arXiv:2512.23930v1 [cond-mat.stat-mech] 30 Dec 2025

Assessing generative modeling approaches for free energy estimates in condensed

matter

Maximilian Schebek,! Jiajun He,2 Emil Hoffmann,! Yuangi Du,3 Frank Nog,1'4 %% and
Jutta Rogal”

1)Depcmfment of Physics, Freie Universitdit Berlin, 14195 Berlin,

Germany

2 Department of Engineering, University of Cambridge, Cambridge CB2 1PZ,

United Kingdom

3 Department of Computer Science, Cornell University, 14850 Ithaca, NY,

USA

Y Department of Mathematics and Computer Science, Freie Universitit Berlin,

14195 Berlin, Germany

) Microsoft Research Al for Science, 10178 Berlin, Germany

9 Department of Chemistry, Rice University, Houston, Texas 77005,

USA

Dinitiative for Computational Catalysis, Flatiron Institute, New York, New York 10010,
USA

(*Electronic mail: jrogal @flatironinstitute.org)

(Dated: 1 January 2026)


mailto:jrogal@flatironinstitute.org
https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.23930v1

The accurate estimation of free energy differences between two states is a long-standing
challenge in molecular simulations. Traditional approaches generally rely on sampling
multiple intermediate states to ensure sufficient overlap in phase space and are, conse-
quently, computationally expensive. Several generative-model-based methods have re-
cently addressed this challenge by learning a direct bridge between distributions, bypassing
the need for intermediate states. However, it remains unclear which approaches provide the
best trade-off between efficiency, accuracy, and scalability. In this work, we systematically
review these methods and benchmark selected approaches with a focus on condensed-
matter systems. In particular, we investigate the performance of discrete and continuous
normalizing flows in the context of targeted free energy perturbation as well as FEAT (Free
energy Estimators with Adaptive Transport) together with the escorted Jarzynski equality,
using coarse-grained monatomic ice and Lennard-Jones solids as benchmark systems. We
evaluate accuracy, data efficiency, computational cost, and scalability with system size.
Our results provide a quantitative framework for selecting effective free energy estimation

strategies in condensed-phase systems.



I. INTRODUCTION

Free energy calculations play a central role across the natural sciences, providing a fundamental
link between microscopic interactions and macroscopic thermodynamic properties.! In computa-
tional materials science, accurate free energy estimates are crucial for determining the relative
stability of different phases of matter, which is experimentally challenging and often leaves un-
certainty as to whether the observed phases are truly the most stable or if additional, unobserved
phases exist.>? Despite their importance, estimating free energies remains a significant challenge,
as absolute free energies are intractable for all but the simplest systems, and computational meth-

ods are limited to estimating differences in free energy between states.

Free energy perturbation (FEP)* and derived estimators such as Bennett’s acceptance ratio
(BAR)’ rely on importance sampling from equilibrium distributions, where one distribution serves
as a proposal for another. While formally exact, this approach becomes unfeasible when the two
states share little phase-space overlap, resulting in large variance. The multistate BAR (MBAR)®
approach addresses this issue by introducing a chain of overlapping intermediate distributions,
bridging large differences between states at the cost of additional simulations that may not be
physically informative. In targeted free energy perturbation (TFEP),” an invertible transformation
is introduced that maps samples from one distribution to another, thereby eliminating the need
for intermediate stages. However, the efficiency of TFEP depends critically on the quality of this

transformation, which can be hard to define based on physical intuition.

Thermodynamic integration (TT)® follows a different strategy by constructing a continuous in-
terpolation path between two systems and computing the free energy difference by integrating en-
semble averages of the instantaneous energy derivative along this path. In practice, discretization
of the path into intermediate system states is required, which again incurs significant computa-

tional cost.

