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Maximum entropy methods, based on the inverse Ising/Potts problem from statistical mechanics,
are essential for modeling interactions between pairs of variables in data-driven problems across
disciplines such as bioinformatics, ecology, and neuroscience. Despite their considerable success,
these methods typically fail to capture higher-order interactions that are often essential for under-
standing complex systems. Conversely, modern machine learning methods capture these complex
interactions, but the computational cost of interpretable frameworks makes them impractical for
real-world applications. Restricted Boltzmann Machines (RBMs) provide a computationally effi-
cient way to capture statistical correlations using hidden nodes in a bipartite neural network. In
this study, we introduce a new method that maps RBMs to generalized Potts models, allowing
for the extraction of interactions up to any specified order. This method utilizes large-N approx-
imations, enabled by the RBM’s simple structure, to extract effective many-body couplings with
minimal computational effort. Furthermore, we propose a robust framework for extracting higher-
order interactions in more complex probabilistic models and a simple gauge-fixing method within
the effective many-body Potts model. Our validation on synthetic datasets confirms the method’s
ability to recover two- and three-body interactions accurately. When applied to protein sequence
data, the framework competently reconstructs protein contact maps and provides performance com-
parable to the best inverse Potts models. These findings confirm that RBMs are an effective and
streamlined tool for exploring higher-order interactions within complex systems.

Introduction.— The Maximum Entropy (ME) princi-
ple in data-driven modeling consists of fitting empiri-
cal low-order moments of the data, such as means and
covariances, while making minimal assumptions about
unobserved variables. In the case of network inference
with categorical variables, ME data modeling is formu-
lated as an inverse Potts problem of statistical mechan-
ics, i.e., we seek the fields and pairwise couplings of a
Potts Hamiltonian that best describes the observed data.
This approach is interpretable, easy to use, and pro-
vides meaningful insights even in situations with limited
data. It has provided a framework [1] for understand-
ing the underlying dynamics of many complex systems,
including neural circuits [2–5], gene networks [6–8], pro-
tein structures [9–11], and ecosystems [12]. However,
the expressiveness of pairwise models is inherently lim-
ited because they reduce all group interactions to pair-
wise terms, which precludes capturing the higher-order
interactions crucial in real-world systems [13, 14]. On
the other hand, although modern generative machine
learning models have recently achieved significant break-
throughs, such as predicting protein structures from se-
quences [15, 16], they often struggle in data-scarce sce-
narios and lack interpretability. Furthermore, extracting
meaningful and understandable insights from their pa-
rameters remains challenging, with significant ongoing
efforts [17–20].
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An alternative that effectively mediates between sim-
ple pairwise modeling and modern deep learning frame-
works is the Restricted Boltzmann Machine (RBM) [21].
In contrast to traditional pairwise models, an RBM works
on a bipartite graph in which only one layer describes the
observable data. Introducing latent or hidden variables
allows RBMs to act as universal approximators [22] and
significantly increases their expressive power while keep-
ing the number of parameters to be learned under control.
Recent studies have shown that binary RBMs can be rein-
terpreted as a generalized Ising or lattice gas model with
interactions that go beyond pairwise to include higher-
order terms [23–26]. Furthermore, this mapping has
proven useful for inference applications, as it enables the
extraction of coupling parameters from simulated data
with multi-body interactions using equal or fewer param-
eters than analogous inverse Ising models [26]. This high-
lights the superior ability of RBMs to model complex sys-
tems, offering enhanced performance over standard max-
imum entropy techniques without additional computa-
tional costs and providing practical techniques to assess
the explainability of such models [27].

Most applications of ME focus on categorical variables
rather than binary ones. A prominent example is Di-
rect Coupling Analysis (DCA) [9, 10], which uses inverse
Potts models to infer epistatic couplings from the Mul-
tiple Sequence Alignment (MSA) of protein [11] or RNA
families [28]. MSAs align sequences from homologous
families—groups of proteins or RNAs with a common
evolutionary ancestor—to identify conserved regions, re-
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FIG. 1. Diagram of the Potts-Bernoulli RBM. Hidden
variables ha can take only two possible values, while visible
variables vi take on q different states or colors.

vealing structural, functional, and evolutionary relation-
ships. Recent studies introduced methods to identify the
closest pairwise model distribution to a trained proba-
bilistic model, enabling the extraction of effective pair-
wise couplings from modern neural networks [18, 29], in-
cluding RBMs [29]. However, these approaches are com-
putationally intensive, requiring either averaging over nu-
merous single-site data permutations or performing sam-
pling, which limits their applicability to pairwise inter-
actions. In this work, we propose a generic theoretical
expression to infer n-th order couplings from generic cate-
gorical probabilistic models and introduce a fast, reliable
framework to approximate high-order couplings in Potts
RBMs, leveraging their straightforward energy function
structure for approximations. We show that the derived
expressions accurately infer pairwise and three-wise cou-
plings in controlled experiments and enable protein con-
tact predictions from trained RBMs with accuracy com-
parable to state-of-the-art DCA methods.

The Potts-Bernoulli RBM.— Consider an undirected
stochastic neural network defined on a bipartite lattice
(see Fig. 1), a visible layer v={vi}Nv

i=1, which represents

the data, and a hidden layer h={ha}Nh
a=1, which encodes

the interactions among the visible variables. As in other
energy-based generative models, the joint probability of
any given configuration {v,h} is given by the Boltzmann
distribution

p(v,h)=
1

Z e−H(v,h), where Z=
∑
{v,h}

e−H(v,h), (1)

with H(v,h) being the energy function or the Hamil-
tonian of the model. We define the hidden nodes as
Bernoulli variables, i.e., ha∈{0, 1}, and the visible nodes
as categorical variables, or Potts “spins”, that can take
on q states or colors, i.e., vi ∈ {1, . . . , q}. Hence, the
Hamiltonian of such a system is given by

H(v,h)=−
∑
i,a,µ

Wµ
iahaδ

vi
µ −

∑
i,µ

bµi δ
vi
µ −

∑
a

caha, (2)

where δji denote the Kronecker delta (δji =1 if i= j, and

δji =0 otherwise), and Θ
def
= {W , b, c} are the model pa-

rameters. The weight tensor W = {Wµ
ia}, is a rank-3

tensor that models the interactions between the visible
and hidden layers, and the visible and hidden biases, de-
noted by b = {bµi } and c = {ca}, respectively, are local
fields acting in a specific visible or hidden site in the lat-
tice. For clarity, we use Latin indexes i ∈ {1, . . . , Nv}
and a ∈ {1, . . . , Nh} to denote visible and hidden sites,
respectively, and Greek ones µ ∈ {1, . . . , q} to indicate
the possible colors of the visible variables.
The parameters of an RBM are typically trained

through likelihood maximization to ensure that the
marginal distribution over the visible units, p(v) =∑

h p(v,h), closely matches the empirical distribution

of a dataset D = {v(m)}Mm=1 containing M entries, i.e.,

pD(v) = 1
M

∑M
m=1 δ(v − v(m)), where δ represents the

Nv-dimensional Dirac delta distribution. For details
about the training process, see Appendix A.
It is easy to verify that the parameter transformation.

