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Boltzmann machines (BMs) are powerful energy-based generative models, but their heavy training cost has
largely confined practical use to Restricted BMs (RBMs) trained with an efficient learning method called con-
trastive divergence. More accurate learning typically requires Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) Boltzmann
sampling, but it is time-consuming due to the difficulty of parallelization for more expressive models. To address
this limitation, we first propose a new Boltzmann sampler inspired by a quantum-inspired combinatorial opti-
mization called simulated bifurcation (SB). This SB-inspired approach, which we name Langevin SB (LSB),
enables parallelized sampling while maintaining accuracy comparable to MCMC. Furthermore, this is appli-
cable not only to RBMs but also to BMs with general couplings. However, LSB cannot control the inverse
temperature of the output Boltzmann distribution, which hinders learning and degrades performance. To over-
come this limitation, we also developed an efficient method for estimating the inverse temperature during the
learning process, which we call conditional expectation matching (CEM). By combining LSB and CEM, we
establish an efficient learning framework for BMs with greater expressive power than RBMs. We refer to this
framework as sampler-adaptive learning (SAL). SAL opens new avenues for energy-based generative modeling

beyond RBMs.

I. INTRODUCTION

Boltzmann machines (BMs) are expressive generative mod-
els that capture complex dependencies and latent structures
[1-5]. Their applications span diverse areas, including image
recognition and restoration [3], anomaly detection [6], nat-
ural language processing [7, 8], and statistical and quantum
physics [9-13]. Early developments in BMs laid the founda-
tion for modern deep learning [14-18].

A BM is defined as an undirected neural network compris-
ing visible units v, which represent the observed data, and
hidden units h, which enhance the model’s expressive capac-
ity [see Fig. 1(c)-(e)]. Both v and h are binary vectors of di-
mensions N, and N, respectively, taking values in {—1,+1},
like Ising spins. The full state of the BM is denoted by an N-
dimensional Ising vector s = (vI,hT)T, where N = N, + N,
The BM models a target distribution Pp(v) using a marginal
Boltzmann distribution Qg (v|u) = ¥, Bg(s[u), where

Bg(su) = Zg'e PEOM), ()

is a Boltzmann distribution with inverse temperature f3, Zg =
Y e BEGY is the partition function,

1
E(s|u) = —ESTJs—f-s, (2)

is the global energy function, J is a weight matrix, f is a bias
vector, and u = (J,f) denotes the model parameter set to be
optimized (see Sec. IV A for details). Learning aims to min-
imize the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence Dx1.(Pp||Qp) =
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Y, Po(v)log QZD((VVBI) for u, typically via gradient-based meth-

ods. Since the exact calculation of the gradients scales ex-
ponentially with the system size, it is standard to approx-
imate the gradients using Boltzmann sampling, most com-
monly via Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) techniques
such as Gibbs sampling [20] or the Metropolis—Hastings al-
gorithm [21, 22].

However, due to inherently sequential update rules, MCMC
is slow and does not scale well to practical applications.
Restricted BMs (RBMs) [23-25] provide a notable excep-
tion: their bipartite structure [see Fig. 1(d)] leads to condi-
tional independence, which enables efficient parallel sampling
(blocked Gibbs). This property underpins an efficient learn-
ing method called contrastive divergence (CD) and supports
many practical applications [26]. In contrast, when intra-unit
connections are introduced to increase expressive power, this
advantage is lost. For example, semi-restricted BMs (SRBMs)
[27-29][see Fig. 1(e)], which add interactions within the vis-
ible units to RBMs, require visible variables to be updated
sequentially, substantially increasing computation time. Con-
sequently, practical applications of more expressive BMs than
RBMs remain scarce, and existing examples mostly rely on
approximate learning methods, leading to performance reduc-
tion (see Refs. [27 and 29] and Supplementary Information).

To address this limitation, we introduce a novel Boltzmann
sampler inspired by a quantum-inspired combinatorial opti-
mization called simulated bifurcation (SB) [30-34]. We refer
to this algorithm as Langevin SB (LSB). LSB enables parallel
sampling even for BMs with general couplings, e.g., SRBMs,
while maintaining the accuracy comparable to the most reli-
able method, namely sequential MCMC. However, LSB has
a drawback: the inverse temperature of the output distribu-
tion, Begr, is unknown and depends on the problem instance
u and sampler settings, like other samplers based on opti-
mization machines or algorithms —such as D-Wave’s quan-
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FIG. 1. Overview of the sampler-adaptive learning (SAL) framework and model structures. (a) Schematic of the SAL framework,
which combines Langevin simulated bifurcation (LSB, yellow arrows) for fast parallel sampling and conditional expectation matching (CEM,
red arrow) for efficient estimation of the effective inverse temperature fgr. The parameter update is performed by gradient descent on the
Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence Dk1(Ppl|Qp,;), where the gradient is given by the difference between the positive phase and the negative
phase (see Sec. IVB). LSB generates both standard and conditional samples, respectively, from the Boltzmann distribution Bﬁc“(s|u) for
the negative phase and the conditional Boltzmann distribution A ﬁeﬁ(h|v,u) (see Sec. IV C) for the positive phase. Here, sampled variables
are highlighted in yellow. The negative phase is computed using only standard samples from Bﬁcff(s\u), while the positive phase uses the
data distribution Pp together with B estimated via CEM from conditional samples drawn from Aﬁeﬁ_(h\v,u). (b) Comparison of learning
methods: SAL (LSB + CEM) versus conventional MCMC-based learning. (c-e¢) Model structures: Each model consists of visible nodes
v; (blue circles, arranged in the lower row) and, if present, hidden nodes %; (orange circles, arranged in the upper row). Edges represent
pairwise interactions: blue lines between visible nodes indicate visible-visible interactions V;;, and gray lines between visible and hidden
nodes indicate visible-hidden interactions W;;. The bias vectors for the visible and hidden nodes are denoted by b and ¢, respectively. (c) Fully
visible Boltzmann machine (FBM): only visible nodes are present, and all visible nodes are mutually connected. (d) Restricted Boltzmann
machine (RBM): both visible and hidden nodes are present; every visible node is connected to every hidden node, but there are no connections
among visible nodes or among hidden nodes. (e) Semi-restricted Boltzmann machine (SRBM): both visible and hidden nodes are present;
every visible node is connected to every hidden node, and all visible nodes are also mutually connected, but there are no connections among

hidden nodes. (f) Examples of applications of BMs trained with SAL: image generation, classification, and reconstruction.