While the methods described thus far rely on samples drawn from equilibrium distributions at
each state, the Jarzynski equality”’ provides an alternative framework by establishing a connec-
tion between the nonequilibrium work required to drive the system from one equilibrium state
to another and the corresponding difference in equilibrium free energies. The escorted Jarzynski
equality improves convergence by introducing a control term that guides configurations along the
switching process, reducing dissipation.!® However, similar to the challenge faced in TFEP, the

efficiency of the method depends critically on identifying a suitable transformation.
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Recent work has taken advantage of the flexibility of generative machine learning models in
approximating high-dimensional distributions to enhance free energy estimations. In the context

H-17"and continuous

of TFEP, learnable invertible maps have been implemented using discrete
normalizing flows.'3!® Neural approaches for thermodynamic integration using diffusion mod-
els?? have been proposed,’' however, they suffer from a heavy reliance on problem-specific pre-
conditioning.?!"?> Most recently, nonequilibrium formulations were developed employing neural
network-based strategies to improve convergence of the escorted Jarzynski equality through a
learnable control term, introduced as Free energy Estimators with Adaptive Transport (FEAT).??

All these approaches have shown promise for efficient free energy estimation, yet it remains
unclear which method provides the best trade-off between data efficiency, accuracy, and scalability
for a given application.?® This is particularly true for challenging condensed-phase systems, which
are less explored compared to molecular systems, as they require large system sizes to achieve
thermodynamic convergence as well as a careful treatment of periodic boundary conditions.

In this work, we systematically compare free energy estimation frameworks based on genera-
tive models, focusing on crystalline systems subject to periodic boundary conditions. We bench-
mark both discrete and continuous flow models combined with the TFEP estimator and FEAT
together with the escorted Jarzynski equality. We assess efficiency in training and inference, accu-
racy of free energy estimates, data requirements, and scalability for two condensed phase systems
using monoatomic water (mW)2* and Lennard-Jones (LJ) potentials. For both systems, we eval-
uate absolute and relative free energies for different crystalline phases, cubic/hexagonal mW ice

and face-centred cubic (FCC)/hexagonal closed-packed (HCP) LJ, and explore different system

sizes.

II. PROBABILISTIC MODELS FOR FREE ENERGY ESTIMATES

The free energy of a system is directly related to its partition function. Within the canonical
(NVT) ensemble, with fixed number of particles N, temperature 7', and volume V, the equilibrium

distribution is given by the Boltzmann distribution'-?>

p(x) = ; (1

where u(x) = BU(x) is the reduced potential with the potential energy U(x) of configuration

x € R3M, Boltzmann’s constant kg and B = 1/kgT. From the configurational partition function,
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Z=/ e "X dx, the configurational contribution to the Helmholtz free energy F is defined as
F=—kgTlnZ . 2)

The free energy further includes a momentum contribution, which can be evaluated analytically.!
All absolute free energies reported in the current study include the momentum contribution.

As the partition function cannot be expressed as an ensemble average, it cannot be obtained
from molecular dynamics (MD) or Monte Carlo (MC) simulations directly. A more accessi-
ble quantity is the difference in free energy between two states A and B, AF,p, which can be
estimated using a variety of methods. For absolute free energies, a reference state A with a
tractable partition function and, correspondingly, computable free energy F4 can be chosen, such

that Fg = F4 + AFp. For crystalline phase, the Einstein crystal®®

is a commonly used reference
system which consists of N independent harmonic oscillators coupled to a reference lattice. Since
the displacements from the reference lattice follow a Gaussian distribution with a defined mean
and variance, independent samples can directly be drawn from this reference distribution. In the
following, we first review classical free energy estimators and how recent neural network-based

probabilistic models can be applied in this context, and then discuss practical training schemes for

the different models.

A. Free Energy Estimators

A broad class of estimators is based on FEP,* an importance-sampling-based estimator where

samples from one state’s equilibrium distribution is evaluated in both potentials

AFyp = —kgT InEyp, {exp(— (up(x) — uA(x))>] . 3)

While FEP has the advantage of only requiring samples from one of the two states, it shows high
variance when the two states have limited overlap (Fig. 1(a)), which is especially problematic in
high-dimensional systems. To reduce variance, BAR? extends FEP to provide a minimum-variance
estimator using samples from both states, though it still requires sufficient overlap between the two
distributions. MBAR® further addresses this limitation by introducing multiple intermediate states,
improving convergence at the cost of increased computational expense, illustrated in Fig. 1(b).
Alternatively, the problem can be approached by constructing a bridge between the two distri-