Wµ
ia → Wµ

ia +Aia, bµi → bµi +Bi, ca → ca −
∑
i

Aia

leaves the Boltzmann distribution in (1) unchanged.
Such invariance is a natural consequence of the over-
parametrization of Potts models [11, 29]. Fixing the
model gauge is helpful in uniquely defining the inference
problem and ensuring efficient convergence to optimal pa-
rameters during training. The most widely used gauges
are the lattice gas gauge, which assumes

bqi = W q
ia = 0, ∀i, a, (3)

and the zero-sum gauge, defined by∑
µ

b̂µi =
∑
µ

Ŵµ
ia = 0, ∀i, a. (4)

Hereafter, we will use the “ˆ” (hat) symbol to refer to
the couplings in their correspondingly zero-sum gauge.
We did not observe any particular advantage or disad-
vantage in using either gauge during RBM training. For
consistency, we employed the zero-sum gauge during the
RBM training analyzed in our experiments as in [30].
Generalized multi-body Potts model.— The binary

RBM is a universal approximator [22], capable of model-
ing any multivariate random variable over a binary vec-
tor space given sufficient hidden units. Thus, when the
dataset comprises equilibrium configurations of a multi-
body Ising Hamiltonian, RBM learning can capture inter-
actions of any order among visible units, provided enough
data is available. This theoretical property has been
demonstrated in practice: recent studies [23–26] have
shown that the energy function of a binary RBM can
be precisely mapped to an effective Ising model with in-
teractions of all orders, represented by coupling tensors
dependent on the RBM parameters Θ.
Ref. [26] demonstrated that the mapping between

RBMs and interacting physical models can accurately
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reconstruct the underlying interactions, including three-
body terms, used to generate synthetic data in controlled
inverse experiments. Building on this foundation, we pro-
pose a theoretical and practical approach to map any
categorical RBM onto a Potts Hamiltonian. We begin
with the marginalized Hamiltonian of the Potts-Bernoulli
RBM, obtained by summing over the hidden units, i.e.,
p(v) =

∑
h p(v,h) ∝ e−H(v), which is given by

H(v)=−
∑
i,µ

bµi δ
vi
µ −

∑
a

ln
(
1 + eca+

∑
i,µ Wµ

iaδ
vi
µ

)
, (5)

where bµi are the visible biases, ca are the hidden biases,
and Wµ

ia represents the interaction weights between visi-
ble and hidden units. and map it into an effective Potts
Hamiltonian with multi-body interactions,

H(v)=−
∑
i,µ

Hµ
i δ

vi
µ −

∑
1≤i1<i2≤Nv

∑
µ1,µ2

Jµ1µ2

i1i2
δ
vi1
µ1 δ

vi2
µ2 +. . . (6)

The goal is to derive explicit expressions for the fields Hµ
i

and n-th order couplings Jµ1...µn

i1...in
in terms ofΘ, providing

a physical interpretation of the learned model.
We note that model (6) needs gauge fixing, just as we

did with the Potts-Bernoulli Hamiltonian. In this case,
the lattice-gas gauge condition is

Hq
i = Jµ1q

i1i2
= · · · =Jµ1...q

i1...iNv
=0, (7)

while that of the zero-sum gauge is∑
µ′ Ĥ

µ′

i =
∑

µ′ J
µ1µ

′

i1i2
= · · · =∑µ′ Ĵ

µ1...µ
′

i1...iNv
=0, (8)

for all i, i1, . . . , iNv
and µ1, . . . , µNv

.
Although a gauge transformation does not alter

the Boltzmann distribution of the Potts-like model,
other functions of the couplings Jµ1,...,µn

i1,...,in
, such as

the n-th order couplings Fröbenius norm, F
(n)
i1...in

def
=[∑

µ1,...,µn

(
Jµ1...µn

i1...in

)2] 1
2

, is gauge-dependent. In practice,

the zero-sum gauge is widely used in inference applica-

tions because it minimizes all F
(n)
i1...in

, and with it, the
strength of high-order couplings by favoring the contri-
bution of low-order couplings [11]. This is also impor-
tant for the interpretability of models with all-order in-
teractions because, in such situations, one would want to
compute an effective low-order Hamiltonian that approx-
imates best the complete effective Hamiltonian [18].

Effective Couplings of an RBM.— Expanding the
marginal Hamiltonian (5) in terms of explicit interaction
orders yields an effective generalized Potts model, as de-
tailed in (6). For the precise derivation, see Appendix B.
The general expression for n-th order effective coupling
obtained in such expansion is

Jµ1...µn

i1...in
=
∑

K⊆[n]

(−1)n−|K|

[∑
a

ln
(
1+e

ca+
∑

k∈KW
µk
ika

)]
, (9)

where we introduced the set [n] = {1, 2, . . . , n} and |A|
to denote the cardinal (i.e., the number of elements) of a
given set A. Expression (9) is a general inference formula
that maps the weights of an RBM to the physical cou-
plings of a generalized Potts model. When the number of
states is q = 2, it simplifies to the expressions previously
obtained for the lattice gas mapping [23, 24].
Since the zero-sum gauge is more suitable for model

inference applications, we have also transformed the ex-
pressions in Eq. (9) to this gauge (for the derivation, see
Appendix C):

Ĵµ1...µn

i1...in
=
∑

K⊆[n]

(−1)n−|K|

[
1

qNv

∑
µ′
1,...,µ

′
Nv

∑
a

ln

(
1+e

ca+
∑

k∈K W
µk
ika+

∑
l∈[Nv]\K W

µ′
l

ila

)]
. (10)

In the above, we have introduced sub-sub-indexes k, l
with k, l∈ [Nv] to refer to unspecified sites of the system.
Effective Couplings in Generic Probabilistic Models.

— Interestingly, Eqs. (10) and (9) can be generalized to
any probabilistic model defined on high-dimension cate-
gorical space. Formally, any probability mass function π

defined over Ω
def
= {1, 2, . . . , q}Nv , such that π(v)>0 ∀v∈

Ω, can be mapped into a multibody generalized Potts
model (6), whose n-th order couplings are given by

Jµ1...µn

i1...in
=
∑

K⊆[n]

(−1)n−|K|Eu∼G

[
lnπ(u)

∣∣uik=µk :k∈K
]
, (11)

where, Eu∼G

[
f(u)

∣∣uik = µk : k ∈ K
]
is the expected

value of a function f : Ω → R with u ∈ Ω following an
arbitrary probability measure G but keeping uik = µk,
with k ∈ K. The arbitrariness in G choice reflects the
gauge invariance mentioned earlier. For instance, the
lattice gas gauge condition (7) is obtained when consid-
ering G as the degenerate measure that assigns proba-
bility 1 to the configuration (q, q, . . . , q) and 0 to any
other v ∈ Ω. Moreover, we have the zero-sum gauge
if G is uniformly distributed over Ω. It is easy to check
that we can recover expressions (9) and (10) by replacing

π(v)∝ exp
[∑

i,µ b
µ
i δ

vi
µ +

∑
a ln

(
1 + eca+

∑
i,µ Wµ

iaδ
vi
µ

)]
in

(11) considering G either as the degenerate or the uni-
form measure, respectively. A general proof of the Potts
equivalence and gauge fixing using (11) is provided in
App. D. It is worth adding that for energy-based mod-
els, i.e., when π(v) ∝ e−H(v), we can replace lnπ(v) in
(11) by the negative energy function −H(v) because the
partition function cancels out in the sum.
Large-N approximations.— In general, computing the

effective couplings of any order in the zero-sum gauge
involves averaging qNv elements, which is computation-
ally prohibitive in most real-world applications. Pre-
vious approaches have extracted pairwise interactions
from energy-based models by approximating this average
with samples [18, 29], a computationally too demanding
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FIG. 2. Learning dynamics of the effective multibody Potts model. In (a), we analyze an RBM trained with samples

from a spin-1 Blume-Capel model with three-body interactions as defined in Eq. (13), with βJ(2) = βJ(3) = 0.2. We present the
evolution of the averaged effective couplings extracted from the RBM at different training times t. Specifically, we compare the
mean values of the inferred couplings, depicted in solid lines (with the standard deviations shown as shaded areas), averaged
separately for the coupled and uncoupled terms in the model used to generate the data, against the true values shown in
horizontal dashed lines. In (a1), we display the results using the zero-sum gauge, and in (a2), those using the lattice gas
gauge. In (b), we analyze an RBM trained with the MSA of the PF00072 protein family. We show the Frobenius norm of
the inferred effective model parameters (n = 1 for the fields, n = 2 for the pairwise coupling tensors, and n = 3 for the three-
body interactions) as a function of the training time t. A vertical line marks the update at which the best contact prediction
performance is achieved, i.e., when the area under the PPV curve is maximal (see Fig. 3 (d)). In both figures, the titles indicate
the hyperparameters used for training: PCD-k refers to the persistent contrastive divergence training scheme [31] with k Gibbs
steps per update, Nh denotes the number of hidden nodes, and γ represents the learning rate.