tum annealers [35-42], coherent Ising machines (CIM) [43—
45], and simulated CIM (SimCIM) [46, 47]. Unless Beg is ac-
curately estimated or controlled, the learning process cannot
proceed reliably. However, the standard approach for estimat-
ing Begr—KL divergence minimization—is computationally
prohibitive inside the learning loop [48]. Although alternative
methods have been explored, they suffer from accuracy and
stability issues [47—49], or rely on BMs without hidden vari-
ables, namely, fully-visible BMs (FBMs), [see Fig. 1(c)] sac-
rificing expressive power to circumvent B¢ estimation [50].
Thus, the use of fast parallelizable samplers, including LSB,
for BM learning demands a scalable and accurate Pef estima-
tion method. Here, we also introduce such an efficient Beg
estimation method for SRBMs, which we name conditional
expectation matching (CEM). CEM is parallelizable with LSB
sampling process and provides accurate estimation of Begs.
By combining LSB and CEM, we propose a new learn-
ing framework [see Fig. 1(a)], which enables efficient train-
ing not only of RBMs but also of FBMs and SRBMs [see

Fig. 1(c)-(e)], unlike conventional learning approaches [see
Fig. 1(b)]. We term this framework as sampler-adaptive learn-
ing (SAL). Note that BMs that include interactions within the
hidden units do not scale efficiently regardless of the sam-
pler used [16], and thus SRBMs represent the most expressive
BMs among those that can be practically trained. SAL is im-
portant as it enabled the efficient training of such SRBMs.
We demonstrate that SAL-trained SRBMs outperform con-
ventional methods in minimizing the training cost function
on synthetic spin-glass datasets [51, 52]. Furthermore, we
achieve high performance across multiple tasks: high-fidelity
image generation and reconstruction on the Bars-and-Stripes
dataset [3, 53], both unconditional and conditional image gen-
eration, and high classification accuracy on OptDigits [54][see
Fig. 1(f)]. Our findings highlight the practical and scalable
nature of SAL, laying the groundwork for advancing energy-
based generative modeling beyond RBMs.



II. RESULTS
A. Sampler-adaptive learning (SAL) framework

We first provide an overview of the SAL framework shown
in Fig. 1(a), which enables scalable training of SRBMs [27,
28][see Fig. 1(e)]. The energy function is defined as follows:

1
E(S|ll)Z—EVTVV—VTWh—b-V—C-lL 3)

where V (W) is a weight matrix between visible and visible
units (between visble and hidden units), b and ¢ are bias vec-
tors for v and h, respectively, and u = (V,W,b, c¢) denotes the
set of model parameters. Since SRBMs encompass FBMs and
RBMs as special cases, SAL is applicable to all three types of
models [see Fig. 1(c)-(e)] that can be practically trained [16].

In conventional BM learning, the inverse temperature 3 of
the model distribution Qg (u) is fixed, typically to 1. In con-
trast, SAL sets B to B, the inverse temperature of the out-
put distribution produced by LSB (see Sec. I A 1), which de-
pends on u and the sampling setting (see Sec. [IA2). Asu
is updated during learning, s also changes. Thus, SAL in-
volves not only updating the learning parameters u but also
adapting the model function Qg . to the inverse temperature
Best- This stands in sharp contrast to the conventional learning
procedure, which updates only u while keeping 8 (and conse-
quently the model function Qp) fixed. Learning is performed
by gradient descent on Dxy.(Pp||Qp,,). The gradient decom-
poses into a negative phase, defined as an expectation under
the Boltzmann distribution Bg . (s|u), and a positive phase, de-
fined using the data distribution Pp together with B [see Sec.
IV B for the details]. SAL employs LSB as a fast, paralleliz-
able sampler for the negative phase and CEM as an efficient
Betr estimator for the positive phase [see Fig. 1(a) and Sec.
IV B]. The remainder of this subsection provides details of
LSB and CEM.

1. Langevin simulated bifurcation (LSB)

Several optimization machines and algorithms, such as D-
Wave‘s quantum annealers, coherent Ising machines (CIM),
and simulated CIM (SimCIM), have been shown to function
effectively as Boltzmann samplers [35-47]. Inspired by these
findings, we investigated the output distributions of another
class of optimization algorithms, simulated bifurcation (SB)
algorithms [30-34]. Our results show that special cases of
conventional SB algorithms approximate the Boltzmann dis-
tribution to a nontrivial degree, but their sampling accuracy
is substantially lower than that achieved by MCMC methods
(see Supplementary Information). In this section, we pro-
pose a modified sampling algorithm that achieves sampling
accuracy comparable to MCMC. We refer to this algorithm
as Langevin Simulated Bifurcation (LSB), since its continu-
ous limit resembles the celebrated continuous-variable sam-
pler, Langevin Monte Carlo, whose stationary distribution is
guaranteed to be the Boltzmann distribution [55, 56].

Similarly to discrete SB (dSB) [31], LSB is based on the
following equations of motion for positions x; and momenta
y; corresponding to s; in the general global energy function
E(s|u):

o JE(x|u)
Yi= 73)6,’

xi:)’i» (5)

; “4)

X=S

where the dots denote time derivatives. Equations (4) and (5)
are solved with the symplectic Euler method [57]:

N
yitk+1) = yi(k) + {Z‘]ingn[xj(k)]"_fi}Av (6)

=l
xi(k+1) = xi(k) +yi(k+ 1)A, 7

where A is the time step and k € {0,--- , M} denotes iteration.
To improve sampling accuracy, at the end of each iteration,
LSB applies discretization and stochastic initialization to x;
and y;, respectively:

x; — sgn(x;), (8)
yiﬁéiwﬂ/(oacx 9

where &; is a stochastic variable drawn from a Gaussian distri-
bution .4 (i, c) with mean pu = 0 and standard deviation o,
and the notation ~ indicates that the variable on the left-hand
side follows the distribution on the right-hand side. Here, A
and o are the only hyperparameters of LSB. Note that the up-
date rule inherits the properties of the conventional SB algo-
rithm and can be implemented in parallel for each component.
In this work, x; and y; are initialized by sampling uniformly
from {—1,1} and from N(0,0) using the same o as in the
update rule, respectively, though other choices are possible in
general. After M iterations of the above updates, the resulting
x provides a sample of s = sgn(x); executing this procedure L
times, we obtain a sampled Ising vector set {s)|I =1,--- | L}.

To assess the sampling performance of LSB, we evaluated
its accuracy against conventional Gibbs sampling (MCMC)
at f = 1 on random SRBMs with N, = 10 and N, = 5,
using M = 100 iterations for LSB and the same M Monte
Carlo steps for Gibbs sampling. Edge weight V;; and W;;

ﬁ) with N = N, + N, = 15, and
bias b; and c; were set to zero. Sampling accuracy was de-
fined as the KL divergence Dky(Ps||Bp,,), where Ps(s) =
%Zle S(s—sl )) represents the empirical distribution of the
sampled Ising vectors, and §(x) = 1 if x = 0 and O other-
wise. The effective inverse temperature Be¢ was determined
self-consistently by KL divergence minimization [48]: Begr =
argming D1 (Ps||Bg ). We initialized 8 at 1 and performed the
minimization over [0,c0) using the L-BFGS-B method imple-
mented in scipy.optimize.minimize [58].

