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This paper presents an initialization method that can approximate a given
approximate Ising model with a high degree of accuracy using the Factor-
ization Machine (FM), a machine learning model. The construction of Ising
models using FM is applied to the combinatorial optimization problem using
the factorization machine with quantum annealing. It is anticipated that
the optimization performance of FMQA will be enhanced through the imple-
mentation of the warm-start method. Nevertheless, the optimal initialization
method for leveraging the warm-start approach in FMQA remains undeter-
mined. Consequently, the present study compares a number of initializa-
tion methods and identifies the most appropriate for use with a warm-start
in FMQA through numerical experimentation. Furthermore, the properties
of the proposed FM initialization method are analyzed using random ma-
trix theory, demonstrating that the approximation accuracy of the proposed
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method is not significantly influenced by the specific Ising model under con-
sideration. The findings of this study will facilitate the advancement of com-
binatorial optimization problem-solving through the use of Ising machines.

1 Introduction

Factorization machine with quantum annealing (FMQA) [1] is a black-box combina-
torial optimization method that combines annealing technology and machine learning.
Annealing is a metaheuristic for combinatorial optimization problems. Two distinct
types of annealing are recognized: quantum annealing (QA) [2–4], which exploits quan-
tum effects, and simulated annealing (SA) [5–7], which utilizes temperature effects. The
development of annealing devices that implement these optimization methods has en-
abled the rapid solution of combinatorial optimization problems [8–19]. For example,
a device that performs quantum annealing has been developed, and a system compris-
ing over 5,000 superconducting qubits is currently available for use [20]. Moreover, the
development of annealing devices that do not utilize quantum effects is also currently
underway. To use these annealing devices, it is often necessary to express the objective
function of the combinatorial optimization problem as a quadratic unconstrained binary
optimization (QUBO) or as a Hamiltonian of an Ising model that is equivalent to QUBO.
It is well-established that the objective function of numerous combinatorial optimization
problems can be expressed as an Ising model [21].
Nevertheless, there are instances where the objective function of a combinatorial op-

timization problem cannot be expressed in an exact form using the Ising model. In
particular, it is not feasible to derive an Ising model representation of the objective
function for black-box combinatorial optimization problems. This is due to the fact
that, in the case of black-box combinatorial optimization problems, the analytical form
of the objective function, referred to as the “black-box function,” is not provided, and
thus it is not feasible to formulate the objective function using an Ising model. FMQA
is a model-based optimization method that has been developed to address this issue. In
FMQA, an Ising model that approximates the black-box function is constructed based
on the analysis of several input-output relationships associated with the black-box func-
tion. Subsequently, the Ising machine is employed to identify the optimal solution of the
constructed Ising model. The machine learning model employed for the construction of
the Ising model is the Facotrization Machine (FM), as described in Ref. [22]. The train-
ing dataset for the FM is constructed from samples explored by the Ising machine. By
alternating between sampling with the Ising machine and training the FM, the optimal
solution is sought while simultaneously generating the samples necessary for training.
As the model must be trained each time, the time required for this process can become a
limiting factor of FMQA. Consequently, FMQA attains high-speed calculations through
the utilization of FM, which possesses a minimal number of model parameters. More-
over, FMQA necessitates the estimation of an Ising model from a limited number of
samples. According to Ref. [22], since FM accounts for the correlation between the com-
ponents of training data points, it is possible to estimate a highly accurate model even
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from a small number of samples. As can be observed, there are numerous advantages
associated with the utilization of FM for the estimation of Ising models. The advent of
FMQA has enabled the usage of Ising-machine-based high-speed solution searches for
problems that were previously deemed inapplicable to Ising machines. This has led to a
plethora of application studies [1, 23–32].
A novel application of FMQA is the enhancement of the precision of the approximate

Ising model. Examples of applied research on Ising machines that derive an approximate
Ising model and perform solution searches can be found in [33, 34]. The issue with this
application is that if the approximation of the Ising model is of insufficient accuracy, it
becomes challenging to search for low-energy solutions. One potential solution to this
issue is to employ FMQA in the following manner. The initial step is to express the
Hamiltonian of the Ising model, which is given as an approximation, in the form of FM.
Subsequently, the FM model is employed as the initial model, and FMQA iterations
are conducted. It is anticipated that an Ising model that rectifies the approximations
inherent in the original model can be constructed using FM. By employing this refined
Ising model in solution searches, it is expected that lower-energy solutions can be iden-
tified. This approach can be classified as a warm-start method in machine learning and
mathematical optimization. In other words, by initiating the process with an FM model
that is in close proximity to the true Ising model, it is possible to construct an Ising
model with high approximation performance.
To apply the warm-start method to FMQA, it is necessary to develop an initialization

method capable of reproducing the approximate Ising model using FM. The initialization
method must utilize solely the information provided in the given approximate Ising
model. Moreover, during the initial phase of FMQA, it is imperative that the FM model
aligns with the initial Ising model. Otherwise, even if an FM model that is similar to
the approximate Ising model is generated by initialization, the FM model will undergo
changes that are not intended as a result of subsequent training. Accordingly, in order to
construct a correction model for the approximate Ising model using FM, it is necessary
for the distance between the FM model and the approximate Ising model to become
closer when the FM is trained using the approximate Ising model dataset. In this
paper, we perform a numerical analysis to determine an initialization method for FM
that satisfies the aforementioned conditions. Additionally, we apply an analysis using
random matrix theory, assuming that the interaction matrix of the approximate Ising
model is generated according to a specific probability distribution. The analysis using
random matrix theory demonstrates that the proposed initialization method exhibits
minimal dependence on the specific instance of the target approximate Ising model.
The following is a description of the structure of this paper. In Sec. 2, we introduce