method to compute higher-order interactions. Ref. [26]
introduces an approximation scheme that leverages the
structure of the RBM’s energy function and the Central
Limit Theorem to approximate the terms inside brack-
ets in (10). By employing this approach to compute the
n-th order couplings, we initially reduce the sum over all
possible configurations, which contains qNv elements, to
a sum over qn elements by considering that

1
qNv

∑
µ′
1,...,µ

′
Nv

ln

(
1 + e

ca+
∑Nv

k=1 Wµ′
ika

)
= 1

qn

∑
µ′
1,...,µ

′
n
Ex∼X

[
ln

(
1 + e

ca+
∑n

k=1 W
µ′
k

ika+x

)]
, (12)

where, X
def
=
∑Nv

k=n+1W
∗
ika

, such that W ∗
ika

is a random

variable uniformly distributed over
{
Wµ

ika
: µ ∈ [q]

}
.

Then, by using the central limit theorem and the zero-
sum parameters of the RBM, we approximate the right-
hand side (r.h.s.) of (12) through the following integral

1√
2πσ

∫ ∞

−∞
dx e−

x2

2σ2 ln
(
1 + e

ca+
∑n

k=1 W
µk
ika+x

)
,

with σ =
[
q−1

∑Nv

k=n+1

∑q
µ=1 W

µ
ika

] 1
2

. The integral

mentioned can be approximated using numerical meth-
ods, and in our tests, an even discretization of approxi-
mately 20 steps has been sufficient to obtain reliable es-
timates. Furthermore, the calculation of these couplings
is straightforward to parallelize, enhancing computation
speed. Specifically, the code available on GitHub sup-
ports the parallel computation on GPUs of all qn color

combinations for each n-tuple of interaction sites and fix
the zero-sum gauge. Table I in the Appendix details the
extraction times for couplings.
Inverse Numerical Experiments – We evaluate the re-

liability of our approach through an inverse experiment
using data generated from a predefined spin-1 Blume-
Capel model with 2-body and 3-body interactions. The
ground-truth Hamiltonian is:

HD(s) = −J (3)
∑

⟨i,j,k⟩ sisjsk − J (2)
∑

⟨i,j⟩ sisj , (13)

where si ∈ {−1, 0, 1}. The dataset is generated by sam-
plingM = 105 equilibrium configurations from the Boltz-
mann distribution of model (13) at an inverse temper-
ature of β = 0.2. In particular, we considered a 1D
chain of N = 51 spins with periodic boundary condi-
tions (sN+1 ≡ s1), setting pairwise nearest-neighbor in-
teractions with J (2) = 1 and adding sparse three-spin
interactions at distant sites with J (3) = 1. Specifically,

triads involve sites i, j, k satisfying i
def
= j

def
= k (mod 17).

This 3-state Potts model is particularly appealing as it
satisfies both the zero-sum Eq. (8) and lattice gas Eq. (7)
gauges simultaneously. This allows for a straightforward
comparison of the reliability of the previously introduced
lattice-gas and zero-sum effective-coupling formulas.

We train a binary-Potts RBM and extract two- and
three-body effective couplings using Eqs. (9) (for the
lattice-gas gauge) and (10) (for the zero-sum gauge). We
then compare the inferred values with the true ones, sepa-
rately analyzing coupling and non-coupling links (J = 0)
in the original model. Fig. 2 (a) shows that RBMs se-

https://www.ebi.ac.uk/interpro/entry/pfam/PF00072/
https://github.com/DsysDML/couplings_inference
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FIG. 3. Contact Prediction with RBMs. We analyze
the contact prediction performance of RBMs trained on the
MSA for the PF00072 homologous protein family, comparing
their accuracy in identifying contacts in the three-dimensional
structure against other methods. Panels (a) and (b) dis-
play the receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve and
the positive predictive value (PPV) curve as a function of the
number of predictions, respectively, with different colors rep-
resenting various training stages. Panel (c) shows the train-
ing and validation log-likelihood (LL) throughout training. In
(d), we plot the area under the ROC and PPV curves versus
the training time t, with colored dots and lines corresponding
to the different training stages shown in (a) and (b). The
models presented here were trained using the PCD-10 train-
ing scheme, Nh=103 hidden nodes, a batch size of 5000, and
a learning rate of γ=0.01.

quentially learn interactions from lower to higher orders,
independent of the gauge used for inference. This aligns
with findings in binary RBMs [26] and transformers on
language data [32]. We also note that the zero-sum gauge
inference (in (a1)) yields more precise values, confirming
its superiority for inference.

rbmDCA.— One of the most prominent applications
of the inverse Potts problem is predicting contact sites
in protein tertiary structures from MSA data [11]. To
explore this, we trained a Potts RBM on the MSA of
the response regulator domain homologous protein fam-
ily (Pfam entry: PF00072) using the alignment provided
in Ref. [33]. For a schematic overview of the analy-
sis pipeline, see Fig. 5 in the Appendix. We then ap-
plied our zero-sum mapping (10) (specifically, the pair-
wise couplings) to compute contact map predictions
throughout training (Fig. 2-(b)). These maps were com-
pared against a known 3D structure of the domain and
evaluated against established DCA methods, including
plmDCA [34, 35], based on pseudo-likelihood maximiza-
tion and adabmDCA [36, 37], based on Boltzmann ma-
chine learning (Fig. 3). In all the analyses conducted in
this article, we consider non-trivial contacts, i.e., those
residues pair such that |i − j| > 5 and physical distance
r < 7.5Å. A detailed description of the Direct Coupling

Analysis (DCA) are in Appendix F.

To assess RBM learning quality on this dataset, we
computed the log-likelihood (LL) during training using
a split dataset (60% training, 40% test), as shown in
Fig. 3-(c). The LL was estimated using the Trajectory
Annealing Importance Sampling method recently intro-
duced in [38]. In Figure 3-(d), we observe that the perfor-
mance of the RBM training increments with the training
time t until it reaches a maximum, where its inference
is comparable with other state-of-the-art methods. In
particular, we note a similar performance with the adab-
mDCA, while plmDCA overperforms both. Beyond this
point, the prediction performance of the RBM decreases
with t due to overfitting but also due to a sharp increase
of the MCMC mixing times. Fig. 3-(c) shows that near
before the maximum, the log-likelihood w.r.t. the valida-
tion set lags behind the increments of the log-likelihood
w.r.t. the training. Another indication for overfitting is
in Fig.2-(b), where we see that coupling parameters at all
orders do not stabilize but keep growing with t even af-
ter the best inference point is reached. We also note that
this decline in performance coincides with the emergence
of three-body effective couplings (see Fig. 2 (b)) and a
sharp drop in both log-likelihoods (LLs). This is primar-
ily driven by a significant increase in the model’s mixing
time, which introduces a deterioration in model quality
due to non-equilibrium effects [39, 40]. All of the above
suggests that, after achieving a good representation of
the data, the model begins to overfit low-frequency pat-
terns and co-occurrences, leading to large fields and cou-
plings that make the model relaxation extremely slow. A
potential solution could be the implementation of a regu-
larization or pseudo-count strategy during RBM training
or using optimized MCMC algorithms for the training,
which we leave for future work.