Figure 2 shows the sampling accuracy Dy (Ps||Bg,,) and
the corresponding Beg values for 10 random instances. We
fixed A at 1 and optimized ¢ from the candidate set 62 €
{0.5,0.6,---,1.9,2.0} to maximize LSB sampling accuracy
for each instance. LSB outperformed Gibbs sampling in

were sampled from .4 (0
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FIG. 2. Sampling accuracy and effective inverse temperature for
LSB and Gibbs sampling: (a) Sampling accuracy Dky (Fs||Bg,,)
for LSB and Gibbs sampling across 10 random instances of SRBM
with N, = 10 and N;, = 5. For each instance, A was fixed at 1 and
o was optimized from the candidate set 62 € {0.5,0.6,...,2.0}
to maximize LSB sampling accuracy. Horizontal lines and shaded
regions indicate the means KL divergence and their standard errors:
0.09 4 0.02 for Gibbs and 0.07 = 0.01 for LSB. (b) The effective
inverse temperature Bogr for the output distribution produced by each
sampler. For Gibbs sampling, B.¢r was estimated by KL-divergence
minimization. For LSB, Bt was estimated by both KL-divergence
minimization and CEM.

6 out of 10 instances based on the sampling accuracy
metric Dxp(Ps||Bp,;). Across all 10 instances, the mean
Dxu(Ps||Bp,,) (& standard error) was 0.09 £ 0.02 for Gibbs
and 0.07 +0.01 for LSB. Taking the errors into account, LSB
demonstrates performance comparable to or even better than
Gibbs sampling. Furthermore, while Gibbs sampling does not
allow parallel updates of visible variables in SRBMs, LSB en-
ables simultaneous updates of all variables, providing a signif-
icant advantage in computational speed for large-scale prob-
lems. We use LSB for SAL in Sec. I B [see also Fig. 1(a)-(b)].

2. Conditional expectation matching (CEM)

Figure 2(b) shows that the effective inverse temperature
Bese estimated by KL-divergence minimization varies across
instances for LSB sampling (orange), whereas Gibbs sam-
pling consistently yields Beg ~ 1 (blue). Estimating the un-
known By is essential for successful learning (see Sec. IV B).
However, the conventional approach based on KL-divergence
minimization [48] scales exponentially with the system size
N, making it intractable for practical problems. Thus, the
instance-dependent variability of Beg in LSB output distribu-
tions poses a significant challenge to BM learning with LSB.
To overcome this, we propose a new and efficient Beg esti-
mation method: conditional expectation matching (CEM), as

detailed below.

In a Boltzmann distribution Bg_ (s|u) of an SRBM, hidden
variables are conditionally independent when the visible vari-
ables v are fixed to a condition vector r. This property allows
analytical expressions for their conditional expectations:

Zh Ap, . (h|v,u)d(v—r),
Nv
= tanh { Bese <c.,- +Y rim,) } , (10)
i=1

Bg,,(s|u)
Zh Bﬁeff(slu) ’

(hj) T Ber -

where

Ap,(hlv,u) := (11)

is a conditional Boltzmann distribution (see also Sec. IV C).
On the other hand, (h;)p,, can also be directly obtained
by conditional LSB sampling (see Sec. IV C). Hereafter, this
sampling-based estimation of (A1), g . is denoted by (h;)rc
We estimate S by minimizing the squared difference be-
tween (hj)rc and the right-hand side of Eq. (10) across all
hidden units:

Betr = argming o Fr(B), (12)
Ny Ny 2

F(B) = Z {(h/’>rﬁc—tanh [ﬁ (cj—&—ZriW/ij)] } . (13)
j=1 i=1

The minimization is performed similarly to the above KL-
divergence minimization. This procedure, termed conditional
expectation matching (CEM), leverages consistency between
conditionally sampled expectations (#;)r ¢ and analytical con-
ditional expectations expressed as a function of B [the right-
hand side of Eq. (10)]. CEM can be executed in parallel with
full-system sampling to approximate Bg . (s|u), in sharp con-
trast to conventional Begr estimators [45, 47-49]. Furthermore,
the conditional sampling cost to compute (k) c is lower than
full-system sampling. Therefore, CEM does not become a
bottleneck during learning. The condition vector r can be ran-
domly generated or selected from the dataset during learning,
but is not restricted to these choices.

In Fig. 2(b), we compare B estimated by CEM (green)
with that obtained by KL-divergence minimization (orange)
for LSB output distributions. For CEM, each component of
the condition vectors r was uniformly sampled from {—1,1}.
The mean signed relative error between them across 10 in-
stances is approximately 3.6%. Comparisons with other
inverse-temperature estimation methods, including modified
versions of CEM (CEM-n), are provided in the Supplemen-
tary Information.

Thus, CEM enables accurate inverse temperature estima-
tion. Moreover, because it is parallelizable with LSB sam-
pling, it does not become a bottleneck in training, unlike the
KL-based estimation [48]. By leveraging inverse temperature
estimation through CEM in learning, we overcome the com-
putational difficulty of the positive phase (see Sec. IV B and
Ref. 50).
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FIG. 3. Learning performance on the 3-spin model: The ver-

tical axis shows the cost function DKL(PDHQﬁ), and the horizontal
axis indicates training epochs. Four models are compared: FBMs,
RBMs, and SRBMs trained using SAL; RBMs with = 1 trained
using CD-100. The number of hidden variables N}, for both RBMs
and SRBMs was set to 5. Each point represents the mean over 10 in-
dependent instances, and error bars denote the standard error. Lower
DxL(Pp||Qp) values indicate closer agreement between Qp and Pp.

B. Experiments

In this subsection, we apply SAL to train SRBMs on three
distinct datasets, to demonstrate its scalability and effective-
ness. The target distributions Pp(v) are set as the empirical
distribution of each dataset {v(?)|d = 1,...,D}, where each
data point v(¢) is an N,-dimensional Ising vector: Pp(V) =
LY 8(v—vD). Details of each dataset and the training
settings are provided in Sec. IV D.

1. Learning performance on the 3-spin model

We first use a dataset sampled from the exact Boltzmann
distribution of a 3-spin model [51, 52]. The 3-spin model
is an Ising system with random three-body interactions (see
Sec. IVD) and has a highly rugged energy landscape. Con-
sequently, the training data, drawn from its Boltzmann distri-
bution, exhibit a nontrivial overlap distribution characterizing
spin-glass systems (see Supplementary Information). To al-
low exact computation of the cost function Dk (Pp||Qp) and
enable quantitative comparison with conventional methods,
we restricted N, to 10. We prepared 10 independent instances
to ensure statistically reliable performance evaluation.

