, where the peaks indicate the
possible locations of phase transitions. As originally described, the method would require training
128 ·63 different neural networks for the 2D datasets we use. This means that, e.g., for the Hubbard12
dataset, about 0.074 seconds out of a ten-minute budget is available for training a single neural
network, which is problematic due to the overheads involved. Therefore, we optimized the training
procedure by combining all neural networks for a given slice into a single larger network: it is
mathematically equivalent to L − 1 separate networks with identical architectures (but different
weights), but computationally more efficient when training using PyTorch. Here L is the number of
grid points in the slice: L = 64 for all 2D datasets we use. During training, L− 1 separate networks
receive the same samples xi but different labels corresponding to different values of λ0c. We took a
neural network architecture similar to the one for ClassiFIM, removing the parts unnecessary for this
simpler task. Furthermore, we had to reduce the network size and the number of epochs significantly
to fit within the same computational budget. We used half of Dtrain for training and half for evaluation.
This is contrary to other methods that use the whole dataset for training but is necessary to follow
the rules from Section 5. Indeed, in the W method, predicted phase transition locations are extracted
from the plot of validation accuracy as a function of λ0c, which requires a validation set separate
from the training set, but the rules require that only Dtrain is used for making such predictions, thus
requiring us to split Dtrain. The resulting accuracy plots (stitched together into one 2D phase diagram,
with purple indicating perfect accuracy and blue indicating 75% accuracy) are displayed in Fig. 4(a).

In order to post-process the predicted accuracy plots, observe that if NNj is trained to predict whether
λ0 < λ0cj for j = 1, 2 and the resulting accuracies are aj , then one would expect

a2 ≥ a1 − |λ0c1 − λ0c2| (21)

(assuming the uniform distribution of the values of λ0 in the validation set). Yet, in practice, this
constraint is sometimes violated because of imperfect training (as can be seen from the blue points
in Fig. 1(d) of the main text). This motivates the first two steps of the postprocessing we use for W:
(1) pad the list of accuracies by 1.0 on both sides; (2) reset the accuracy values to the maximum of
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the r.h.s. of Eq. (21). The final post-processing step is to further reduce the spurious points with low
accuracy: if the arithmetic mean of accuracies of two neighboring points is greater than the accuracy
at the current point, we increase the current estimated accuracy to that value.

Finally, per the methodology of PeakRMSE (Kasatkin et al., 2024, Appendix L), for each slice,
we are given a number of peaks (i.e., the maximal number of guesses) ns and need to re-
turn their predicted locations. We do this by extracting the highest prominence peaks using
scipy.signal.find_peaks. When the number of peaks thus extracted is less than ns, we add
additional guesses to split the largest gaps as evenly as possible: e.g., if we are missing one peak, we
add a guess at the midpoint of the largest gap. This process is illustrated in Fig. 1.

E.2 Details of mod-SPCA

In all physics datasets, bitstrings xi ∈ Dtrain are used as samples. I.e., it is natural to use individual
bits of xi as features. This is in contrast to, e.g., MNIST-CNN, where the features of xi are naturally
interpreted as real numbers and not individual bits. (Kasatkin et al., 2024, App J) described how to
apply SPCA to such bitstring datasets. Specifically, we need to apply kernel PCA to the kernel given
by

K(λ,λ′) = exp

(
τ

TλTλ′

Tλ∑
t=1

Tλ′∑
t′=1

exp

(
γ

n

n∑
i=1

I
(
x
(t)
λ,i = x

(t′)
λ′,i

)))
. (22)

Here λ, λ′ are two points in the parameter space, Tλ is the number of pairs (λ, x) ∈ Dtrain with a
given λ, {x(t)

λ }
Tλ
t=1 are the corresponding samples, x(t)

λ,i is the i-th bit of x(t)
λ and I is the indicator

function. The kernel is parameterized by two hyperparameters: τ, γ > 0.

We pick τ = 1 and γ = 1 as in Huang et al. (2022). We note that (Kasatkin et al., 2024, App J.3)
suggests that an alternative interpretation of the original SPCA method when applied to bitstring
datasets is to pick τ = e−1 and γ = 1 in Eq. (22). However, we did not test these because we are not
aware of any method to test the performance of different choices of hyperparameters in SPCA without
a comparison to the ground truth, and such a comparison would violate the rules set in Section 5.
This is in contrast to W and ClassiFIM, where we can split a validation set out of Dtrain and compute
the training accuracy and the training loss respectively to evaluate the choice of hyperparameters.