Conclusions.— This paper presented a general frame-
work for interpreting generative models defined on high-
dimensional categorical data through a Potts model with
many-body interactions. We developed and implemented
a protocol that exploits the RBM’s energy structure to
extract multi-body couplings from observed data within
this framework. We first validated our approach through
a controlled experiment, successfully recovering multi-
body couplings from synthetic data generated by a mod-
ified Blume-Capel model with two-body and three-body
interactions. This experiment confirmed that coupling
learning is sequential, i.e., an (n + 1)-body interaction
is learned only after the n-body interactions are cap-
tured—a feature recently observed in deep transformers
[32]. Next, we tested the robustness of our approach on
the MSA of a protein family. We found that the effective
pairwise models extracted from RBM learning could re-
construct the contact map of the protein’s tertiary struc-
ture, achieving performance comparable to state-of-the-
art methods. Despite these promising results, we also
identified overfitting effects that not only lead to the en-
coding of dataset-specific couplings but also result in the
formation of extremely slow relaxation models. This sig-

https://www.ebi.ac.uk/interpro/entry/pfam/PF00072/
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nificantly hampers training quality as persistent chains
fail to converge to equilibrium. Addressing these chal-
lenges will be the focus of future work.
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Appendix A: Training of the RBM

Our RBMs are trained by maximizing the log-likelihood function L(Θ|D), which quantifies the probability of
observing a given dataset D = {v(1), . . . ,v(M)} under a probabilistic model parameterized by Θ. The optimization
objective is then formally expressed as:

L(D|Θ) =
1

M

M∑
m=1

log pΘ

(
v(m)

)
=

1

M

M∑
m=1

log
∑
h

e−HΘ(v(m),h) − logZΘ. (A1)

We optimize L(Θ|D) using the (stochastic) gradient descent algorithm. For our RBM, the gradient is given by:

∂L
∂bµi

=
〈
δviµ
〉
D −

〈
δvi
µ

〉
H ,

∂L
∂ca

= ⟨ha⟩D − ⟨ha⟩H ,

and
∂L

∂Wµ
ia

=
〈
haδ

vi
µ

〉
D −

〈
haδ

vi
µ

〉
H , (A2)

where ⟨f(v,h)⟩D = M−1
∑

m

∑
{h} f(v

(m),h)p(h|v(m)) represents the expectation of f(v,h) over the dataset, and

⟨f(v,h)⟩H denotes the expectation with respect to the Boltzmann distribution of the model, whose Hamiltonian is
defined in (2).

Since computing the partition function is typically intractable, the second average is approximated using Markov
Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) and the Alternating Gibbs Sampling algorithm. This algorithm exploits the bipartite
structure of the RBM, iteratively sampling the visible and hidden variables conditioned on the other layer. This
approach enables efficient parallelization, significantly accelerating the sampling process.

In this work, we trained RBMs using the persistent contrastive divergence (PCD-k) algorithm [31], where the
Markov chains for gradient estimation are initialized from the final states of the previous update and evolved for
k Gibbs steps. This approach has been shown to yield quasi-equilibrium models [39]. We further verified that the
learned models operated in the equilibrium regime [39, 40], exhibiting no memory of the training scheme when sampled
for generation.

Appendix B: Deriving the Effective lattice gas Model

In Ref. [23], a Bernoulli-Bernoulli RBM (i.e., vi, ha ∈ {0, 1}) was mapped onto a multi-body Ising-like model of
binary variables. The following section extends this approach to derive a mapping for an arbitrary number of colors
q. Marginalizing the Boltzmann distribution (1) yields:

p(v) =
1

Z
∑
h

e−H(v,h) =
1

Z e−H(v). (B1)

By substituting the RBM Hamiltonian from Eq. (2) into this expression, and summing over the hidden nodes, we
obtain:

H(v) = −
∑
i,µ

bµi δ
vi
µ −

∑
a

ln
∑
ha

ecaha+ha
∑

i,µ Wµ
iaδ

vi
µ . (B2)
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Now we define

q(ha)
def
= ecaha and t

def
=
∑
i,µ

Wµ
iaδ

vi
µ , (B3)

to introduce the following cumulant-generating function

Ka(t)
def
= ln

∑
ha

q(ha) e
hat =

∞∑
k=0

κ
(k)
a tk

k!
(B4a)

= ln
(
1 + eca+t

)
, (B4b)

where the k-th cumulant is

κ(k)
a =

∂kKa(t)

∂tk

∣∣∣∣
t=0

. (B5)

Replacing Eq. (B4a) into Eq. (B2) yields:

H(v) = −
∑
i,µ

bµi δ
vi
µ −

∑
a,k

κ
(k)
a tk

k!
.

Considering the definition (B3), we can rewrite the above expression as

H(v) = −
∑
a

κ(0)
a −

∑
i,a

(
bµi +

∑
a

κ
(1)
i Wµ

ia

)
δviµ −

∑
k>1

1

k!

∑
i1,...,ik

∑
µ1,...,µk

(∑
a

κ(k)
a Wµ1

i1a
· · ·Wµk

ika

)
δ
vi1
µ1 · · · δvikµk . (B6)

Here, we note that high-order terms in k also contribute to the n-body coupling constants, where n is the number of
distinct sites. Since

δviµ1
δviµ2

· · · δviµk
=

{
δviµ if µ = µ1 = µ2 = · · · = µk,

0 otherwise,

high-order terms cancel out if they include factors of visible variables with different colors on the same site. Then,
for each k in (B6), the sum over the visible sites i1, . . . , ik can be grouped by the number n of distinct sites being
considered. Thus, the term of (B6) that includes solely sites i1 and i2, considering the contributions of all orders in
k, is given by

∑
k>1

1

k!

k−1∑
l=1

∑
1≤i1<i2≤Nv

∑
µ1,µ2

(∑
a

κ(k)
a

(
k

l

)(
Wµ1

i1a

)l(
Wµ2

i2a

)k−l

)
δ
vi1
µ1 δ

vi2
µ2

=
∑
k>1

1

k!

∑
1≤i1<i2≤Nv

∑
µ1,µ2

(∑
a

κ(k)
a

[(
Wµ1

i1a
+Wµ2

i2a

)k −
(
Wµ1

i1a

)k −
(
Wµ2

i2a

)k])
δ
vi1
µ1 δ

vi2
µ2 .

The direct comparison of the above with (6) implies that

Jµ1µ2

i1i2
=
∑
k>1

1

k!

∑
a

κ(k)
a

[(
Wµ1

i1a
+Wµ2

i2a

)k −
(
Wµ1

i1a

)k −
(
Wµ2

i2a

)k]
. (B7)

Replacing (B5) in (B7) gives

Jµ1µ2

i1i2
=
∑
k>1

1

k!

∑
a

[
(Wµ1

i1a
+Wµ2

i2a
)k − (Wµ1

i1a
)k − (Wµ2

i2a
)k
] ∂kKa(t)

∂tk

∣∣∣∣
t=0

=
∑
a

∑
k

1

k!