butions and leveraging similar importance-sampling-based estimators over the bridge to compute
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FIG. 1. Overview of free energy estimation methods. p4 and pp denote the equilibrium distributions
of two systems A and B. (a) Free energy perturbation (FEP) fails when two systems have no overlap.
(b) Multi-staged approaches interpolate between p, and pp through a sequence of mutually overlapping
intermediate distributions p; (MBAR, TI). (c) and (d) Learned FEP constructs an invertible map f to bridge
the two non-overlapping distributions. Discrete flows learn a conditioner C® parameterizing a bijecting
function, whereas continuous flows learn a time-dependent transport vector field v9. (e) Jarzynski equality
utilizes the work along stochastic nonequilibrium trajectories with a time-dependent potential energy U;. (f)
Escorted Jarzynski equality introduces an additional control term b, to minimize the dissipation along the

nonequilibrium trajectories and, in FEAT, both the score s,d) = Vuf’ and control term b? can be learned.

free energy differences. Different realizations of this bridge lead to different free energy estima-
tors.

One way to realize this bridge has been proposed in targeted FEP’ where an invertible and
deterministic map f : R* — R3V is introduced that transforms samples x from a distribution p4
to X' = f(x) with X' ~ pu/, and where py has increased overlap with the target distribution pg

(Fig. 1(c) and (d)). The probability of the transformed sample is given by the change-of-variable

formula
af(x
par(x) = pa(x) det% , 4)
X
and the corresponding free energy difference is calculated through importance weights with
df(x
AFyp = —kpTInEyxp, [exp(—(ug(f(x)) —ug(X) —In|det gi ) |))} . 5)

Defining a suitable map f by hand is, however, a non-trivial task. As discussed in the following
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section, the map can be naturally realized via normalizing flows,>”-?3

neural-network based bijec-
tions between probability distributions, which was first proposed in the framework of learned free
energy perturbation (LFEP).!!

By including concepts from nonequilibrium thermodynamics, the bridge can further be defined
using stochastic processes. The Jarzynski equality” relates the nonequilibrium work W to the

equilibrium free energy difference

1
AFAB:—kBTlnEﬁ[eXp(—w)] , w:/o oiuy (%, )dt (6)

where w = BW denotes the reduced nonequilibrium work accumulated along the path with the
time-dependent reduced potential u; = BU; with ug = us and u; = up, and P is the path measure

of the solution of the overdamped Langevin equation
) —
dx, = —62VU,(x;)dr +V20,dB;, Xo~ pa . (7)

B; is the Brownian motion where the arrow indicates the forward direction, and o; > 0 is related
to the diffusion coefficient. The Jarzynski equality can also be understood as an importance-
sampling-based approach over path space and to reduce variance, samples from forward and back-
ward paths can be used, Fig. 1(e). The corresponding, more general relationship is provided by

Crooks fluctuation theorem??

dP

ﬁ =exp(—w+ BAFsp) (8)

where F denotes the path measure of the backward stochastic process. It is worth noting that
Crooks fluctuation theorem also provides an additional way to calculate the work by directly eval-
uating the Radon-Nikodym derivative (RND) in the path space, d(ﬁ / dﬁ_zz

In practice, the stochastic processes considered in the Jarzynski equality can result in large
dissipation, an issue which can be mitigated by introducing an additional control term b,'° in the

corresponding stochastic differential equation (SDE)
dx, = —G2VU, (%, )dt + by (x,)dr + V20,dB,, X0~ pa - )
This yields the escorted Jarzynski equality
AF g = —kBTlnIEE@ lexp(—w)] (10)
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P

the reduced generalized work

where P” denotes the path measure of the stochastic process with additional b, Fig. 1(f), and w is

W= /01 (Drae () + be(xe) - Vit (%) + V- by (x))dr (11)

Note that this equation holds for any o; > 0.

Recently, Crooks fluctuation theorem was generalized in this setting by introducing the addi-

tional control term in both the forward and backward stochastic processes’?-3!
%
i _
= =exp(—w+ BAFsp) (12)
dp

<_
where P’ denotes the path measure of the backward SDE with additional b,
dx, = G2VU, (%, )dt + by (x,)dr +V26,dB,, X1~ pp . (13)

Similar to Eq. (8), Eq. (12) allows us to view the escorted Jarzynski equality as an importance-
sampling-based approach in path space, and to compute w directly from the path RND.??> As for
TFEP, defining suitable u; and b; by hand is a challenging task. However, parameterizing them
as neural networks provides a flexible and expressive framework for learning nonequilibrium free
energy estimators, which is realized in FEAT.??