Figure 3 compares the learning performance of four ap-
proaches: FBMs, RBMs and SRBMs trained with SAL (see
Sec. IVB), and RBMs with 3 = 1 trained via contrastive
divergence-100 (CD-100) [26]. Here, CD-100 means that
the initial state is set to one of the data vectors and that 100
Monte Carlo steps of blocked Gibbs sampling (MCMC) are
performed. The choice of 100 was made to match LSB sam-
pling steps, M = 100 (see Sec. IVD for details of parame-
ter setting). FBMs are fully connected Boltzmann machines
without hidden variables (N, = 0) [see Fig. 1(c)]. The number

of hidden variables Nj, for both RBMs and SRBMs [see Fig.
1(d)-(e)] was set to 5. All the four approaches allow parallel
sampling.

Among the four models, FBMs exhibited the poorest per-
formance [highest D1 (Pp||Qp)]. This is natural because
the 3-spin model includes non-pairwise (three-body) interac-
tions that cannot be captured by FBMs, which rely solely on
pairwise couplings. Introducing hidden variables, RBMs en-
abled the representation of higher-order correlations, leading
to superior performance compared to FBMs. The observa-
tion that RBMs trained using SAL exhibit performance com-
parable to, or even surpassing, RBMs trained with CD-100
within the standard error suggests that SAL constitutes an ef-
fective learning strategy. Furthermore, SRBMs consistently
achieved lower values of the cost function than RBMs across
epochs. The difference between SRBMs and RBMs remained
statistically significant even when considering the standard
error, confirming the robustness of SRBM’s advantage over
RBMs. We also confirmed that SRBMs trained by replac-
ing CEM in SAL with other computationally light but inaccu-
rate inverse temperature estimation methods (maximum log-
pseudo-likelihood estimation: MLPL [48, 49]) or by using
CD with damped mean-field iterations [27] resulted in signif-
icantly lower performance compared to SRBMs trained with
SAL (see Supplementary Information for details). This sug-
gests that learning SRBMs, enabled by SAL, provides a dis-
tinct advantage, particularly for modeling highly rugged en-
ergy landscapes as exemplified by spin-glass systems.

2. Generative and reconstruction performance on the BAS dataset

We next consider the synthetic bars-and-stripes (BAS)
dataset, consisting of binary images with horizontal and verti-
cal stripe patterns (see Refs. [3] and [53]). We constructed a
7 x 6 BAS dataset with 192 distinct patterns (all possible pat-
terns), split into D = 96 training and Dty = 96 test samples
(see Sec. IVD). While exact computation of DKL(PDHQﬁ)
was possible for the 3-spin model with N, = 10, it becomes
challenging for the 7 x 6 BAS dataset (N, = 42) due to the ex-
ponential growth of the state space. Therefore, here we focus
on demonstrating the generative and reconstruction capabili-
ties of SRBMs (N, = 21) trained with SAL on the 7 x 6 BAS
dataset, without computing Dky.(Pp||Qp). Training settings
are detailed in Sec. IV D.

The generative capabilities are shown in Fig. 4. The SRBM
was trained via SAL on D = 96 BAS patterns [panel (a) shows
randomly selected 36 ones], and at various training epochs,
36 samples were generated by LSB from the trained SRBM
[panels (b)—(f)]. As training progressed, the SRBM rapidly
captured the essential features of both horizontal and vertical
stripes, and at 6000 epochs [panel (f)] generated only valid
BAS patterns without misgeneration.

Reconstruction experiment results shown in Fig. 5 further
demonstrate the robustness of SAL. Here, we masked a cen-
tral 5 x 4 block of each test image [Fig. 5(a)], resulting in a
collapsed image with 47.6% of pixels missing (shown in or-
ange) [Fig. 5(b)]. By fixing the visible variables of the SRBM
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Generative performance on the BAS dataset: (a) 36 randomly selected training samples. (b)—(g) 36 samples generated by the

trained SRBM with LSB after 1, 10, 500, 1000, 3000, and 6000 training epochs, respectively.
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FIG. 5. Reconstruction performance on the BAS dataset: (a) 36 randomly selected test samples. (b) The same samples with a central 5 x 4
block masked (47.6% of pixels missing, shown in orange). (c)—(e) Reconstructions of (b) using the trained SRBM at 1, 500, and 1000 epochs,
respectively, obtained by conditional LSB sampling. (f) The ratio of incorrect pixels per reconstruction as a function of training epoch. Each

data point represents the mean over 10 independent runs with different

corresponding to the intact pixels in panel (b) to their ob-
served values, we inferred the masked pixel values via con-
ditional sampling (see Fig. 1(f) and Sec. IV C). After 1000
epochs of learning, almost all patterns were successfully re-
constructed by leveraging the learned distribution [Fig. 5(e)].
Fig. 5(f) shows the fraction of incorrect pixels per reconstruc-
tion, evaluated across all Dt = 96 test samples. This frac-
tion rapidly dropped from 50.0% (corresponding to random
restoration) at 1 epoch to 0.5% at 1000-3000 epochs, indi-
cating near-perfect reconstruction across all test samples. As
training progressed beyond 3000 epochs, the fraction gradu-
ally increased to around 2%, suggesting potential overfitting
with excessive training. Importantly, these results demon-
strate that the SRBM trained with SAL learns the underly-
ing distribution rather than memorizing individual samples,
enabling robust and generalizable reconstruction even under
substantial pixel loss.

3. Generative and classification performance on the OptDigits
dataset

The OptDigits dataset consists of 8 x 8 images of hand-
written digits and their class labels [54]. We flattened and
binarized the images, and represented the data class using
one-hot encoding, resulting in D = 3823 training samples and
Dregt = 1797 test samples with N, = 74 visible variables. De-
tails of preprocessing are provided in Sec. IV D. Compared
to the 3-spin model and BAS dataset, OptDigits has approxi-
mately 7.4-fold and 1.8-fold larger N,, respectively, providing
a more challenging and realistic benchmark. In the following,
we demonstrate that the SRBM trained with SAL on OptDig-
its captures the data distribution for generative modeling and

random initializations of u; error bars indicate the standard deviation

enables accurate image classification using the learned repre-
sentation. Training settings are detailed in Sec. IV D.

The generative performance is shown in Fig. 6. The SRBM
was trained via SAL on D = 3823 digit images [panel (a)
shows 64 randomly selected samples], and at various training
epochs, 64 samples were generated by LSB sampling from
the trained SRBM [panels (b)—(e)]. While samples at 1 epoch
[panel (b)] exhibited little recognizable structure, subsequent
epochs revealed a progressive emergence of digit-specific pat-
terns consistent with the training data [panels (c)—(e)]. By
10 epochs [panel (c)], the generated images began to resem-
ble the target digits, and by 500 and 3000 epochs [panels (d)
and (e)], most samples captured the essential characteristics
of handwritten digits and were visually recognizable.