[
(Wµ1

i1a
+Wµ2

i2a
)k − (Wµ1

i1a
)k − (Wµ2

i2a
)k
] ∂kKa(t)

∂tk

∣∣∣∣
t=0

+
∑
a

Ka(0)

=
∑
i

[
e(W

µ1
i1a+W

µ2
i2a)∂t − eW

µ1
i1a∂t − eW

µ2
i2a∂t + 1

]
Ki(t)

∣∣∣
t=0

.
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In the above expression, we identify the shift (or translation) operator

ea∂xf(x)
def
= f(a+ x), (B8)

which gives us

Jµ1µ2

i1i2
=
∑
a

[
Ka

(
Wµ1

i1a
+Wµ2

i2a

)
−Ka

(
Wµ1

i1a

)
−Ka

(
Wµ2

i2a

)
+Ka(0)

]
. (B9)

Using definition (B4b) in (B9) leads automatically to

Jµ1µ2

i1i2
=
∑
a

ln

(
1+eca+W

µ1
i1a+W

µ2
i2a

)
(1+eca)(

1 + eca+W
µ1
i1a

)(
1+eca+W

µ2
i2a

) . (B10)

Similarly, the field contributions in (B6) can be written as

−
∑
i,µ

(
bµi +

∑
a

κ(1)
a Wµ

i1a

)
δviµ −

∑
k>1

1

k!

∑
i,µ

(∑
a

κ(k)
a

(
Wµ

i1a

)k)
δviµ . (B11)

Developing the left-side term in the above:∑
k>1

1

k!

∑
a

κ(k)
a

(
Wµ

i1a

)k
=
∑
k≥0

1

k!

∑
a

(Wµ
ia)

k ∂kKa(t)

∂tk

∣∣∣∣
t=0

−
∑
a

Ka(0)−
∑
a

κ(1)
a Wµ

ia

=
∑
a

eW
µ
ia∂tKa(t)

∣∣∣
t=0

−
∑
a

Ka(0)−
∑
a

κ(1)
a Wµ

ia

=
∑
a

[
Ki (W

µ
ia)−Ka(0)− κ

(1)
i Wµ

ia

]
=
∑
a

[
ln

(
1 + eci+Wµ

ia

1 + eci

)
− κ

(1)
i Wµ

ia

]
. (B12)

Finally, substituting (B12) in (B11) and comparing with (6) we obtain that the effective fields are given by

Hµ
i = bµi +

∑
a

ln

(
1 + eca+Wµ

ia

1 + eca

)
def
= bµi + Jµ

i , (B13)

where we denoted by Jµ
i the contribution to the effective fields due to the interaction with the hidden variables.

An analogous procedure can be applied by considering the contributions from all k-order terms to any n-th order
interaction in Eq. (B6), allowing us to derive the corresponding coupling constant. The general expression was given
by Eq. (9) in the main text, which we repeat here for clarity:

Jµ1...µn

i1...in
=
∑

K⊆[n]

(−1)n−|K|

[∑
a

ln
(
1+e

ca+
∑

k∈KW
µk
ika

)]
.

Finally, to verify that the couplings written in this formulation satisfy the lattice gas condition (7), we set the RBM
in its corresponding lattice gas gauge (i.e., bqj = W q

ij = 0 for all i, j) then it is easy to see that

Hq
i = bqi +

∑
a

ln

(
1 + eca+W q

ia

1 + eca

)
= 0, and

Jµ1q
i1i2

=
∑
a

ln

(
1 + eca+W

µ1
i1a+W q

i2a

)
(1 + eca)(

1 + eca+W
µ1
i1a

)(
1 + eca+W q

i2a

) = 0.

Thus, in general, we have

Jµ1...q
i1...in

=
∑

K⊆[n−1]

∑
a

[
(−1)n−|K| ln

(
1 + e

ca+
∑

k∈K W
µk
ika

)
− (−1)n−|K| ln

(
1 + e

ca+
∑

n∈K W
µk
ika+W q

ina

)]
= 0.
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FIG. 4. Diagram of the 3-visible hidden nodes RBM we use to derive the exact mapping in the zero-sum Gauge.

Appendix C: Deriving the Effective Zero-Sum Model

Since directly addressing the gauge transformation of model (6) for a general RBM can be challenging, we begin
with a more tractable system: a hidden node connected to only three visible variables (see Fig. 4). In this case, the
effective Potts Hamiltonian includes up to three-body interactions:

H(v) = −
∑
i,µ

Hµ
i δ

vi1
µ −

∑
i1<i2

∑
µ1,µ2

Jµ1µ2

i1i2
δ
vi1
µ1 δ

vi2
µ2 −

∑
i1<i2<i3

∑
µ1,µ2,µ3

Jµ1µ2µ3

i1i2i3
δ
vi1
µ1 δ

vi2
µ2 δ

vi3
µ3 . (C1)

Without loss of generality, we assume that the above Hamiltonian is written in the lattice gas gauge as derived in
Appendix B. We obtain effective pairwise couplings and fields in the zero-sum gauge by applying the following gauge
transformations:

Ĵµ1µ2

i1i2

def
= Jµ1µ2

i1i2
− 1

q

∑
µ′
1

J
µ′
1µ2

i1i2
+
∑
µ′
2

J
µ1µ

′
2

i1i2

+
1

q2

∑
µ′
1,µ

′
2

J
µ′
1µ

′
2

i1i2

+
1

q

∑
µ′
3

J
µ1µ2µ

′
3

i1i2i3
− 1

q2

∑
µ′
1,µ

′
3

J
µ′
1µ2µ

′
3

i1i2i3
+
∑
µ′
2,µ

′
3

J
µ1µ

′
2µ

′
3

i1i2i3

+
1

q3

∑
µ′
1,µ

′
2,µ

′
3

J
µ′
1µ

′
2µ

′
3

i1i2i3
(C2)

Ĥµ1

i1

def
= Hµ1

i1
− 1

q

∑
µ′
1

H
µ′
1

i1
+
∑
i2

1

q

∑
µ′
2

J
µ1µ

′
2

i1i2
− 1

q2

∑
µ′
1,µ

′
2

J
µ′
1µ

′
2

i1i2


+

1

q2

∑
µ′
2,µ

′
3

J
µ1µ

′
2µ

′
3

i1i2i3
− 1

q3

∑
µ′
1,µ

′
2,µ

′
3

J
µ′
1µ

′
2µ

′
3

i1i2i3
, (C3)

where, we always kept i1 ̸= i2, i3 and i2 ̸= i3. Using the shift operation, introduced in (B8), we find the following
recurrence relation in the general expression for couplings in the lattice gas gauge:

Jµ1...µn

i1...in
=
(
eW

µn
in

∂c − 1
) ∑

K⊆[N−1]

(−1)n−1−|K| ln
(
1 + e

c+
∑

k∈K W
µk
ik

)
=
(
eW

µn
in

∂c − 1
)
J
µ1...µn−1

i1...in−1
. (C4)
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Using (C4) to operate in (C2) gives

Ĵµ1µ2

i1i2
= Jµ1µ2

i1i2
− 1

q

∑
µ′
1

J
µ′
1µ2

i1i2
+
∑
µ′
2

J
µ1µ

′
2

i1i2

+
1

q2

∑
µ′
1,µ

′
2

J
µ′
1µ

′
2

i1i2

+
1

q

∑
µ′
3

(
eW

µ′
3

i3
∂c − 1

)Jµ1µ2

i1i2
− 1

q

∑
µ′
1

J
µ′
1µ2

i1i2
+
∑
µ′
2

J
µ1µ

′
2

i1i2

+
1

q2

∑
µ′
1,µ

′
2

J
µ′
1µ

′
2

i1i2


=

1

q

∑
µ′
3

eW
µ′
3

i3
∂c

Jµ1µ2

i1i2
− 1

q

∑
µ′
1

J
µ′
1µ2

i1i2
+
∑
µ′
2

J
µ1µ

′
2

i1i2

+
1

q2

∑
µ′
1,µ

′
2

J
µ′
1µ

′
2

i1i2


=

1

q3

∑
µ′
1,µ

′
2,µ

′
3

eW
µ′
3

i3
∂c

(
Jµ1µ2

i1i2
− J

µ′
1µ2

i1i2
− J

µ1µ
′
2

i1i2
+ J

µ′
1µ

′
2

i1i2

)
. (C5)

Then, we obtain the expression for the pairwise couplings in the zero-sum gauge by replacing (B10) in the above

Ĵµ1µ2

i1i2
=

1

q3

∑
µ′
1,µ

′
2,µ

′
3

ln

(
1 + ec+W

µ1
i1

+W
µ2
i2

+W
µ′
3

i3

)(
1 + ec+W

µ′
1

i1
+W

µ′
2

i2
+W

µ′
3

i3

)
(
1 + ec+W

µ1
i1

+W
µ′
2

i2
+W

µ′
3

i3

)(
1 + ec+W

µ′
1

i1
W

µ2
i2

+W
µ′
3

i3 .