the FM, which is the machine learning model utilized in this study. Subsequently, Sec. 3
delineates the initialization methodologies employed in the present study. In this section,
we present two initialization methods for the FM model parameters. The first method
is based on low-rank approximation of the interaction matrix of an approximate Ising
model. The second method is a random initialization method that generates the FM
model parameters from a probability distribution. In Sec. 4, we introduce an analysis
method based on random matrix theory. In Sec. 5, we present the results of numerical
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experiments and analysis based on random matrix theory to determine the initialization
method for the FM with the desired properties. Finally, in Sec. 6, we provide a summary
of the findings.

2 Factorization Machine

Factorization machines (FMs) constitute a specific type of machine learning model that
can be utilized for regression, classification, and ranking problems [22]. The FM model
is applied to a real vector of dimension N , represented as a column vector, namely,
x = (x1, . . . , xN ) ∈ RN , and uses the following model equation, which returns a real
number:

f+(x;θ) = w0 +
N∑
i=1

wixi +
N∑

i,j=1
(i<j)

⟨vi,vj⟩xixj , (1)

where w0 ∈ R, wi ∈ R, vi ∈ RK are the model parameters of the FM determined by
learning, and these are collectively represented as θ. Here, the natural number K is
a hyperparameter of the FM. The sum of the quadratic terms is taken for all pairs of
integers i and j that satisfy i < j, where i and j are two integers that take values
from 1 to N . In addition, the interaction coefficient of the quadratic term, ⟨vi,vj⟩,
represented by the inner product of the two vectors. In this paper, we designate the
matrix with (i, j) component of ⟨vi,vj⟩ as the interaction matrix of FM. In this case,
the hyperparameter K represents the upper bound for the rank of the FM interaction
matrix. For the sake of simplicity, henceforth, we will express the hyperparameter K as
the rank of the FM. As stated in Ref. [22], the incorporation of the correlation between
the components of the input variables into the model is made possible by the presentation
of the interaction coefficients as inner products. This property enables the estimation of
a highly accurate model even with a limited amount of training data. Another advantage
of expressing interaction coefficients as inner products is that it reduces the amount of
computation required. Although FM includes quadratic terms for the input variables, it
is established that the time complexity for forward calculations is O(KN). Moreover, the
time complexity for calculating the partial derivatives necessary for estimating the model
parameters during training is also O(KN). As the computational time increases linearly
with the input dimension N , the issue of FM learning becoming a bottleneck in FMQA,
where the model must be trained repeatedly, can be circumvented. However, there is a
limitation to the representational ability of FM, which is constrained by the fact that
the interaction coefficients are expressed as inner products. It is not feasible to express
arbitrary interaction coefficients in the form of inner products unless a sufficiently large
K is employed (see below for details). Consequently, even if the model that generated
the training data set is a quadratic function of the input variables, it is generally not
possible to completely express that training data using FM.
The data set that can be expressed by FM is contingent upon the sign in the model

equation. This property is referred to as the asymmetry of FM [35]. As a consequence
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of this asymmetry, the behavior of the positive FM, as given by Eq. (1), the negative
FM, as given below, are distinct:

f−(x;θ) = −w0 −
N∑
i=1

wixi −
N∑

i,j=1
(i<j)

⟨vi,vj⟩xixj .

Indeed, it has been demonstrated that the learning performance differs between positive
FM and negative FM [36]. In this study, we conduct numerical experiments on both
positive FM and negative FM, with the objective of selecting the model that exhibits
superior learning performance.

This paper addresses the regression problem through the use of FM with input com-
ponents that assume a value of either +1 or −1. In the regression problem, the objective
is to identify the model parameters of the FM, θ, so as to minimize the loss function for
the given dataset, D = { (xd, yd) ∈ {+1,−1 }N × R | d = 1, . . . , D }. In this paper, the
mean-squared error, as defined below, is employed as the loss function:

L(θ) =
1

D

D∑
d=1

(f(xd;θ)− yd)
2 , (2)

where the function f is either f+ or f−. In FM training, θ are updated repeatedly
in the direction that minimizes the expression represented by Eq. (2). The number of
updates required until the loss function converges depends on the initial value of the
model parameters. Therefore, to reduce the calculation time required for training, an
appropriate FM initialization method is necessary.

3 Initialization Methods for Factorization Machine

In this section, we introduce the method for initializing the model parameters of the FM.
In this study, we assume that the Hamiltonian of the Ising model that approximates the
model that generated the training data is available. The Hamiltonian is represented by

H(x) = c−
N∑
i=1

hixi −
1

2

N∑
i,j=1
(i ̸=j)

Jijxixj

= c−
N∑
i=1

hixi −
N∑

i,j=1
(i<j)

Jijxixj , (3)

where c ∈ R is a constant, hi ∈ R is a local magnetic field coefficient, and Jij ∈ R is an
interaction coefficient. Here, the interaction coefficient is symmetric with respect to the
subscript: Jij = Jji. In addition, the input variable takes a binary value of +1 or −1:

x = (x1, . . . , xN ) ∈ {+1,−1 }N . For example, it is established that the cost function
to be minimized in the problem of minimizing the energy of molecular adsorption on
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a catalyst surface [34] and the problem of model compression in machine learning [33]
can be approximated by an Ising model. In order to utilize FM for the enhancement
of the precision of these specified approximate Ising models, it is essential to employ an
initialization methodology that generates an FM model that is in close proximity to the
approximate Ising model. The following sections introduce two FM model initialization
methods. The first is a method that generates an initial FM model using the eigenvalue
decomposition of the interaction coefficient matrix J = (Jij) of the given approximate
Ising model. The second method generates an initial FM model that is close to the
given approximate Ising model by adjusting the probability distribution that the model
parameters follow.