We further evaluated the ability to perform conditional gen-
eration by fixing the class label C to the desired value and
sampling the image variables I using LSB [see Fig. 1(f), Sec.
IVC, and IV D]. Figure 7 illustrates the results. For each
ne€{0,1,---,9}, panel (a-n) shows 16 randomly selected test
images of digit n, and panel (b-n) shows 16 samples gener-
ated from the SRBM after 3000 training epochs by condi-
tional LSB sampling with the digit class n. Most of the gen-
erated images exhibited clear digit structures consistent with
the specified condition, demonstrating that the SRBM suc-
cessfully reproduced the overall data distribution and enabled
class-conditional sample generation.

Finally, we evaluated the capability of the learned SRBM
to perform image classification. For each test sample d €
{1, ,Drest }, the visible variables corresponding to the im-
age I were fixed to their observed values I(d), and conditional
LSB sampling of C was performed to infer the class label

d) (see Sec. IV C and Sec. IV D). The average label vector
computed from conditionally sampled labels for each image
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FIG. 6. Generative performance on the OptDigits dataset: (a) 64 randomly selected training samples. (b)—(e) 64 samples generated by the
trained SRBM with LSB at 1, 10, 500, and 3000 training epochs, respectively.
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FIG. 7. Class-specified generation on the OptDigits dataset: (a-n) 16 randomly selected test samples for digit n € {0,1,---,8,9}. (b-n) 16
samples generated by conditional LSB sampling from the trained SRBM at 3000 epochs, conditioned on class label n € {0,1,---,8,9}.
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FIG. 8. Classification accuracy on the OptDigits dataset: The
vertical axis shows the classification accuracy (%), and the horizontal
axis indicates training epochs. Each data point represents the mean
over 10 independent runs with different random initializations of u;
error bars indicate the standard deviation. The shaded region marks
accuracy above 90%, and the horizontal dashed lines indicate the
10% baseline (random guessing) and the 90% reference line.

d was transformed into a one-hot representation C by setting
+1 for the component with the highest value and —1 for all
others. Classification was deemed correct when this one-hot
representation C matched the true class label c@), Figure 8
shows that the classification accuracy improved substantially
with training, rapidly reaching nearly 90% at 500 epochs from

nearly 10% (corresponding to random guessing in a 10-class
problem) before training, underscoring the effectiveness of the
proposed learning approach.

III. DISCUSSION

Our results highlight the potential of SAL to unlock ex-
pressive modeling capabilities in BMs beyond RBMs, such as
SRBMs, which have previously been considered impractical.
While our work has focused exclusively on SRBMs, future
research could explore extensions to deeper architectures and
other energy-based models for large-scale applications. Fur-
thermore, SAL is expected to remain effective with other par-
allel non-MCMC samplers in place of LSB. Exploring these
possibilities could open multiple avenues for future research.

We have focused on SRBMs, but LSB also enables fast and
accurate sampling for more general models, including those
with intra-unit couplings among hidden variables (see Supple-
mentary Information). Remarkably, our results suggest that
LSB may even surpass MCMC in sampling accuracy for many
instances of complex spin-glass problems with rugged energy
landscapes. As mentioned, the continuous limit of LSB re-
sembles Langevin Monte Carlo [55, 56], whose output distri-
bution is guaranteed to be the Boltzmann distribution. How-
ever, the theoretical basis for why LSB can well approximate
the discrete Boltzmann distribution remains unclear, repre-



senting an important avenue for future research. Furthermore,
developing systematic or automated strategies for hyperpa-
rameter selection in LSB is another open challenge. While
this work has mainly addressed the parallelizability of sam-
plers, elucidating their relaxation properties is also an impor-
tant subject for future research.

For RBMs, not only CEM but also a variant of CEM ex-
ploiting the independence of visible variables can also be
employed. However, because RBMs allow efficient blocked
Gibbs sampling, situations where non-MCMC samplers—and
thus PBegr estimation—are truly advantageous are relatively
rare. CEM demonstrates its true value when applied to models
beyond RBMs, where parallel MCMC sampling is not feasi-
ble. While our experiments demonstrate that CEM provides
sufficiently accurate estimates of the effective inverse temper-
ature Beg for practical training, the necessary conditions for
its reliability and the factors affecting estimation accuracy re-
main unclear. Further investigation into the statistical proper-
ties and convergence behavior of CEM remains an important
direction for future research.

IV. METHODS
A. Boltzmann machines

The visible units are defined as v = (vy,---,vy,)T, and the
hidden units as h = (hy,---,hy,)T. The full state of the BM
is represented as s = (vT,hT)T, an N-dimensional Ising vector
with N = N, + Nj,. The BM models a target distribution Pp(v)
within a family of marginal Boltzmann distributions

1,—BE(s|u)

where Bg(slu) = Z is a Boltzmann distribution of

s with an inverse temperature value f3, Zg = ¥ e BEGIW) j5 2

partition function, E(s|u) = —fsTJs —f-s is a global energy
function, Jisa (N X N )-dimens1onal weight matrix with J;; =
0 and J;; = Jj; € R for i # j, fis a N-dimensional bias vector
with f; € R, and u = (J,f) denotes the model parameter set
to be optimized. Throughout this paper, for an Ising vector S,
the notation ) g denotes the summation over all configurations
of S. For SRBMs, RBMs, and FBMs, the parameter set u =
(J,f) can be denoted as u = (V,W,b,c), (W,b,c), and (V,b),
respectively, where V (W) is a weight matrix between visible
and visible units (between visible and hidden units), b and ¢
are bias vectors for v and h, respectively [see Fig. 1(c)-(e)].

B. Learning rule of SAL

Learning aims to minimize the Kullback-Leibler (KL) di-
vergence between the target distribution Pp and Qg

Pp(v)
D1 (Pp|Qp) Pp(v ; 15)
»=L 0p(v]u)
typically via gradient-based methods. In SAL, where the in-
verse temperature 3 is set to Pegr, the inverse temperature of

Qp(v|u) = ZB 5(s[u), (14)  the output distribution produced by the sampler, the parame-
ters of SRBMs are updated as follows:
Vii(k+1) = <v,vj —(vivj Bett] (16)
Ny
Wij(k+1) —n< ( vitanh [ﬁeff <c, +Y vi ,)] > — (vih;) ﬁeff} , (17)
i=1 D
bi(k+1) = [(vi)p — (18)
Ny
Cj(k+ 1) = Cj(k) -n tanh ﬁeff cj+ Z Vl'VVij — <h.f>ﬁeff R (19)
[
where k denotes the learning step, 1 > 0 is the PBeg- LSB as follows:
renormalized learning rate [50], (e)p indicates the expecta-
tion value under the data distribution Pp(v), and (e)g . indi- (®)per = iP 5(s)e, (20)

cates the expectation value under the Boltzmann distribution
Bg.(s) with inverse temperature Befr. The terms defined by
(e)p are referred to as the positive phase, whereas those de-
fined by (e)g . are referred to as the negative phase. These
update rules assume that variations in Beg are negligible com-
pared to changes in u. The negative phase is computed using

where Pg(s) = + Y1 | 8(s —s!)) represents the empirical dis-
tribution of Ising vectors {s)|l = 1,--- L} sampled by LSB.
Thus, the negative phase does not require explicit information
about Begr. On the other hand, computing the positive phase



associated with the hidden units [Eqs. (17) and (19)] requires
the effective inverse temperature B¢, which is estimated using
CEM.