) . (C6)

Similarly, for the fields, we can write

Ĥµ1

i1
= bµ1

i1
− 1

q

∑
µ′
1

b
µ′
1

i1
+ Jµ1

i1
− 1

q

∑
µ′
1

J
µ′
1

i1

− 1

q

∑
µ′
3

(
eW

µ′
3

i3
∂c − 1

)Jµ1

i1
− 1

q

∑
µ′
1

J
µ′
1

i1

− 1

q

∑
µ′
2

(
eW

µ′
2

i2
∂c − 1

)Jµ1

i1
− 1

q

∑
µ′
1

J
µ′
1

i1


+

1

q2

∑
µ′
2,µ

′
3

(
eW

µ′
2

i2
∂c − 1

)(
eW

µ′
3

i3
∂c − 1

)Jµ1

i1
− 1

q

∑
µ′
1

J
µ′
1

i1


= bµ1

i1
− 1

q

∑
µ′
1

b
µ′
1

i1
+

1

q3

∑
µ1,µ′

2,µ
′
1

e

(
W

µ′
1

i2
+W

µ′
2

i3

)
∂c
(
Jµ1

i1
− J

µ′
1

i1

)
. (C7)

Replacing the lattice gas coupling definition given in (B13) in the above gives

Ĥµ1

i1
= b̂µ1

i1
+

1

q3

∑
µ′
1,µ

′
2,µ

′
3

ln

1 + eca+W
µ1
i1

+W
µ′
2

i2
+W

µ′
3

i3

1 + eca+W
µ′
1

i1
+W

µ′
2

i2
+W

µ′
3

i3

 , (C8)

where we denote by b̂µ1

i1
the visible biases in the zero-sum gauge. Following this kind of construction, we can write

the expression for effective pairwise and fields for an RBM with an arbitrary number of hidden and visible nodes:

Ĵµ1µ2

i1i2
=

1

qNv

∑
µ′
1,...,µ

′
Nv

∑
a

ln

(
1 + e

c+W
µ1
i1a+W

µ2
i2a+

∑Nv
k=3 W

µ′
k

ika

)(
1 + e

c+W
µ′
1

i1a+W
µ′
2

i2a+
∑Nv

k=3 W
µ′
k

ika

)
(
1 + e

c+W
µ1
i1a+W

µ′
2

i2a+
∑Nv

k=3 W
µ′
k

ika

)(
1 + e

c+W
µ′
1

i1a+W
µ2
i2a+

∑Nv
k=3 W

µ′
k

ika

) , (C9)

Ĥµ1

i1
= b̂µ1

i1
+

1

qNv

∑
µ′
1,...,µ

′
Nv

∑
a

ln

1 + e
ca+W

µ1
i1a+W

µ′
2

i2a+
∑Nv

k=3 W
µ′
k

ika

1 + e
ca+W

µ′
1

i1a+W
µ′
2

i2a+
∑Nv

k=3 W
µ′
k

ika

 . (C10)

Moreover, we can further generalize the above by considering an arbitrary n-th order coupling, leading to formula
(10) in the main text, which we repeat here for completeness:

Ĵµ1...µn

i1...in
=
∑

K⊆[n]

(−1)n−|K|

[
1

qNv

∑
µ′
1,...,µ

′
Nv

∑
a

ln

(
1+e

ca+
∑

k∈K W
µk
ika+

∑
l∈[Nv]\K W

µ′
l

ila

)]
.
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Appendix D: Gauge fixing of the multi-body Potts model

In Refs. [18, 19], Feinauer et al. demonstrated that the Hamiltonians of energy-based models can be expressed as
Potts-like Hamiltonians with multi-body interactions in the zero-sum gauge. In [18], they also derived a sampling
estimator to compute effective pairwise couplings and fields in such a gauge. Building upon this foundation, we extend
our findings from the RBM case to establish a general mapping between probabilistic models and generalized Potts-
like models, as defined in Eq. (6), with couplings given by Eq. (11). To validate this approach, we now prove that
this Potts-like formulation preserves the probability mass distribution, which is equivalent to proving the following
theorem:

Theorem 1. Gauge Invariance. Let π be a probability mass function defined over the sample space Ω
def
=

{1, 2, . . . , q}N , such that π(v) > 0 for all v ∈ Ω. Then, the relation π(v) ∝ e−H(v) holds, given the Hamiltonian
definition:

H(v) = −
N∑

n=1

N−n+1∑
i1=1

N−n+2∑
i2=i1+1

. . .

N∑
in=in−1+1

q∑
µ1=1

. . .

q∑
µn=1

Jµ1...µn

i1...in
δ
vi1
µ1 · · · δvinµn

= −
N∑

n=1

N−n+1∑
i1=1

N−n+2∑
i2=i1+1

. . .

N∑
in=in−1+1

∑
K⊆[n]

(−1)n−|K|Eu∼G

[
lnπ(u)

∣∣uik=vik :k∈K
]
. (D1)

for any probability measure G defined over Ω.

Proof. Here, we will use an induction argument in N . Let us choose N = 2 as our base case for didactical reasons.
When N = 2, it is then straightforward to obtain that

H(v) = −Jv1
1 − Jv2

2 − Jv1v2
1 2

= −
(
Eµ∼G

[
lnπ(u)

∣∣u1=v1
]
− Eu∼G [lnπ(u)]

)
−
(
Eu∼G

[
lnπ(u)

∣∣u2=v2
]
− Eu∼G [lnπ(u)]

)
−
(
Eu∼G

[
lnπ(u)

∣∣u1=v1, u2=v2
]
− Eu∼G

[
lnπ(u)

∣∣u1=v1
]
− Eu∼G

[
lnπ(u)

∣∣µ2=v2
]
+ Eu∼G [lnπ(u)]

)
= − lnπ(v) + Eu∼G [lnπ(u)] . (D2)

In the above we recognized that Eu∼G

[
lnπ(u)

∣∣u1=v1, u2=v2
]
= lnπ(v), with v = (v1, v2). Since Eu∼G [lnπ(u)] is

independent of u (i.e., it is a constant), from the exponentiation of both sides of (D2) it follows that π(v)∝ e−H(v)

holds for N = 2.
Next, assuming the following identity holds

H(v∗) =−
N−1∑
n=1

N−n∑
i1=1

N−n+1∑
i2=i1+1

. . .

N−1∑
in=in−1+1

∑
K⊆[n]

(−1)n−|K|Eu∗∼G∗
[
lnπ∗(u∗)

∣∣u∗
ik
=v∗ik :k∈K

]
=− lnπ∗(v∗) + Eu∗∼G∗ [lnπ∗(u∗)] , (D3)

for any probability mass π∗ defined over a dimension N − 1 sample space Ω∗, we will prove that it also holds when
the dimension of the sample space is N . First, Let us separate couplings that include the site i1=1 from those that
do not in (D1)

H(v) = −
N∑

n=1

1∑
i1=1

N−n+2∑
i2=2

. . .