3.1 Initialization by Eigenvalue Decomposition of Coupling Matrix

To generate an FM model that is close to an approximate Ising model, we only need to
consider how to initialize the interaction coefficients. This is because the constant and
linear terms of the FM model can be determined so that they match those of the given
approximate Ising model:

w0 = +c,
wi = −hi (i = 1, . . . , N)

for positive FM,

w0 = −c,
wi = +hi (i = 1, . . . , N)

for negative FM.

Accordingly, we propose a methodology for approximating the interaction term of FM
to the interaction term of the approximate Ising model:

⟨vi,vj⟩ ≈

{
−Jij for positive FM,

+Jij for negative FM.

In the following, we will limit our consideration to negative FM. The method for ap-
proximating positive FM is obtained by reversing the sign of the interaction coefficient
Jij .

The parameters of the FM interaction terms can be determined by low-rank approx-
imation of the interaction matrix, denoted by J = (Jij). In this case, low-rank ap-
proximation is possible using the eigenvalue decomposition. By transposing the upper
triangular component of matrix J with the lower triangular component, we can trans-
form J into a real symmetric matrix. At this point, the value of the Hamiltonian of the
approximate Ising model (3) remains unchanged. Since matrix J is real symmetric, it is
possible to diagonalize it:

J = UΣU⊤.

Here, the matrix U is a real orthogonal matrix comprising the eigenvectors of J , while
Σ is a diagonal matrix comprising the eigenvalues λ1 ≥ λ2 ≥ ... ≥ λN as its components.
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Here, the eigenvalues of the matrix J are shifted by the smallest eigenvalue λN so that
all eigenvalues are non-negative:

J ′ = J − λNI,

where I is an N -dimensional unit matrix. It should be noted that the value of the
Hamiltonian remains unaltered even when the interaction coefficients present in the
expression (3) are replaced with the shifted matrix J ′. Furthermore, the matrix J ′ can
be diagonalized using the same matrix U as the matrix J :

J ′ = UΣ′U⊤,

Here, the following equation is obtained:

Σ′ =


λ′
1

. . .

λ′
N−1

0

 ,

where λ′
i = λi − λN . By using the diagonal matrix formed by taking the K largest

eigenvalues

Σ′
K =

λ′
1

. . .

λ′
K

 ,

and N × K matrix UK , which has the corresponding eigenvectors in its columns, the
interaction matrix is approximated as

J ′ ≈ UKΣ′
KU⊤

K . (4)

We will discuss this approximation accuracy later. Since the diagonal matrix Σ′
K is

semi-positive definite, its square root can be defined. Thus, by writing

(v1, . . . ,vN ) = (Σ′
K)1/2U⊤

K ,

the relation ⟨vi,vj⟩ ≈ Jij is satisfied. Given that the minimal eigenvalue of the interac-
tion matrix, J ′ is 0, it follows that any interaction matrix can be exactly expressed in
exact form by FM, provided that K = N − 1.

The approximation accuracy of the low-rank approximation of the expression (4) is
evaluated as follows. The Frobenius norm of the difference between the shifted interac-
tion matrix, denoted by J ′, and the approximate interaction matrix is employed as an
indicator of approximation accuracy. In this case, the following formula is obtained:

δJ ′
k = ∥J ′ − UkΣ

′
kU

⊤
k ∥

=

√√√√ N∑
i=k+1

(λ′
i)
2. (5)
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In other words, the smaller the sum of the squares of the eigenvalues that are ignored,
the smaller the error due to the low-rank approximation. This indicates that a low-
rank approximation with low approximation error is more feasible when the eigenvalue
distribution of the interaction matrix is biased towards small values. Furthermore, the
FM hyperparameter K can be determined in a way that ensures the value of Eq. (5) is
less than the allowable value.

3.2 Random Initialization

In this study, two random initialization methods are introduced: one based on the
energy distribution and the other based on the interaction coefficient distribution. These
methods are similar to the initialization method based on eigenvalue decomposition
presented in Sec. 3.1, with the distinction that this method focuses exclusively on the
interaction terms.

3.2.1 Random Initialization Based on Energy Distribution

In the initialization method based on energy distribution, the model parameters are
initialized so that the interaction energy distribution of the approximate Ising model
and that of the FM model are aligned. The mean and variance are used as the quantities
that characterize the energy distribution. As the distribution that each component of
the input variable x follows is unknown, we consider the energy distribution when each
component is determined completely randomly. This is equivalent to considering the
energy distribution in the high-temperature limit.
First, we calculate the mean and variance of the interaction energy in the high-

temperature limit. The interaction energy is given by

H2(x) = −
N∑

i,j=1
(i<j)

Jijxixj

At sufficiently high temperatures, the input variables take on the values +1 and −1
independently and with equal probability:

Ex[xi] = 0, Ex[x
2
i ] = 1 for all i.