Our first modification is efficiency. The most computationally expensive part of SPCA is the evaluation
of the kernel matrix using Eq. (22), which requires O(M2T 2n) operations, where M = |M′| is the
number of grid points in the parameter space, T ≃ 135 is the maximal number of samples for a single
grid point, and n is the number of bits in a sample. A naive implementation would have five nested
loops. However, the inner loop in Eq. (22) can be computed efficiently using the bitwise exclusive or
(⊕, XOR) and the POPCNT instruction available on modern CPUs. The latter counts the number of
bits set to 1 in a 64-bit integer, typically with a throughput of one instruction per cycle (and latency of
∼ 3 cycles), which is much faster than a loop. This assumes that the bitstrings are stored as integers.
We use 64-bit integers in our implementation and note that for larger n we could also take advantage
of one of SIMD instruction sets but this was not done in our implementation. For n ≤ 64 we have

n∑
i=1

I
(
x
(t)
λ,i = x

(t′)
λ′,i

)
= n− POPCNT(x(t)

λ ⊕ x
(t′)
λ′ ). (23)

For larger n, we used ⌈n/64⌉ such POPCNT operations.

The result of the SPCA is illustrated in Fig. 1(e) of the main text, where the red, green, and blue color
channels correspond to the top three PCA components scaled to [0, 1]. To extract the peak locations
from a horizontal slice, we first apply smoothing to the top two PCA components (along λ0), which
is identical to the ClassiFIM post-processing explained below. Then, we create a list of features
by appending a monotonically increasing (with λ0) feature to the list of PCA components and run
sklearn.cluster.KMeans, and adjust the clusters so that they are contiguous in λ0. Cluster
boundaries are then the returned peak locations. While technically the total time often exceeds the
time limit, this is because we did not attempt to further parallelize the shadow matrix computation or
port it to GPU. For example, running the computation for ten Hubbard12 datasets in parallel on a
single i7-6850K CPU results in a total computation time of about 30 minutes, i.e., three minutes per
dataset (less than the 10 minutes budget).
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Figure 5: Illustration of mod-ClassiFIM. Panel (a): The ClassiFIM prediction from Fig. 1(f).
Darker colors denote higher values of Tr(ĝ(λ)). To compute the intensity Ic of color channels
c ∈ {red, green,blue}, we selected three unit vectors vc, each separated by 2π/3, and com-
puted Ic = 1 − max(1,

√
ĝ(λ;vc)/C) where C = 140 serves as a normalization constant and

ĝ(λ;v) =
∑

µν ĝµν(λ)vµvν is the squared length of vector v as per the metric ĝ(λ). This color
scheme was also used in panels (f) and (g) of Fig. 1. Panel (b): Semidisk illustrating the color scheme.
For each point A in the semidisk, we define a vector v =

−→
OA (an example of such a vector is shown).

Then the color of such a point A represents g defined using gµν = C2vµvν . For instance, the color of
point O is white because it corresponds to v = 0 and, hence, g = 0. Such a semicircle only shows
the colors corresponding to rank-1 tensors g: for example, the color of g = C2I would be black (not
shown). Panel (c): ĝ00, the metric component to be postprocessed in the horizontal slices. Panel
(d): Post-processed ĝ00. Ground truth and predicted peaks are overlaid on the 2D diagram similarly
to panel (b) of Fig. 4. Panel (e): A single horizontal slice at λ1 = 18/64 (indicated in panels (b)
and (c) using a horizontal line) showing the raw and post-processed ĝ00 values alongside the ground
truth. Vertical dotted lines denote the positions of ground truth peaks. Nearby local maxima of the
post-processed ĝ00 are the predicted peak locations.

E.3 Details of mod-ClassiFIM

To predict peaks for each horizontal slice with ClassiFIM, we take the predicted ĝ00 and apply the
smoothing along the λ0 direction by convolving ĝ00 with a Gaussian kernel. We use two versions
of the kernel shifted by half of the lattice spacing to double the resolution of the resulting function.
Similarly to mod-W, we extract the highest value peaks using scipy.signal.find_peaks.
This is illustrated in Fig. 5. Vertical slices are processed analogously.

E.4 Potential data snooping in evaluating PeakRMSE metric

Given the limited number of datasets and low statistical power of the PeakRMSE metric (as demon-
strated in Section 6.4), it is important to avoid introducing bias into the result of the comparison of
the mod-W, mod-SPCA, and mod-ClassiFIM methods. This is why Section 5 introduced a set of four
rules one might follow to make the comparison fair.

Strict adherence to these rules is nontrivial, and below we point out when a rule was broken, to
what extent, and why. The whole process involved trial and error, violating rule (ii): the PeakRMSE
metric was originally designed only for FIL24 and, more specifically, only for horizontal slices. In its
original formulation, it suffered from issues listed in (Kasatkin et al., 2024, App. L.1) resulting in the
value of the metric being dominated by a single slice where a method’s mistake could be explained
by a small misjudgment in the location or height of the peak. To avoid these issues, the definition
of PeakRMSE was adjusted in multiple iterations, each of which occurred only after we observed
the results. In its original form, it also had a version that only considered slices with a single phase
transition. This was because Ref. van Nieuwenburg et al. (2016) only considered a case of a single
phase transition. However, we observed that the performance of W was not significantly affected by
whether the slice had one or more phase transitions and decided to use all available slices, which, in
theory, should improve the statistical power of the metric.