N∑
in=in−1+1

∑
K⊆[n]

(−1)n−|K|Eu∼G

[
lnπ(u)

∣∣uik=vik :k∈K
]

−
N−1∑
n=1

N−n+1∑
i1=2

N−n+2∑
i2=i1+1

. . .

N∑
in=in−1+1

∑
K⊆[n]

(−1)n−|K|Eu∼G

[
lnπ(u)

∣∣uik=vik :k∈K
]
. (D4)

Besides, from coupling definition (11) we note that

Jµ1...µn

i1...in
δ
vi1
µ1 . . . δ

vin
µn =

∑
K⊆[n]

(−1)n−|K|Eu∼G

[
lnπ(u)

∣∣uik=vik :k∈K
]

=
∑

K⊆[n]\{1}

(−1)n−|K|
[
Eu∼G

[
lnπ(u)

∣∣uik=vik :k∈K
]
− Eu∼G

[
lnπ(u)

∣∣uik=vik :k∈K∪{1}
]]
. (D5)
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Replacing (D5) in the first line r.h.s. of (D4) line gives

−
N∑

n=1

1∑
i1=1

N−n+2∑
i2=2

. . .

N∑
in=in−1+1

∑
K⊆[n]\{1}

(−1)n−|K|
[
Eu∼G

[
lnπ(u)

∣∣uik=vik :k∈K
]
− Eu∼G

[
lnπ(u)

∣∣uik=vik :k∈K∪{1}
]]

=

N−1∑
n=0

N−n+1∑
i1=2

. . .

N∑
in=in−1+1

∑
K⊆[n]

(−1)n−|K|
[
Eu∼G

[
lnπ(u)

∣∣uik=vik :k∈K
]
−Eu∗∼G∗

[
lnπ(v1,u

∗)
∣∣uik=vik :k∈K

]]
, (D6)

with u∗ def
=(u2, . . . , uN ), hence π(v1,u

∗)=π(v1, u2, . . . , uN ). Additionally, in (D6) we denoted by G∗ the corresponding
marginal probability measure of G for u∗∈Ω∗. Substituting (D6) in the first line of (D4) gives

H(v) = −
N−1∑
n=1

N−n+1∑
i1=2

. . .

N∑
in=in−1+1

∑
K⊆[n]

(−1)n−|K|Eu∗∼G∗
[
lnπ(v1,u

∗)
∣∣u∗

ik
=vik :k∈K

]
+ Eu∼G [lnπ(u)]− Eu∗∼G∗ [lnπ(v1,u

∗)] (D7)

Using the induction hypothesis (D3) in the first line of r.h.s. of (D7) readily verifies that H(v) = − lnπ(v) +
Eu∼G [lnπ(u)] holds. ■

We remark that the gauge freedom above manifests in the arbitrariness of the G choice to compute the couplings.
Further, we can relate Eq. (11) with the more familiar gauge fixing conditions whenever the probability measure G
is factorizable through the following theorem:

Theorem 2. Gauge Fixing. Considering the effective couplings Jµ1...µn

i1...in
defined in Eq. (11), let g be the probability

mass function of G such that g(v) =
∏N

i=1 gi(vi). Then, it follows that∑
µ′

gin(µ
′)Jµ1...µ

′

i1...in
= 0 (D8)

for all i1, . . . , in and µ1, . . . , µn.

Proof. By simply replacing Eq. (11) in (D8) we can obtain∑
µ′

gin(µ
′)Jµ1...µ

′

i1...in
=
∑
µ′

gin(µ
′)
∑

K⊆[n]

(−1)n−|K|Eu∼G

[
lnπ(u)

∣∣uik = µk :k∈K
]
(with µn = µ′)

=
∑
µ′

gin(µ
′)
∑

K⊆[n−1]

(−1)n−|K|
[
Eu∼G

[
lnπ(u1, . . . , uin , . . . , uN )

∣∣uik = µk :k∈K
]

− Eu∼G

[
lnπ(u1, . . . , µ

′, . . . , uN )
∣∣uik = µk :k∈K

]]
=

∑
K⊆[n−1]

(−1)n−|K|
[∑

u1

g1(u1) · · ·
∑
uin

gin(uin) · · ·
∑
uN

gN (uN )
[
lnπ(u1, . . . , uin , . . . , uN )

∣∣uik = µk :k∈K
]

−
∑
µ′

gin(µ
′)
∑
u1

g1(u1) · · ·
∑
uN

gN (uN )
[
lnπ(u1, . . . , µ

′, . . . , uN )
∣∣uik = µk :k∈K

]]
= 0.

■

According to the above theorem, using a probability mass function in the coupling definition in Eq. (11) such
that gi(ui) = δui

q or gi(ui) = q−1 leads automatically to fix the lattice gas (Eq. (7)) or zero-sum (Eq. (8)) gauges,
respectively.

Finally, to provide a strong argument for why low-order expansions of an effective Hamiltonian H(L)(v) (with
N > L) in the zero-sum gauge more accurately represent the full Hamiltonian H(v) than that in the lattice gas gauge,
let us introduce the following theorem:

Theorem 3. Let G be a probability measure defined over Ω and LG be the error function between an effective
Hamiltonian with arbitrary high-order interactions H and a truncated version keeping up to L-th order interactions
H(L) defined by

LG ≡ Ev∼G

[(
H(v)−H(L)(v)

)2]
. (D9)

If G is factorizable then LG is minimized when H(L)(v) is written in the gauge induced by G.
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Proof. Since LG is convex, in this case, it is enough to prove that ∂LG

/
∂Jµ1...µl

i1...jl
= 0, for every coupling parameter

Jµ1...µl

i1...jl
of H(L), where L≥ l, when these are written in the gauge induced by G. By applying the chain rule, one can

obtain

∂LG

∂Jµ1...µl

i1...jl

= 2 Ev∼G

[(
H(v)−H(L)(v)

)
δ
vi1
µ1 . . . δ

vil
µl

]
, (D10)

where we used ∂H(L)(v)
/
∂Jµ1,...,µl

i1,...,jl
= δ

vi1
µ1 . . . δ

vil
µl . Rewriting the difference between Hamiltonians inside the brackets

using the gauge induced by G in (D10) gives

∂LG

∂Jµ1...µl

i1...jl

= −2 Ev∼G

 N∑
n=L+1

N−n+1∑
j1=1

N−n+2∑
j2=j1+1

. . .

N∑
jn=jn−1+1

J
vj1

...vjn
j1...jn

 δ
vi1
µ1 . . . δ

vil
µl


= −2

∑
vi1

gi1(vi1) · · ·
∑
vil

gil(vil)
∑
vil+1

gil+1
(vil) · · ·

∑
vN

giN (viN )

 N∑
n=L+1

N−n+1∑
j1=1

N−n+2∑
j2=j1+1

. . .

N∑
jn=jn−1+1

J
vj1 ...vjn
j1...jn

 δ
vi1
µ1 . . . δ

vil
µl


= −2

∑
vil+1

gil+1
(vil) · · ·

∑
vN

giN (viN )

 N∑
n=L+1

N−n+1∑
j1=1

N−n+2∑
j2=j1+1

. . .

N∑
jn=jn−1+1

J
vj1 ...vjn
j1...jn

∣∣∣∣∣∣ vi1= µ1, . . . , vil= µl

 . (D11)

Since n ≥ L+1 > L ≥ l, we note in the above that there is at least one free site jk in every multi-body coupling
J
vj1

...vjk ...vjn
j1...jk...jn

over which a sum
∑

vik
gik(vik)J

vj1 ...vk...vjn

j1...jk...jn
is carried out. Thus, the theorem 2 leads automatically to

the r.h.s. of (D11) to vanish. ■

Therefore, the zero-sum minimizes LG when computed over all v∈Ω, giving every sequence the same weight. Such
a fact was also proved by Feinauer et al. [18] when L = 2. Besides, the lattice-gas gauge minimizes this error when
we compute over the sequence (q, . . . , q).