Here, Ex represents the average of the distribution of the input variable x. First, the
average of H2(x) is given by

Ex[H2(x)] = −
N∑

i,j=1
(i<j)

Jij Ex[xi]Ex[xj ] = 0.
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The equality in the above equation holds regardless of the specific value of Jij . Next,
the variance of H2 can be written as follows:

Varx[H2(x)] =
N∑

i,j=1
(i<j)

N∑
l,m=1
(l<m)

JijJlm Ex[xixjxlxm]

=

N∑
i,j=1
(i<j)

J2
ij . (6)

Here, we used the fact that input variables with different indices follow independent prob-
ability distributions. Since the variance of the expression (6) differs for each instance,
we use the instance average as a feature for the variance of the interaction energy:

EJ [Varx[H2(x)]] =
N(N − 1)

2
EJ [J

2
ij ], (7)

where EJ refers to the average of the distribution of interaction coefficients.
Next, we calculate the mean and variance of the interaction energy of positive FM

and negative FM at high temperatures. The interaction energy is given by

f̂2,±(x) = ±
N∑

i,j=1
(i<j)

⟨vi,vj⟩xixj , (8)

Here, we consider the case where the model parameters of the interaction coefficients
of FM, vi = (vi1, ..., viK), (i = 1, ..., N), follow the following independent Gaussian
distribution for each component vik:

vik
iid∼ N

(
0, σ2

v

)
. (9)

The average value of the input variable in Eq. (8) is 0, as in the case of the approximate
Ising model. The variance of Eq. (8) can be written as follows:

Varx[f̂2,±(x)] =
N∑

i,j=1
(i<j)

N∑
l,m=1
(l<m)

K∑
k,k′=1

vikvjkvlk′vmk′ Ex[xixjxlxm]

=

N∑
i,j=1
(i<j)

K∑
k,k′=1

vikvjkvik′vjk′ .

Since this variance depends on the model parameters, we use the mean value of the

9



model parameter distribution (9) as a feature:

Ev

[
Varx[f̂2,±(x)]

]
=

N∑
i,j=1
(i<j)

K∑
k=1

Ev[v
2
ik]Ev[v

2
jk]

=
N(N − 1)

2
Kσ4

v. (10)

Here, we used the independence of the random variable vik.
We derive the conditions for the interaction energy distribution of the approximate

Ising model to approach that of the FMmodel. First, the mean values of the distributions
are both 0, so they are the same. Next, in order for the variances of the distributions
to approach each other, it is sufficient for the following two equations (7) and (10) to
be equal. From the above, we can see that in order to initialize an FM with an energy
distribution close to that of the approximate Ising model, it is sufficient to generate
the model parameters for the FM interaction coefficients from the following probability
distribution:

vik
iid∼ N

0,

√
EJ [J

2
ij ]

K

 . (11)

Since the interaction coefficients of the approximate Ising model are given, the average
on the right-hand side of Eq. (11) can be replaced with the following sample average:

EJ [J
2
ij ] =

2

N(N − 1)

N∑
i,j=1
(i<j)

J2
ij .

3.2.2 Random Initialization Based on Coupling Constants Distribution

As will be demonstrated subsequently, if the mean of the distribution of the interaction
coefficient, designated as Jij , is non-negative, the mean and variance of the coefficient
distribution of the interaction term in the formula designated as Eq. (3) can be made to
align with those of the interaction coefficient distribution of FM with a negative sign. In
the event that the mean of the distribution of Jij is negative, the interaction coefficient
distribution of the approximate Ising model can be made to approximate that of FM
using a similar procedure by employing positive FM. Accordingly, in the following, we
will limit our consideration to the case where the mean of the distribution of Jij is
non-negative.

Let the mean of the interaction coefficient Jij be µ ≥ 0 and the variance be σ2. The
negative FM model parameter vik is an independent random variable that follows the
Gaussian distribution below:

vik
iid∼ N (µv, σ

2
v). (12)
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Here the condition so as to satisfy the following relations is considered:

Ev [⟨vi,vj⟩] = µ, (13)

Varv [⟨vi,vj⟩] = σ2, (14)

where Ev and Varv represent the mean and variance of the distribution in Eq. (12),
respectively. First, if we calculate the left-hand side of Eq. (13), we obtain

Ev [⟨vi,vj⟩] = Kµ2
v. (15)

Here, Eq. (15) is always nonnegative. Note that, due to this property, it is not possible
to match the mean of the distribution of interaction coefficients with negative FM when
µ < 0 with the mean of the approximate Ising model. Next, the left-hand side of Eq. (14)
is calculated as

Varv [⟨vi,vj⟩] = Kσ2
v

(
σ2
v + 2µ2

v

)
(16)

From Eqs. (13)–(16), it is sufficient to generate the model parameters with negative FM
from the following probability distribution:

vik
iid∼ N

(√
µ

K
,

√
µ2 +Kσ2 − µ

K

)
.

Since the interaction coefficients of the approximate Ising model are given, µ is replaced
with the sample mean and σ2 is replaced with the unbiased variance.