Setting the initial values of V;; to zero and updating only
Wij, bi, and c¢; reduces the update rule to that of an RBM. Sim-
ilarly, setting N, = 0 and updating only V;; and b; reduces the
update rule to that of an FBM. In the FBM case, only Eqs. (16)
and (18) remain, and B¢ estimation is no longer required. The
FBM version of SAL has already been reported as the Gray-
box algorithm [50]. That study reported that when hidden
variables are present, computing the positive phase becomes
difficult, and consequently they restricted their approach to
FBMs, which can be trained without explicit knowledge of
Betr. SAL overcomes this challenge by leveraging SRBM’s
(and RBM’s) structure together with CEM for efficient Begr
estimation, enabling scalable learning without sacrificing ex-
pressive power.

C. Conditional sampling

In CEM and applications such as, image reconstruction,
conditional generation, and classification [see Fig. 1(a)-(b)],
conditional sampling, which fixes a subset of variables while
sampling the others, is often required. This is relatively
straightforward with sequential MCMC methods; however, its
implementation in non-MCMC samplers that perform parallel
updates requires careful consideration. To achieve conditional
sampling, Ref. [50] employed approaches that impose strong
biases on the fixed variables in a D-Wave’s quantum annealer.
However, because both the inverse temperature and sampling
accuracy depend strongly on u in LSB sampling, such meth-
ods raise concerns about potential changes in output charac-
teristics when applied to LSB-based sampling. Therefore, we
adopt an alternative strategy as described below.

For simplicity, we consider the case where a subset of vis-
ible variables vy is fixed. This formulation covers all cases
of conditional sampling in this study, and fixing more general
variables, including hidden ones, can be formulated similarly.
In this scenario, the energy of SRBMs, up to an additive con-
stant, takes the following form:

1
E(vy,h|vsu) = —EVIVWVV — VIth
— (b +ViVp)vy— (" +viWph  (21)

Here, v, denotes the unfixed visible variables, V), (Wu) is
a weight matrix between v, and v, (between v, and h)
for u,p € {v,f}, b, is a bias vector of v,. The energy
E(vy,h|v¢,u) can be regarded as that of a conditional Boltz-
mann machine, E(s'|u’), defined over s’ = (v1,hT)T with pa-
rameter set u’ = (J/,f'). Here, f = (b'",¢N)T, b/ =b, +
(ViVe) ', ¢ = e+ (ViWy)T, and

(VY Wy
J = (WF Oh)’ (22)

where Oy, is an (N}, X Nj,)-dimensional zero matrix.

By executing LSB sampling for E(s'|u’) using the same
hyperparameters as those used for sampling Bg_ (s|u), we
obtain a conditionally sampled Ising vector set {s’ (l)|l =
1,---,L'}. For the sake of simplicity in this study, we as-
sumed L' = L. We expect the empirical distribution Py (s') =
o Zﬁ/z 68" =+ < )) to approximate the Boltzmann distribu-
tion of the conditional Boltzmann machine Bg_ (s'|u’), which
shares the same inverse temperature Befr as Bg, (s|u). This
conjecture is supported by numerical results obtained under
the same conditions as Fig. 2(b), in which we confirmed that
DxL[Py (s")|[Bp,, (s'[0')] < DL [Ps(s)|[Bp,, (s|w)].

Note that Bg (s'[u’) corresponds to the conditional Boltz-
mann distribution of the original Boltzmann machine:

B,y (s|)

R . | e R A— 23
Ty T Ba, (SI0) )

Aﬁcff(sl‘vf’u)

In CEM, we set vy to v and s’ to h. We then compute
sampling-based estimation of (1), g,

(hj)rc =Y hiPy(h), (24)
h

by conditional LSB sampling. This is compared to the analyt-
ical expression of (k) g [Eq. (10)] to estimate Br (see Sec.
ITA2).

In image restoration, conditional generation, and classifica-
tion, v are set to the intact image pixels, the target class label
C, and the image I of the test data, respectively.

D. Details of Experiments

In this subsection, we describe the experimental settings.

1. Summary of Parameter Settings

TABLE I. Summary of parameters for each experiment.

Data set Ny, N, N D DrgL=L M n
3-spinmodel 10 5 15 9600 N/A 9600 100 0.05
BAS 42 21 63 96 96 96 250 0.001
OptDigits  64+10 37 111 3823 1797 320 500 0.001

Most parameter values used in the experiments in Sec. II B
are summarized in Table I. Common settings and additional
details of sampling parameters are described below.

All training was performed with momentum o = 0.5 and
L, regularization A = 107> applied to V; ; and W;;. The initial
values of nonzero J;; were sampled from .4 (0, 107*) and the
initial values of f; were set to zero.

For LSB sampling, the hyperparameter A was fixed to 1
and o was selected by empirically testing several candidate
values and choosing the one that gave good learning perfor-
mance. For the 3-spin model, o was optimized for each in-
stance across the candidate set 62 € {0.5,0.6,...,1.9,2.0}.



For the BAS and OptDigits datasets, ¢ was set as 62 = 1.0
for the BAS and 62 = 3.5 for the OptDigits. The selected
values were kept fixed during each training. For comparison,
CD-100 was also used for the 3-spin model with 8 = 1 to train
RBMs.

In CEM, the condition vector r was set to a data vector vid)
randomly selected from the training dataset.

For OptDigits only, mini-batch learning was employed with
a batch size of 382, resulting in ten mini-batches per epoch.
Before splitting, the entire training dataset was randomly
shuffled to ensure that each mini-batch contained approxi-
mately equal proportions of samples from each class.

2. Dataset Preparation

3-spin model: Data were generated according to the exact
Boltzmann distribution:

efESSpin (v)

BSspin (V> (25)

= —E35pin (V) ’
Zve 3spm( )
Ny, N, N,

Espin(V) ==Y Y Y Tivivjve, (26)
i=1j>ik>j
V3¢

Ny

Tl.jkwt/V(o, >f0r1§i<j<k§Nv, @7

where E3gin(v) denotes the global energy function of the
3-spin model [51, 52], and T;j represents the three-body
interaction coefficients drawn from a Gaussian distribution
N (0, %) with mean 0 and standard deviation /3¢ /N,.