Appendix E: Modified Blume-Capel Model

The Blume-Capel (BC) Model [41, 42], given by

H(s) = −J (2)
∑
⟨i,j⟩

sisj −D
∑
i

s2i − h
∑
i

si, (E1)

where σj ∈ {−1, 0, 1}, can be seen as a spin-1 version of the Ising model. In Eq. (13), we introduced a modified

version of the above model in which we set D = h = 0 and included three-wise couplings J (3). Considering the
following Potts-like Hamiltonian

HD(v) = −
∑

⟨i,j,k⟩

∑
µ,ν,ξ

Jµνξ
ijk δviµ δvjν δvkξ −

∑
⟨i,j⟩

∑
µ,ν

Jµν
ij δviµ δvjν , (E2)

we obtain the same model defined by (13) assuming the following correspondence between s and v

si=−1 ↔ vi=1

si=1 ↔ vi=2

si=0 ↔ vi=3,

and defining the pairwise and three-wise parameters of the Potts model for i, j, and k neighbor sites as

Jµν
ij =


J if µ=ν and {µ, ν} ̸∋3

−J if µ ̸=ν and {µ, ν} ̸∋3

0 if {µ, ν}∋3,

and,

Jµνξ
ijk =


J if {µ, ν, ξ} ̸∋3 and µ+ν+ξ even,

−J if {µ, ν, ξ} ̸∋3 and µ+ν+ξ odd,

0 if {µ, ν, ξ}∋3,
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where µ, ν, ξ ∈ {1, 2, 3}. Finally, we emphasize that in Fig. 2A, we showed the mean and standard deviation of the
aggregated inferred couplings defined as

J
(2)
ij

def
=

1

4

{
J22
ij − J21

ij − J12
ij + J11

ij

}
+

∑
{µ,ν}∩{3}̸=∅

Jµν
ij , and

J
(3)
ijk

def
=

1

4

{
J222
ijk − J221

ijk − J212
ijk − J122

ijk + J112
ijk + J121

ijk + J211
ijk − J111

ijk

}
+

∑
{µ,ν,ξ}∩{3}̸=∅

Jµνξ
ijk .

Restricted Boltzmann 
Machine (neural network)

Generalized Potts Model with High-Order 
Couplings (interpretation)

Multiple Sequence Alignment (data)

training

mapping

rbmDCA

plmDCA

Contact Prediction (application)

Response regulator 
receiver domain 

(PF00072)

Fröbenius norm + 
APC correction

(a)

(b) (c)

(d)

FIG. 5. Epistatic coupling extraction from Neural Networks. The above sketches the protein contact prediction task
from Multiple Sequence Alignment (MSA) as an example of how mapping neural networks onto the Potts Model improves
interpretability. The above pipeline depicts, first, the training of the neural network (e.g., an RBM) (b) with data (e.g., MSA)
(a). Then, the trained model (b) is mapped onto a Potts-like model (c) using the mapping provided by this work. Finally,
parameters of (b) can be used to predict epistatic contacts in the tertiary structure of the protein. (d) shows the contact
prediction obtained for the Response Regulator Receiver Domain family (Pfam entry: PF00072), where light-gray dots are
the contacts of the protein, red dots are true positives, and green dots are false positives. We showed the prediction obtained
with our RBM-based inference (rbmDCA) in the upper-left part of the matrix, while the prediction obtained with the well-
established pseudo-likelihood inference (plmDCA) is shown in the lower-right part.

Appendix F: Direct Coupling Analysis

A homologous protein family consists of a group of proteins that share similar biological functions, three-dimensional
structures, and a common evolutionary origin. Given a collection of M homologous protein sequences, these can be
arranged into a matrix with M rows and N columns, known as a Multiple Sequence Alignment (MSA). Constructing
an MSA from large ensembles of biological sequences is a complex task, and a detailed discussion falls beyond the
scope of this manuscript (for a comprehensive treatment, see the classic reference [43]).

Each position in an MSA typically assumes one of 21 possible states, corresponding to the 20 standard amino acids
and a gap that accounts for insertion or deletion mutations occurring throughout evolutionary history. While sequence
variation within each column naturally arises from evolution, some positions exhibit significantly less variability due
to stabilizing selection*, which preserves critical functional or structural sites, such as a protein’s binding or active
site.

In addition to conserved sites, certain pairs of distant columns exhibit correlated mutations, where a change in
another systematically accompanies a shift in one position. These epistatic interactions suggest structural or functional
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constraints, often indicating physical contacts in the protein’s tertiary structure. Such co-evolving sites arise because
interacting amino acids can be replaced by another pair that maintains similar physico-chemical interactions, thereby
preserving the protein’s overall structure and function.

Constructing a maximum entropy model to capture the statistical properties of conserved positions and pairwise
epistatic contacts in MSA data naturally leads to the Potts model [11]:

H(v)=−
∑

1≤i<j≤N

∑
µ,ν

Jµν
ij δviµ δvjν −

∑
i,µ

Hµ
i δ

vi
µ , (F1)

where a strong field Hµ
i in any state µ indicates a conserved site in position i and significantly large epistatic couplings

values Jµν
ij suggest contact between sites i and j. The inference of the parameters of (F1) from MSA data is normally

referred as the Direct Coupling Analysis (DCA). Existing DCA methods employ approaches such as pseudo-likelihood
maximization [34, 35], Boltzmann machine learning [36, 37], and auto-regressive models [33], among others. This
work introduces a new method to this framework: RBM-DCA.

As is standard in DCA analysis [11], after inferring the epistatic couplings in Eq. (F1), the *coupling strength*
between two sites i and j is computed as the Frobënius norm of the corresponding coupling matrix, given by:

F
(2)
ij =

√∑
µ,ν

(
Jµν
ij

)2
. (F2)

Then, we can achieve an ever better contact prediction performance by implementing the average-product correction
(APC) [44]:

FAPC
ij = F

(2)
ij −

∑
k F

(2)
ik

∑
k F

(2)
kj∑

k,l F
(2)
kl

, (F3)

which intends to minimize any background noise [45, 46].
In the figure 5, we showed the general pipeline followed to conduct a contact prediction from MSA. The MSA data

we used correspond to the companion data provided in Ref. [33] for the PF00072 protein family, including structural
data of a tertiary structure in this family.

The training code used has been incorporated into GitHub:DsysDML/rbms, a Python-based library for
RBM training. Besides, the coupling extraction and contact routines were implemented in the public reposi-
tory GitHub:DsysDML/couplings inference. One of our most significant practical achievements was implementing
a parallelization algorithm that makes the computation of high-order couplings achievable; in the following, we read
typical computation times obtained for the model trained with PF00072 MSA data:

TABLE I. Typical computation times obtained for a system with Nv = 112, Nh = 1000 and q = 21.

computation time (ms)
fields (q×Nv) 15.00 ± 0.04

2-body couplings (q×q) 4.29 ± 0.03
3-body couplings (q×q×q) 52.5 ± 0.34

The above computations were done on an NVIDIA Geforce RTX 3090 graphic card with 24 GB memory. All
external fields can be computed in parallel, while 2-body and 3-body couplings were calculated for each pair or triad
sequentially. The total time required to compute all the 2-body and 3-body couplings was approximately 27s and 3h
20min, respectively.

https://github.com/DsysDML/rbms
https://github.com/DsysDML/couplings_inference
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