4 Approximation Error Analysis with Random Matrix Theory

In this study, we analyze the approximation accuracy of the initialization method for
FM based on low-rank approximation, as introduced in Sec. 3.1, using random matrix
theory. This analysis demonstrates that as the input dimension increases, the instance
dependence of the interaction matrix in the approximation error in Eq. (5) is eliminated.
Furthermore, we present a method for determining the effective rank K∗, which ensures
sufficient approximation accuracy.
We begin by considering the case in which the components of the true interaction

matrix J are distributed according to a Gaussian distribution:

Jij
iid∼ N

(
µ, σ2

)
, (17)

where i ≤ j, the mean of the interaction coefficient is denoted by µ, the variance by σ2,
and the input dimension is N . In the case of a matrix with components that follow a
Gaussian distribution with mean zero, the effective rank, K∗, can be readily derived, as
the eigenvalue distribution can be obtained analytically using the random matrix theory.
Nevertheless, this is not a straightforward process when dealing with finite means. In this
section, we will combine Wigner’s semicircle law [37–39] and the theory of the maximum
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eigenvalue distribution theory [40, 41] is employed to derive the effective rank of the
interaction matrix J in Eq. (17).
If we expand J around the random matrix J̄ , where each component follows a Gaussian

distribution with mean 0 and variance σ2, we obtain:

J = µ11⊤ + J̄

= Uµ

(
Σµ + U⊤

µ J̄Uµ

)
U⊤
µ

d
= Uµ

(
Σµ + J̄

)
U⊤
µ . (18)

Since µ11⊤ is a real symmetric matrix, it can be diagonalized into Σµ using an ap-
propriate real unitary matrix Uµ. Additionally, we have used the observation that the
probability distribution of the J̄ is invariant with respect to the rotation transformation.

The symbol
d
= means, as N → ∞, the distribution of the components of the matrices on

the left-hand and right-hand sides converges to the identical one. The eigenvectors that
comprise the matrix Uµ are represented by ui. It is a straightforward to diagonalize
µ11⊤: the diagonal matrix Σµ has a diagonal component of Nµ, and the remaining
diagonal components are 0. Hence, as the variance of the interaction, σ2, approaches
zero, the rank decreases to one, and as the variance increases, it approaches full rank.
In Eq. (18), if we expand the matrix in Eq. (18) in perturbation theory assuming that
σ is sufficiently smaller than

√
Nµ, the eigenvalues can be approximated as

λi ≈ λ
(0)
i + u⊤

i J̄ui

= λ
(0)
i + u′⊤

i Σ̄u′
i. (19)

Here, the non-perturbative eigenvalues are represented by λ
(0)
i (i = 1, 2, . . . , N). A

matrix Σ̄ is the diagonalization matrix of J̄ , and a new basis, u′
i, was used for the

diagonalization. In the following analysis, it is assumed that the eigenvalues are arranged
in descending order. As the eigenvalues below or equal to the second eigenvalue λ2 are
given by λi ≈ u′⊤

i Σ̄u′
i, it can be seen that the cumulative distribution of eigenvalues can

be approximated using that of a random matrix with mean 0. According to Wigner’s
semicircular law, the maximum and minimum eigenvalues of J̄ approach 2

√
Nσ and

−2
√
Nσ, respectively, in the limit of N → ∞. If the problem size N is sufficiently large,

the maximum eigenvalue and second eigenvalues of J̄ will converge asymptotically to
the same value. Furthermore, it is established that the maximum eigenvalue, λ1, of the
interaction matrix J with a finite mean, Nµ+ σ2/µ, approaches Nµ+ σ2/µ in the limit
N → ∞ [40,41]. It thus follows that the maximum eigenvalue λ1, the second eigenvalue
λ2, and the minimum eigenvalue λN of the interaction matrix J satisfy the following:

E [λ1] ≈ Nµ+ σ2/µ,

E [λ2] ≈ 2
√
Nσ,

E [λN ] ≈ −2
√
Nσ. (20)
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Next, the cumulative distribution of the eigenvalues that do not fall within the afore-
mentioned three will be calculated. The cumulative distribution of the eigenvalues of
the random matrix with mean 0, J , follows the Wigner semi-circle law [38] as follows:

P0(λ < x) =

∫ x

−2
√
Nσ

√
4Nσ2 − t2dt. (21)

Based on the analysis presented in the formula (19), it can be posited that the eigenvalues
of the interaction matrix J also follow the semi-circle law well, except for the largest
eigenvalue λ1. Indeed, Tao et al. have provided a proof of the semicircle law for the case
of finite averages [39]. The eigenvalues λi (i = 2, 3, . . . , N) therefore follow Eq. (21) well.

Based on the above analysis, we can find the cumulative distribution of the eigenvalues
of the interaction matrix J . For simplicity, we normalize the eigenvalues as follows:

λ̂ =
λ− λN

λ1 − λN
. (22)

Consequently, the expected value of the second eigenvalue, λ̂2, is approximated by the
following expression by using Eq. (20):

r ≡ 4
√
Nµσ

(
√
Nµ+ σ)2

.

The remaining eigenvalues, λ̂i (i = 2, 3, . . . , N), obey Wigner’s semicircle law in Eq. (21)
well. Therefore, by appropriately determining the coefficients so that the function is
continuous at x = r, we obtain the following:

P
(
λ̂ < x

)
=

1 + x−1
(1−r)N for x > r,

1
N + 4(N−2)

πNr2

∫ x

0

√
r2 − (2t− r)2dt for x ≤ r.