The specific modifications made to each method were made only after observing the outputs of the
methods on our datasets. For example, we observed that the actual accuracy curve returned by the W
method often did not reach values close to 1 at the locations of phase transitions, motivating us to use
the highest prominence peaks. However, such highest prominence was affected by a few points with
exceptionally low accuracy, which motivated the slope-capping post-processing step. The original
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clustering for SPCA operated on the top ten PCA components, but we observed that this resulted
in worse clusters than what one can guess by eye by looking at the 2D phase diagram with the top
three PCA components, used as three color channels, motivating us to reduce the number of PCA
components to two.

The design of the original NN architectures involved some trial and error. Most of such trials were
done on lower quality datasets not used in the final comparison. Yet, some choices were still made
when training on the current datasets, but without looking at the ground truth. In such cases, the choice
was made based on the training loss (for ClassiFIM) or accuracy (for W) on the training or validation
set (which was split out of Dtrain). However, such decisions were made once and not separately for
each seed. Additionally, the time spent on such tuning was not included in the computational budget.

F Comparison methods

In Table 3, we show the performance of ClassiFIM on physics datasets. The rows “const” and “best”
are added as a comparison. In ClassiFIM, a binary classification model is used to provide the ĝ
estimates. On the other hand, for the comparison rows, the binary classification predictions are not
related to the predictions of g. Below, we provide the definitions of these comparison rows.

F.1 “Best”

For binary classification, “best” produces the best possible probability estimates equal to the ground
truth a posteriori probabilities P (y = 1|x,λ0, δλ) = Pλ+(x)/(Pλ+(x) + Pλ−(x)). The standard
deviation is non-zero because different runs had different test sets.

The “best possible” classical fidelity susceptibility predictions are equal to the ground truth gµν(λ)
(contrary to ClassiFIM, they are not generated for the grid points inM′ but for the shifted gridM′′).

F.2 “Const”

For binary classification, “const” generates the best possible probability independent of x. This
probability is equal to 0.5 since x has the same chance of being sampled from Pλ+

as from Pλ− .

The “const” classical fidelity susceptibility predictions are ĝ(λ) = α(dλ2
0 + dλ2

1) where α is a
positive constant. Note that distMSEPS and distRE are scale-invariant, hence their values are not
affected by the choice of α. One could pick the value of α to minimize distMSE, in which case
distMSE would be equal to distMSEPS.

Note further that “best” is not really a “method” one could apply to solve the FIM-estimation task,
as in the setting of that task one would not know the ground truth g or the probabilities used for the
“best” row. One would not know the perfect calibration constant α used in the “const” method for
the distMSE metric either. On the other hand, achieving a “const” distRE and distMSEPS score is
easy within the rules of the task because these two metrics are scale-invariant; hence one can pick
any positive α.

F.3 Naive approach to estimating the FIM

Consider, for example, that samples x are bitstrings of length n (as is the case in all physics datasets
we use in this work), and let S = {0, 1}n be the set of all possible samples. Suppose we have just one
parameter λ and the dataset contains N samples for λ = λ0 − δ/2 and N samples for λ = λ0 + δ/2.
Then we could try to estimate g(λ0) as:

ĝ(λ0) =
8

δ2

(
1− F̂c

)
=

8

δ2

(
1−

∑
x∈S

√
Nx,−Nx,+

N

)
. (24)

Here Nx,± are the numbers of samples equal to x for λ = λ0 ± δ/2. That is, one would use Nx,±/N
as estimates of the probabilities of x at λ0 ± δ/2.

To see a problem with this estimate, consider an example where all probability distributions Pλ are
identical, i.e., g(λ0) = 0 and Fc(λ0 − δ/2, λ0 + δ/2) = 1. Since the number of possible bitstrings is
exponential in the length of the bitstrings (e.g., 2400 for IsNNN400), one might expect that typically
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E(Nx,−) = E(Nx,+) = pxN ≪ 1 for all x, where px = Pλ+(x) = Pλ−(x). In this case, however,
we have

E

(√
Nx,−Nx,+

N

)
=

1

N

(
E
(√

Nx,−

))2
= p2xN(1 +O(pxN)). (25)

i.e., if ε = maxx pxN ≪ 1, then

E(F̂c) < ε+O(ε2). (26)

Thus, we might expect such an estimate ĝ(λ0) to be close to 8/δ2 and far from the true value 0. For
this reason, we did not use this naive approach in our work.