The extra control term b, enables the distribution of the samples along the transport to better
align with the adiabatic path between uy and up. In the limit of no dissipation, the transport
is fully adiabatic and the system stays in equilibrium along the entire path. This is utilized in
thermodynamic integration

AF = /O By AU (14)

where obtaining the energy interpolant U; and samples x ~ p; can be made more efficient with

neural network parameterized transport models, known as Neural TL?!32

B. Training and Inference Strategies for Neural Free Energy Estimators

The neural free energy estimators based on generative ML models assessed within this work,
discrete and continuous normalizing flows together with TFEP and FEAT together with escorted
Jarzynski, differ in their training objectives and associated free energy evaluations. While discrete

normalizing flows can be trained having access only to samples from the prior distribution and the
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unnormalized density of the target (energy-based training), both CNFs and FEAT require samples
from the prior and target distribution. The corresponding training objectives are discussed below,
where trainable quantities are indicated by superscripts 6 and ¢.

a. Discrete normalizing flows. Discrete normalizing flows are commonly implemented

based on coupling layers,333

which partition the input into two channels x = (xq,Xg). One
channel is transformed by a bijector g according to x}, = g(x4 | C? (xg)), where the parameters
of g are produced by a conditioner C® acting on the other channel. This construction yields a
Jacobian that is analytically expressible in terms of the bijector parameters, and whose triangular
structure allows its determinant to be computed easily. The full transformation is a composition
of K coupling layers f®(x) = gg_; o---ogq with changing partitioning of the channels. The exact
and extremely efficient density estimation enables to train discrete normalizing flows by minimiz-
ing the reverse Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between the generated distribution pg and the

target distribution p g!135

6
Zeverse KL(G) - DKL(pGHPB) o< IEXNpA [_MA(X> - ln’det f ( ) | +u ( (X)) ) (15)

where the generated samples X' = f9(x) are distributed according to X' ~ pg. In TFEP, the
ideal mapping is given if the generated distribution is equal to the target distribution, that is
Dx1.(pellps) =0, and AF,p provides a lower bound to the loss function in Eq. (15), correspond-
ingly. In our simulations, the prior distribution p, is represented by the Einstein crystal,’® and
samples X ~ p4 are readily available from the corresponding Gaussian distribution. Crucially, no
samples of the target distribution are required for reverse KL training. To evaluate Eq. (15), only
the energy of the generated sample in the target potential, ug(x’), is required as well as the deter-
minant of the Jacobian of f®. After training, the TFEP estimator in Eq. (5) can directly be used
together with the learned invertible mapping f¢ to estimate free energy difference AFyp.

b. Continuous normalizing flows. Similarly, the TFEP bridge can be formulated as an ordi-
nary differential equation (ODE)>® with a learnable time-dependent vector field v? : R*N x [0,1] —
R3VN from state A to B, Fig. 1(d). In contrast to coupling flows, evaluating the density induced by
continuous normalizing flows (CNFs) is computationally expensive, as it requires integrating an
ODE and, in particular, computing the divergence of the vector field. This cost prevents CNFs
from being efficiently trained via reverse KL minimization. Instead, learning the vector field of
the corresponding ODE connecting samples from the prior and target distributions can be achieved

with the conditional flow matching (CFM)?® objective which requires access to samples from both

9



states A and B, but no density evaluation. While samples from the Gaussian prior p4 are directly
available, uncorrelated samples from the target distribution pp need to be generated with MD or