Ten independent instances were generated, each character-
ized by a distinct set of T;j; values. Each dataset consisted

10

of D = 9600 samples with N, = 10, obtained via exact Boltz-
mann sampling by enumerating all visible configurations v
and drawing samples based on exhaustively computed Boltz-
mann weights B3epin (V). We set { to a sufficiently large value
of 2, which is enough to yield a nontrivial spin-glass phase in
the thermodynamic limit [51, 52]. The overlap distribution of
the generated samples was verified to exhibit spin-glass-like
features (see Supplementary Information).

BAS: The bars-and-stripes (BAS) dataset consists of binary
images generated by assigning each row or column to either
black (—1) or white (+1) at random [3, 53]. We constructed a
BAS dataset of 7 x 6 binary images, containing 192 mutually
distinct patterns (all possible patterns), each with N, = 42 bi-
nary variables. The images were randomly shuffled and split
into training and test sets of equal size (D = Drest = 96).

OptDigits: The Optical Recognition of Handwritten Dig-
its (OptDigits) dataset was obtained from the UCI Machine
Learning Repository [54]. Each original sample consists of a
four-bit grayscale image of 8 x 8 pixels and a categorical label
indicating one of ten digit classes (0-9). For our experiments,
each image was flattened into a 64-dimensional image vector
I, and the class label was converted to a 10-dimensional one-
hot encoded vector C. Specifically, for a sample belonging
to class j € {0,---,9}, the j-th component of C was set to
+1, while all other components were set to —1. Pixel values
were binarized by thresholding at the midpoint of the origi-
nal four-bit gray scale range, mapping them to {—1,41}, thus
each image vector I was converted into a 64-dimensional Ising
vector. We employed combined representation v = (IT, CT)T
as data vector with N, = 74 variable. The final dataset con-
tained D = 3823 training samples and Dty = 1797 test sam-
ples, with approximately equal proportions across classes.
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

Appendix A: Comparison with Other f.¢ estimation methods

In Fig. 9, we compare P estimated by various methods
for LSB output distribution shown in Sec. [l A 1 in the main
text. The results of CEM and KL-divergence minimization are
identical to those in Fig. 2(b) in the main text.

In CEM-n approach, we consider n distinct conditions
{r™|m =1,--- ,n} and estimate Bt using the modified ex-
pression: e = argming.o Y., Fyom (B). CEM introduced
in the main text is identical to CEM-1. For CEM-3 and 5,
each component of the condition vectors {r™)|m =1,---,n}
was uniformly sampled in {—1,1}. The mean signed rela-
tive error between them across 10 instances is approximately
3.6+ 1.3%, 3.9+ 1.3%, and 3.8 £ 1.3% for CEM-n with
n=1,3,and 5, respectively. These results indicate that CEM-
n (n € {1,3,5}) exhibit comparable performance within the
standard error. Furthermore, the estimation error of Beg using
CEM-n tends to shift toward lower temperatures.

The MLPL in Fig. 9 refers to maximum log-pseudo-
likelihood estimation [48, 49], a method commonly regarded
as efficient, though its accuracy has been questioned. In the
results, we found that its signed relative error to KL was
—4.0 £ 1.1%, which was comparable in absolute magnitude
to that of CEM. However, MLPL exhibited a bias toward
higher estimated temperatures, in contrast to CEM. Further-
more, when MLPL was used instead of CEM for inverse
temperature estimation in SAL, the learning performance of
SRBMs deteriorated significantly (see Sec. C). This deterio-
ration can be attributed to the opposing bias tendencies in the
inverse temperature estimates produced by MLPL and CEM.

2.0 B [ SB (KL)
15 LSB (CEM)
3 B SB (CEM-3)

1.0 B LSB (CEM-5)

05 = [ SB (MLPL)

0.0

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Instance Number

FIG. 9. Effective inverse temperature for LSB: The effective in-
verse temperature g for the output distribution produced by LSB.
Inverse temperature e was estimated by KL-divergence minimiza-
tion, CEM-n with n = 1,3,5 where {r(’”)|m =1,...,n} were ran-
domly generated Ising vectors, and MLPL.
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Appendix B: Sampling Performance on SK Model

In this section, we study the sampling performance on the
Sherrington—Kirkpatrick (SK) model:

N N,
Esk(s) = —ZZJZ‘]‘S,‘S]', B

i=1j>i
¢

JijNJV<o,\/N) for1 <i< j<N, (B2)

where Esk(s) denotes the global energy function of the SK
model (the 2-spin model) [51, 52], and J;; represents the pair-
wise interaction coefficients drawn from a Gaussian distribu-
tion A~ (07 %) with mean 0 and standard deviation §/ VN.

The SK model is a fully connected spin-glass system, making
the sampling task substantially more complex than the SRBM
case discussed in Sec. IIA 1 of the main text. We executed
sampling tasks for ten random instances, each characterized
by a distinct set of J;; values. The parameter { was set to
a sufficiently large value of 2 to yield a nontrivial spin-glass
phase at B =1 [51, 52]. We sampled D = 9600 Ising vectors
s with N = 15 using various sampling methods.

Figure 10(a) indicates that the sampling accuracy of LSB
and that of Gibbs sampling with = 1 are comparable
within the standard error, similarly to the results discussed
for SRBMs in the main text. Here, cLSB refers to a variant
of LSB in which the discretization procedure [Eq. (8)] is re-
placed by a clipping rule of bSB and dSB [31]:

1 for x; > 1,
Xi— X for —1<x; <1, (B3)
—1 forx; < -—1.

Despite the relatively high sampling accuracy of cLSB, LSB
achieves better sampling performance for all instances.

Figure 10(b) shows the inverse temperature, obtained via
KL-divergence minimization, corresponding to sampling re-
sults of panel (a). It was confirmed that the inverse tempera-
ture of the output distributions from LSB and cLSB also de-
pends on the instance, similarly to what was observed in main
text.

Figure 10(c) shows the sampling accuracy of conventional
SB algorithms: aSB, bSB, and dSB. Although we tuned the
parameters to achieve the best possible accuracy (see the cap-
tion of Fig. 10 for details of parameters), the sampling accu-
racy of these conventional SBs are clearly inferior to that of
Gibbs sampling, LSB, and cLSB. Among them, bSB exhibits
the poorest performance [highest DKL(PS||Bﬁeﬁ)]. Although
not shown in the figure, we have found that using variants
such as HbSB and HdSB [32], which are modified versions of
bSB and dSB, can improve the sampling accuracy. However,
even with these improvements, the performance has not sur-
passed that of LSB and cLSB. These results indicate that our
proposed enhancement method, (c)LSB, is indeed meaning-
ful.
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FIG. 10. Sampling accuracy Dgj (Ps| |Bﬁeﬁ) and effective temperature S across ten SK model instances for various sampling methods:
The horizontal axis of all panels indicates the instance number. Panel (a) shows Dk (Ps||Bg,) for LSB, Gibbs, and cLSB. Panel (b) shows
Betr estimated by KL-divergence minimization corresponding to panel (a). Panel (c) shows DKL(PSHBI;C“) for aSB, bSB, and dSB. In panel
(a) and (c), horizontal lines and shaded regions indicate the means DKL(P5||BBeff) and their standard errors. Parameter settings in these
sampling experiments were as follows: The number of iteration steps for SB-related methods and the number of Monte Carlo steps for
Gibbs sampling were both set to M = 100. For LSB and cLSB, the discretization step size A was set to 1, and ¢ was optimized from the
candidate set 62 € {0.5,0.6---,1.9,2.0} to maximize sampling accuracy. For aSB, bSB, and dSB, parameters were set according to the