(23)

This is an approximate function for the cumulative distribution of all eigenvalues when√
Nµ ≫ σ. Equation (23) was derived in the perturbative regime. However, as we will

see later, it is also a suitable approximation in the region where
√
Nµ ≈ σ.

In what follows, we will consider the case where the variance of the interactions, σ,
is greater than

√
Nµ. In this case, the cumulative distribution of eigenvalues can be

effectively approximated by the formula in Eq. (21), as the region is close to a random
matrix with a mean of 0. Thus, we have

P
(
λ̂ < x

)
=

1

N
+

4(N − 1)

πN

∫ x

0

√
1− (2t− 1)2dt. (24)

From the above analysis, the approximation of the cumulative distribution of the eigen-
values of the interaction matrix in Eq. (17) is given by Eq. (23) for

√
Nµ ≥ σ, and by

Eq. (24) for
√
Nµ < σ. The cumulative distribution of the eigenvalues obtained using

these functions is referred to as the approximate cumulative distribution.
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We derive the effective rank K∗ for determining the hyperparameters of FM using the
approximate cumulative distribution. We will determine the effective rank of the FM by
ignoring eigenvalues whose ratio to the largest eigenvalue, λ̂1 = 1, is less than 0 < α < 1.
The number of eigenvalues that are ignored can be estimated as N × P (λ̂ < α) using
the Eqs. (23) or (24). In consequence, the effective rank is given as follows:

K∗(α) = N
(
1− P

(
λ̂ < α

))
. (25)

Let the K∗ in Eq. (25) be the predicted rank of FM. The predicted rank, K∗, is obtained
by performing the integral as follows. When r < 1, we have

K∗(α) =

{
1−α
1−r for α > r,

1 + N−2
π f

(
α
r

)
for α ≤ r.

(26)

When r = 1, the predicted rank is given as

K∗(α) =
N − 1

π
f(α). (27)

Here, f(x) = arccos(2x− 1)− 2
√

x(1− x)(2x− 1).
It has been demonstrated that, if it is known that the elements of the true interac-

tion matrix follow a Gaussian distribution, the predicted rank K∗ can be analytically
obtained using the equations in either Eq. (26) or Eq. (27). The application of these
methods has the potential to significantly reduce the computational complexity of the
algorithm in the previous section. As previously stated, when the interaction matrix
is known, it is possible to derive the requisite rank to keep the error given by Eq. (5)
below an allowable value, using eigenvalue decomposition. However, since the eigenvalue
decomposition generally has a computational complexity of O(N3), this calculation be-
comes difficult as the input dimension increases. On the other hand, if the normality of
the interaction matrix can be confirmed using a test such as the Kolmogorov–Smirnov
test [42], it is possible to estimate the predicted rank using Eqs. (26) or (27). In partic-
ular, if the mean and variance of the interaction matrix are known, the predicted rank
K∗ can be estimated with a computational complexity of O(1). In this case, the trun-
cated eigenvalue decomposition up to the top K∗ positions [43] providess a reduction
in computational cost to O(K∗N2). From the above, this method also has the effect of
enhancing the method preesnted in the previous section. However, the verification of
this assertion will be the subject of future research.

5 Results

This section presents the results of a numerical experiment that demonstrates the ad-
vantage of the low-rank approximation method for initializing FM in reproducing the
approximate interaction matrix, as compared to random initialization methods. Further-
more, we demonstrate that the FM initialized by low-rank approximation can accurately
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represent the target model for the predicted rank K∗ of the FM, which is estimated us-
ing the random matrix theory. In these analyses, the Sherrington–Kirkpatrick (SK)
model [44, 45] is employed as the target approximate Ising model. The Hamiltonian of
the SK model is given in Eq. (3). The constant term c and the magnetic field coefficients
hi (i = 1, ..., N) are equal to zero, and the interaction coefficients Jij follow a Gaussian
distribution:

Jij
iid∼ N

(
J0
N

,
J2
1

N

)
. (28)

Here, J0 ∈ R and J1 ∈ R are parameters that represent the mean and variance, respec-
tively, normalized with respect to the input dimension N . In this paper, we assume that
J0 = 1. To assess the precision of the approximation of the interaction matrix, we utilize
the error measured by the Frobenius norm of the discrepancy between the approximated
interaction matrix, J , and the interaction matrix, G = (Gij), Gij = ⟨vi,vj⟩, which is
estimated by the FM:

∆J = ∥J −G∥. (29)

The diagonal elements of the interaction matrix do not contribute to the Hamiltonian.
Consequently the diagonal elements of J and G are set to zero. The error defined in
Eq. (29) is referred to as the coupling error. It should be noted that the coupling error is
distinct from the error resulting from the low-rank approximation, as defined in Eq. (5).
The error resulting from the low-rank approximation is the difference between J ′, whose
diagonal elements have been shifted by the smallest eigenvalue, and the interaction
matrix of FM. On the other hand, the coupling error represents the difference between
the interaction matrix J and the interaction matrix of the FM, with the exclusion of the
diagonal components.