MC simulations. The corresponding loss function is

Zemm(0) = E(x, xp)~minz (0,1) [\Vf) (%) — Xrﬂ , (16)

where x; is given by an interpolant function x; = I; (X4, Xp) = 04X4 + B;Xp with boundary conditions
op=1,a =0and By =0,B; =1, and @ € I1(p4, pp) denotes a coupling of the two distributions
with marginals p4 and pg. A common choice for /; is a linear interpolation I, = (1 —t)x4 +1xp, and
common couplings include independent samples, X4 ~ p, and Xp ~ pp, or the optimal transport
(OT) plan of (x4,Xp)-pairs.>” X, = 9;x; = (x4 + BiXp) is the time derivative of the interpolant
function. After training, the instantaneous change-of-variable formula with v,6 can be applied to
estimate free energy differences by integrating the ODE to generate samples x; and evaluating the

divergence V - v (x;) according to '8¢

1
AFyp = —kgT InEx -, [exp(—(uB(xl)—uA(xo)—/o VP (x)dr)] . (17)

The exact computation of the divergence quickly becomes prohibitively expensive, requiring
approximations such as the Hutchinson’s estimator.>®*° For condensed phase systems with pe-
riodic boundary conditions, the distributions do not lie on the Euclidian manifold but on 3N-
dimensional tori and the interpolant as well as divergence in Eq. (17) need to be computed corre-
spondingly.*

c. Escorted Jarzynski equality with FEAT.  The escorted Jarzynski estimator requires to eval-
uate a time-dependent potential energy function u; and control term b;. One way to realize this is
to predefine a fixed energy interpolant u, while learning the control term b, to reduce the mismatch
between the distribution of transported data x; and the energy u;.’%31*! However, this training
strategy can suffer from low efficiency*? and its stability strongly depends on the chosen energy
interpolation.*3 By contrast, FEAT?? learns both the time-dependent energy u; (in the form of the
score s; = Vu;) and the control term b, directly from the data. Known as the stochastic interpolant
objective,** FEAT does not require to simulate trajectories during training improving scalability.

¢

The loss functions for the control term »? and score sy are given by CFM and denoising score

matching (DSM),* respectively

Zerm(0) = E(x, xp)~min (0,1),6~ 4 (0,1d) [|bz9 (xr) — Xz\z} (18)

Zosm(9) = E(x, xp)~m.i~% (0,1),6~.4(0,1d) [|St¢ (xr) — %_18|2] : (19)
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where X, = I; (X4, Xp, €) = X, + BiXp + 7€, with boundary conditions ap = 1,0, =0, By =0, 81 =
1, and % = 71 =0, and X; = J;x; is the corresponding time derivative. The total loss function is
given by the sum of these two parts, Zxear(0,9) = Zepm(0) + ZLosm(9).

If one of the distributions is Gaussian (as is the case for our Einstein crystal prior distribution
pa) and the coupling 7 in Egs. (18) and (19) leaves the distributions independent, i.e., T = ps Q pp,
the score function and the control term are analytically related (see SI for details).** Consequently,
in our experiments we only learn the control term bte , and compute the corresponding score func-
tion analytically. Additionally, in this setting, the auxiliary random variable € can be absorbed
into the Gaussian component of the prior distribution, allowing us to use the same interpolant,
x; = I;(X4,Xp) = 4X4 + BiXp, as in the CNF case.

After learning the control term b? (and deriving the corresponding score s; from it), the free
energy difference can be estimated with the escorted Jarzynski equality in Eq. (10) by generating
samples with the forward SDE in Eq. (9) and evaluating the reduced work w along the correspond-
ing trajectories. However, the work defined in Eq. (11) requires computing a computationally
expensive divergence and learning the energy function (instead of the score), which is a more dif-
ficult training task. Instead, we calculate the work with Crooks fluctuation theorem generalized to

the escorted case (Eq. (12)) with

— I % 1 BAEp (20)

—lan(Xl)—i—R—i—ﬁAFAB Q1)
Pa(Xo)

— up(x1) — up(X0) + R+ B(Fs — Fg) + BAFsz (22)

=up(x1) —ua(xo) +R (23)

1.30.46,47

where R is the forward-backward path integral, which can be calculated with Itd’s integral

S|

_ /O (B0 (x)— 075! (x) - 4% + / (B9 (%) + 07sf (x,)) - d%]
13

||

2 Jo 207

The arrows over X, indicate [t6’s forward or backward integral, respectively. This is equivalent to

(Ilbf(xt)JrGtsz (%) > = [1Bf (%) — 075! (x)[[P)de . (24)

the work calculated by Eq. (11) if the learned score perfectly matches the gradient in the two states,
sg =Vuy and s‘f = Vup, respectively. Numerically, the forward and backward SDEs are integrated
using the Euler-Maruyama (EM) method and Eq. (24) is discretized into a sum of log-density of