notation in Ref. [31]: dr = 1.0, ap = 1.0, a(¢) = 0 for all methods, and ¢y was set to 1.0 for aSB, \/leyzlxﬁ/[):fvzl (XY, Jijx;)?] for bSB, and

j=1
\/N/{):?Ll (X)) Jijsgn(x;)]?} for dSB.
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FIG. 11. Overlap distributions for all instances: Each panel shows the overlap distribution P(g) for one of the 10 dataset instances. All
instances exhibit nontrivial spin-glass features.

peak centered at ¢ = 0, nor ferromagnetic or antiferromag-
netic, both characterized by two peaks located near ¢ = £1, as
shown in Fig. 11. These observations indicate that the dataset
reflects a genuine spin-glass regime and possesses nontrivial
structures.

Appendix C: Additional Information on the 3-spin model
1. Overlap Distribution

We analyze the overlap distribution of the 3-spin model

dataset discussed in the main text. For a given instance

{v@|d=1,-.. D}, we consider the overlap between v{*) and
viP):
1 &
gHP) = ]7 Zvl{u)vl(p)7 (1)
vi=1

and construct the corresponding histogram across all samples
P(q)[51, 52]. All instances exhibit nontrivial overlap distribu-
tions that are neither paramagnetic, characterized by a single

2. Sampling Accuracy and ¢ During Training

This subsection tracks the evolution of sampling accuracy,
measured by Dy (Ps||Bg,,), and the effective inverse tem-
perature Beg throughout the learning process described in the
main text (Sec. IIB 1).

Figure 12 shows the evolution of sampling accuracy, mea-
sured by Dk (Ps||Bg,, ), during training on the 3-spin model
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FIG. 12. Evolution of sampling accuracy Dk (Ps||Bg,,) during
training on the 3-spin model: The horizontal axis shows the train-
ing epoch, and the vertical axis shows the KL divergence between
the sampled distribution Ps and the Boltzmann distribution B at
the estimated effective inverse temperature Pey.

discussed in the main text (Sec. IIB1). LSB in FBMs
achieved the smallest Dk (Ps||Bg,,, ), which is reasonable be-
cause FBMs use N = 10 visible units, whereas RBMs and
SRBMs use N = 15, making sampling inherently more chal-
lenging for the latter. Nevertheless, it is noteworthy that the
sampling accuracy achieved by LSB in FBMs surpassed that
of CD-100 in RBMs. The sampling accuracy of LSB in
SRBMs and RBMs was comparable to CD-100 in RBMs dur-
ing the early stages. Although the former became slightly in-
ferior after about 350 epochs, the overall training performance
remained comparable to or even surpassed that of the latter, as
detailed in the main text. These results highlight the effective-
ness of LSB as parallel Boltzmann samplers for BM training.

Figure 13 illustrates how the effective inverse temperature
Bett of SAL-trained SRBMs evolves throughout the training
process for the 3-spin model (see Sec. IIB1 in the main
text). For each instance (panels a—j), the trajectories of
Best estimated by KL-based method and CEM are compared
across training epochs. Although there are a few excep-
tional instances, such as (a), the CEM estimators generally
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provide stable and reliable estimates of g throughout train-
ing, closely matching the KL-based estimator. Although not
shown, a similar trend was observed for RBMs as well. These
results underscore the robustness of CEM for inverse temper-
ature estimation in practical Boltzmann machine learning.

3. Comparison with other learning methods

Figure 14 shows the learning performance of SRBMs
trained with SAL to RBMs and SRBMs trained using alter-
native methods not discussed in the main text.

First, the performance of RBMs trained with CD-1 was
markedly inferior to that of Blocked Gibbs (BG) sampling
with 100 iterations, which yields performance nearly equiv-
alent to CD-100 in the main text. In contrast, CD-10 achieved
performance comparable to BG, highlighting the rapid con-
vergence of the CD method. However, even when RBMs were
successfully trained using CD-10 or BG their performance did
not reach that of SRBMs trained with SAL.

Replacing CEM in SAL with the MLPL (maximum log-
pseudo-likelihood) B estimator [48, 49] resulted in SRBM
performance nearly identical to that of RBMs trained with
CD-10 or BG. This performance degradation may be at-
tributed to the opposing bias tendencies of CEM and MLPL
(see Sec. A).

Because visible variables are not independent, CD is the-
oretically inappropriate in SRBMs. In our experiments,
CD-1 for learning SRBMs led to severe degradation, with
Dxu1(Pp||Qp) increasing substantially as learning progressed.
Although not shown in the figure, SRBMs trained with CD-10
and CD-100 exhibited even poorer and highly unstable per-
formance. Previous reports have suggested that CD combined
with damped mean-field iterations (DMFI) for visible vari-
ables could be effective for SRBMs [27, 29]. However, this
method also achieved even lower performance than RBMs
trained with CD-1, highlighting the limitations of CD-based
methods for SRBMs.

These findings suggest that SAL stands out as a highly ef-
fective approach for enabling SRBMs to fully exploit their en-
hanced representational capacity, achieving performance lev-
els unattainable by conventional training methods.
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FIG. 13. Evolution of the effective inverse temperature f.¢ during training on the 3-spin model: Each panel (a)—(j) shows the trajectory
of Begr estimated by the KL-based method and CEM for individual instances. The horizontal axis represents the training epoch, and the vertical
axis indicates the estimated value of Pe.
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FIG. 14. Further comparison of learning performance on the 3-
spin model: The vertical axis shows the cost function Dx1 (Pp||Qp),
and the horizontal axis indicates training epochs. Nine models are
compared: RBMs trained using CD-1, CD-10, and Blocked Gibbs
(BG) sampling with 100 Monte Carlo steps; SRBMs trained using
SAL in which CEM was replaced with MLPL [48, 49]; SRBMs
trained using CD-1; SRBMs trained using CD-1, CD-10, and CD-
100 with damped mean-field iterations (DMFI) [27]; and SRBMs
trained using SAL. In the DMFI procedure, we used 5 iterations with
a damping factor of 0.5. The number of hidden variables N}, for both
RBMs and SRBMs was set to 5 as in the main text. Each point rep-
resents the mean over the same 10 independent instances used for
training in the main text, and error bars denote the standard error.
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