5.1 Comparison of Initialization Methods

We conducted numerical experiments to evaluate the performance of the FM initial-
ization method. The SK model instances were created by generating the interaction
coefficients in accordance with Eq. (28), resulting in the generation of a dataset com-
prising spin configurations and the corresponding SK model energies. Each data point
in the data set is unique. The FM was initialized using two distinct approaches: the
low-rank approximation-based initialization and the random initialization, as detailed
in Sec. 3. Subsequently, each FM was trained using the aforementioned dataset. Since
the mean and variance of the interaction coefficient distribution are given by Eq. (28),
the population mean and variance were used instead of the sample mean and unbiased
variance for the purpose of random initialization. The optimization algorithm used in
the training is AdamW. The learning rate was set to 0.001, and the number of learning
epochs was set to 10, 000. The coupling error, as defined in Eq. (29), was calculated from
the interaction matrix of the FM after training and the interaction matrix of the SK
model. This value was then employed as an indicator of approximation accuracy. A total
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of 50 datasets were prepared, each comprising unique data points. The coupling error
distribution was then obtained by executing calculations for each dataset. In the case
of the random initialization methods, the parameters of FM for interaction coefficients
also differ after every 50 calculations.
In order to ascertain which of the random initialization methods introduced in Sec. 3.2

would prove most efficient in reducing the coupling error, a series of numerical experi-
ments were conducted. Figure 1 illustrates the rank dependence of the coupling error,
as defined in Eq. (29), for the interaction matrix obtained through training the FM
initialized by each random initialization method. The input dimension is N = 10, and
the variance parameter of the interaction coefficient of the SK model is J1 = 0.1. The
results demonstrate that when the size of the dataset is relatively limited in comparison
to the total number of data points, the method of initializing negative FM based on the
interaction coefficient distribution can result in reduced coupling errors. In order to esti-
mate interaction coefficients using FMQA, it is essential to train the FM with a limited
amount of data. Consequently, in FMQA, initialization of the negative FM based on the
interaction coefficient distribution is the most effective among the random initialization
methods. We confirmed that this behavior is the same even when the input dimension is
increased to N = 50. As the variance parameter is increased to J1 = 10, the difference
between the two negative FM initialization methods is diminished. Nevertheless, it is
confirmed that the initialization based on the interaction coefficient distribution results
in coupling errors that are comparable to or smaller than those based on the energy
distribution. Although Fig. 2 depicts the results for a single instance of the SK model,
similar results have been confirmed to be obtained for other instances. Hence, among
the random initialization methods, it was determined that the approach of initializing
negative FM based on the interaction coefficient distribution is the most effective.
Subsequently, a numerical experiment was conducted to compare the initialization

method for FM using low-rank approximation, as described in Sec. 3.1, with the random
initialization method. As a random initialization method, we employed the negative
FM initialization method based on the interaction distribution, since the method has
been demonstrated to achieve the lowest interaction error within the random initializa-
tion methods, as previously described. The results of comparing the coupling errors for
these initialization methods,conducted under identical experimental conditions as those
employed in the numerical experiment previously described, are presented in Fig. 2.
The results demonstrate that initialization methods employing low-rank approximation
can achieve reduced coupling errors when trained on relatively modest datasets. The
results presented here are for N = 10, but the superiority of the initialization method
using low-rank approximation for N = 50 has also been confirmed. Hence, the initial-
ization method employing low-rank approximation is more effective than the random
initialization method in reproducing the true interaction matrix.
In comparison to the random initialization method, the FM initialization method

utilizing low-rank approximation becomes increasingly advantageous as the variance J1
increases. For the random initialization method, we used the negative FM initialization
method based on interaction dictribution. Figure 3 illustrates the correlation between
the coupling error and the value of J1 for each initialization method. The input dimension
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Figure 1: Coupling error by random initialization methods as a function of the rank
of FM model. Coupling error for the random initialization method based on
energy with positive (negative) FM is represented by red (blue) filled (open)
squares, and that for the random initialization method based on coupling with
negative FM by blue open circles. Error bar represents standard deviation of
the distribution.
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Figure 2: Coupling error for coupling-based random initialization with negative FM and
initialization based on eigen decomposition as a function of the rank of FM
model. Coupling error for the initialization method based on low rank ap-
proximation with positive (negative) FM is shown by red (blue) filled (open)
squares, and that for the random initialization method by blue open circles.
Error bar represents standard deviation of the distribution.
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was N = 10, the rank of the FM was K = 4, and the dataset size was 10. The interaction
coefficient error increases with J1. This is due to the fact that the absolute value of the
interaction coefficient increases in direct proportion to J1. As the results show, the
difference in interaction error between the two initialization methods is amplified as the
variance J1 increases. This behavior was the same even when the input dimension was
N = 50. It can thus be concluded that the initialization method for FM using low-rank
approximation is superior even when the value of the variance, J1, is altered.
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Figure 3: Coupling error for coupling-based random initialization with negative FM and
initialization by low rank approximation with negative FM as a function of J1.
Coupling error for the initialization method based on low rank approximation
is represented by blue open squares, and that for the random initialization
method by open circles. Error bar represents standard deviation of the distri-
bution.

5.2 Analysis with Random Matrix Theory

In order to assess the validity of the approximate cumulative distribution derived through
the random matrix theory, the following numerical experiments were conducted. Since
the interaction coefficients of the SK model are distributed according to a Gaussian
distribution, the analysis presented in the Sec. 4 can be applied. In this study, we ad-
dress the task of estimating the appropriate hyperparameter K for learning FM using
data sampled from the Hamiltonian of the SK model. Here, we fixed J0 = 1, generated
the interaction matrix using Eq. (17) for J1 = 0.03, 0.1, 0.3, 1.0 and N = 10, 50, 100,
and generated 20 instances for each combination of these parameters. The eigenvalues
were calculated using the eigenvalue decomposition, and the cumulative frequency was
plotted after normalization using Eq. (22). The result of the approximate cumulative
distribution in addition to the cumulative distribution of the normalized eigenvalues is
shown in Fig. 4. The black thick line represents the approximate cumulative distribu-
tion based on the random matrix theory. The other solid thin lines represent plots of
cumulative distribution of the normalized eigenvalues obtained for each pair of (N, J1).
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As can be observed, the experimentally determined cumulative distribution aligns with

(a) N = 10.