G Limitations and future work

Section 7 outlined the limitations of this work and suggested directions for future work. Here we
discuss these topics in more detail.

G.1 The FIM-estimation task is not always solvable

Here we provide an example of an FIM-estimation task which, one might expect, would not be
solvable by ClassiFIM or any other efficient method.

Consider a cryptographic hash function f and a SM where the only parameter is λ ∈ [−1, 1] and
the corresponding probability distributions Pλ are over bitstrings y = f(x), where x is distributed
uniformly among bitstrings with xl = v(λ) for some fixed index l and some fixed function v with
values in {0, 1} (that is, one bit of x is set to a fixed value dependent on λ, while all other bits
are uniformly random). The samples are provided as part of Dtrain, and the full description of the
generation procedure including the definition of function f but excluding the choice of v and l are
given as part of the textual description.

If an algorithm can estimate the FIM efficiently, it could distinguish between the constant function
v and a function experiencing a jump at λ = 0. That is, the algorithm would efficiently predict a
property of the pre-images of the hash function f , which, one might expect, is not possible (more
precisely, this is not possible under the random oracle model of cryptographic hash functions).

G.2 Use of local features

A typical architecture used for ClassiFIM NNs within this work is illustrated in Fig. 2. Samples xi are
first processed by a CNN. The output of the CNN is the result of (possibly multiple) local convolutions
and non-linearities, which can result in output values depending only on parts of xi corresponding to
a small neighborhood of the lattice site associated with the output value. Consequently, these features
are averaged over all lattice sites and fed into a fully connected layer. In other words, the output of
the NN can be described as

g

 1

N

∑
j

fα,j(xi)


α

 , (27)

where N is the number of sites, j indexes the sites, and fα,j(xi) is the local feature #α at site j.
This precludes the NN from computing features like the parity of bits in xi along a (long non-local)
loop in the lattice, since fα,j(xi) are local and used by a permutation-invariant (with respect to j)
expression Eq. (27).

If two distributions are only globally distinguishable, as in the case of some topological quantum
phase transitions (TQPTs, see, e.g., Hamma et al. (2008); Wen (2017)), it is possible that our method
with such NN architectures would fail to estimate the underlying FIM, though, as we show in
(Kasatkin et al., 2024, Fig. 6, 10), ClassiFIM produces accurate FIM phase diagrams for the XXZ
and Kitaev models, both of which are known to exhibit TQPTs Kitaev (2003); Elben et al. (2020).

Neverthless, this is not a limitation of ClassiFIM itself because ClassiFIM does not require any
particular use of NN architecture, as we discuss below.
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G.3 Other NN architectures

The ClassiFIM method is explained in Section 4 (steps 1–3). None of these steps require any particular
NN architecture. Rather, some BC model is needed as explained in step 2. Within this work, we chose
to use a simple architecture as shown in Fig. 2 as such BC model. Future work may find that some
other NN architecture would achieve better performance if used within ClassiFIM. For example,
one could try a positional encoding for the λ input, possibly with an alternative way of encoding
the set {λ−,λ+}: e.g., instead or in addition to supplying δλδλT , one may supply this set via a
(two-element) attention layer. One may also try non-neural network models as binary classifiers
within ClassiFIM.

We did not use any normalization layers in our NN architectures because we did not obtain good
performance using them in our early experiments (on synthetic datasets not reported in this work).
We conjecture that, in the context of classification tasks, such layers are significantly more effective
in the modern regime when one aims to maximize the hold-out accuracy, than for problems where
ground truth probabilities are far from 0 or 1 and those probabilities are desired (e.g., when the goal
is to minimize the hold-out cross-entropy error). A possible cause for this could be that normalization
layers change the role of weight decay in the previous layers, making the regularization harder. Future
work could investigate this hypothesis, provide a theoretical explanation for this observation, and
possibly use such an explanation to design better NN architectures for the latter type of problems.

G.4 Other tasks

Future work may investigate whether ClassiFIM can achieve good performance on other problems
(possibly where the formal justification in Theorem 1 does not apply).

In Section 6.6, we considered the detection of qualitative changes in the results of CNN training as
hyperparameters are varied. Another potentially more interesting application of ClassiFIM arises
when a Boltzmann machine is used instead of a CNN: one may look for a qualitative change in the
distribution of states of a layer of the Boltzmann machine as some parameters are varied. Such a
problem would be a natural application of the ClassiFIM because such distributions are naturally
interpreted as a statistical manifold.

One could also try to use ClassiFIM for change-point detection and compare it with other methods
(e.g., Aminikhanghahi and Cook (2017); Truong et al. (2020)).
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