(b) N = 50. (c) N = 100.

Figure 4: Numerical and theoritical cumulative probability distributions. The thin solid
lines represent numerical cumulative probability distribution. The thick black
lines are results obtained by the random matrix theory.

the theoretical lines of the approximate cumulative distribution. Additionally, it was
observed that as the input dimension N increases the agreement between the predicted
and actual values improves. This is due to the fact that the variance of the interaction
matrix (17) of the SK model converges to zero. For the case J1 > J0 = 1, the results
for J1 = 10 were almost the same as those for J1 = 0.1. This is due to the fact that,
when the variance is sufficiently large in comparison to the mean, it can be considered
to exhibit the behaviour of a random matrix with a mean of zero. In fact, as the value
of J1 increases, the singularity of the second eigenvalue exhibits a positive increase. At
J1 = 10, the singularity is no longer discernible. The above shows that the approximate
cumulative distribution proposed in this study is largely independent of the specific in-
stance details and can accurately describe the cumulative distribution of eigenvalues of
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the interaction matrix of the SK model with high accuracy.
We then discuss the results of the error plot of FM with Frobenius norm obtained in the

previous section in the context of the random matrix theory. Specifically, we verify that
the measured coupling error is sufficiently suppressed at ranks above the predicted rank
K∗ given by the Eqs. (26) or (27). Let us consider the case J1 = 0.1. Approximation
is made to ignore eigenvalues below a fraction α = 0.15 of the normalized maximum
eigenvalue. In this case, Eq. (27) produces K∗ = 5.47 for N = 10 and k∗ = 27.82 for
N = 50. In the case of J1 = 10, the rank can be calculated by setting the ratio α
appropriately. In order to achieve an error equal to that of J1 = 0.1, you can obviously
use the same value as the rank K∗ mentioned above. This is because eigenvalues other
than the largest eigenvalue are almost unaffected by the modulation introduced by J1,
and follow Wigner’s semicircle law well. n other words, the value of K∗ is found to
be K∗ = 5.47 for N = 10 and K∗ = 27.82 for N = 50 without determining the ratio
α. Figure 5 shows the error plot of the FM obtained in the previous section together
with the above results. Here, the region where the rank is K > K∗ is indicated by the

(a) N = 10. (b) N = 50.

Figure 5: Coupling error and predicted rank. Coupling error obatained by numerical
calculations are represented by blue points for J1 = 0.1 and orange points for
J1 = 10. The yellow colored region shows that the rank is greater than the
effective rank K∗.

yellow area. The couplng error was normalized by dividing by the variance J2
1 . From

Fig. 5, we can see that for N = 10, the error is reduced for K > K∗ than for K < K∗

in rank, and the error 0 is reached in the interval of the error bars. Even for N = 50,
when the rank is K < K∗, the resulting coupling error is large. Conversely, when the
rank is K = 49, which is greater than K∗, the coupling error is kept close to zero. As
described above, the optimal rank of the FM can be determined through the application
of the random matrix theory. In the case of a full rank, the interaction matrix can be
rigorously decomposed using the FM model. Thus, the ideal scenario would be an error
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of 0. However, in the case of N = 50, J1 = 0.1, a finite error remains. Presumably, this
phenomenon is due to the increase in the number of parameters caused by using a large
rank, and error did not decrease through the training process. In fact, the literature [22]
suggests that a value of K that is not excessively large should be adopted.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we present a novel initialization method for accurately reproducing an
interaction matrix using FM when the interaction matrix is provided approximately.
The results of numerical experiments demonstrate that the initialization method based
on low-rank approximation is more effective than the random initialization method in
obtaining an approximate interaction matrix with greater accuracy. This is achieved
by leveraging the statistical properties of the given approximate interaction matrix.
Furthermore, the approximation performance of the low-rank initialization method was
evaluated using random matrix theory. The findings indicated that as the input dimen-
sion augmented, the approximation performance of the low-rank initialization method
exhibited diminished dependency on the specific problem instance.
The findings of this study are beneficial for those engaged in optimization using

FMQA. One potential application of FMQA is to enhance the approximation accu-
racy of problems for which the interaction is provided approximately. In this particular
application, it is essential to construct an FM that accurately reproduces the approxi-
mate interaction matrix. In light of the warm-start method, it is anticipated that a more
precise FM model can be constructed by identifying the initial parameters of the FM
from the approximate interaction matrix. The findings of this study demonstrate that,
when employing the random initialization method, the interaction matrix estimated by
the FM gradually diverges from the approximate interaction matrix as the FM training
progresses. Conversely, the initialization method for FM based on low-rank approxima-
tion allows for the accurate expression of the approximate interaction matrix by FM. It
is expected that future research will yield the development of FMQA with high perfor-
mance based on the findings of this study. In particular, elucidating the performance of
FMQA that utilizes the warm-start method represents an intriguing avenue for future
investigation.
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