Gaussian kernels (see SI for details).
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C. One-sided vs. Two-sided Estimators

If during inference samples from both distributions, the prior p4 and target pp, are available,
the accuracy of the free energy calculation can be improved by constructing a minimum-variance
estimator following the BAR principle.’> Taking FEAT as an example, one can not only simulate
the forward SDE (Eq. (9)) and compute the work along the forward trajectories, but also simulate
the corresponding backward SDE (Eq. (13)) and compute the work along the backward trajectories
using the path RND in Eq. (23). For clarity, we denote by w(X) and w(X) the work associated
with the forward and backward trajectories X ~ ﬁb and X ~ Fb , respectively. The correspond-

ing free energy estimator is

Ee 4, [0(—7(%)+c)]

AFAB = kBTln EYNﬁb [(p (1717(?) — c)]

+c (25)

—1. . : . . . :
where @(x) = (1+exp(x))  is the Fermi function and c is an arbitrary constant, with the optimal
choice given by ¢ = AF4p. In practice, the numerator and denominator are estimated with the same
number of forward and backward trajectory samples, and the constant ¢ is randomly initialized and

iteratively updated using the current estimate of AFyp until convergence where ¢ ~ AFyp.

III. FREE ENERGIES OF CONDENSED PHASE SYSTEMS
A. Experiments

We assess the performance of the generative models for free energy estimation discussed in
the previous section on representative condensed-phase systems and evaluate their accuracy and
efficiency for free energy evaluations. As benchmark systems, we employ Lennard-Jones solids
of varying sizes in the FCC and HCP crystalline structures, as well as the mW water model,?*
for which we consider both the hexagonal and cubic ice phases. All simulations are performed at
constant volume and temperature, details regarding the systems are given in the SI. To enable a fair
comparison, we represent the learnable components of all three approaches in a unified manner.

We employ graph neural networks (GNNs),*

as they provide a natural and effective representa-
tion for condensed-phase systems, to model the vector field (CNFs), the conditioning variables
(coupling flows), as well as the control term and score in FEAT (see Fig. 2). Although a wide va-

riety of advanced GNN architectures exists, training and evaluating the proposed models requires
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FIG. 2. Overview of the featurization used for the different models. In all cases, a GNN encodes
environment-dependent information by aggregating data from each particle’s neighborhood. For coupling
flows, this information defines the bijector function through the conditioner. For CNFs, it determines the

vector field, and for FEAT the control term and score.

a large number of model evaluations. We therefore use simple equivariant parameterizations**->°

for training CNFs and FEAT, and a non-equivariant but structurally similar GNN for the coupling
flows. While CNFs can be formulated directly on the appropriate manifold to naturally incorpo-
rate periodic boundary conditions,’! for coupling flows and FEAT we instead model the particle
displacements from the equilibrium lattice.'® In all cases, the prior distribution is represented by

an Einstein crystal (see SI for details).26

To evaluate the computational efficiency of the different approaches, we analyze their perfor-
mance as a function of the computational budget, measured by the number of target energy eval-
uations required for model training and free energy estimation. The continuous models (FEAT
and CNFs) rely on samples from the target distribution for training and are therefore optimized
using data-driven objectives (see Egs. (16), (18) and (19)). For these models, the training budget
is controlled by limiting the number of target-distribution samples. In contrast, the discrete-time
coupling flows are trained using an energy-based objective (see Eq. (15)) which does not require
pre-generated target samples. For the coupling flows, the training budget is regulated by restricting
the number of training steps, and thus the total number of energy evaluations. To systematically
explore performance, we define three budget levels for both training and inference. The low,
medium, and high training budgets correspond to 10°, 10*, and 10° samples from the target dis-

tributions. This is equivalent to 10%, 107, and 10® energy evaluations of the target potential for
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energy-based training, as generating training data using MD requires around 1,000 steps to decor-
relate consecutive samples. For inference, the budgets are defined by 10%, 103, and 10* samples
for computing the final free energy estimates.

In Fig. 3(a), the performance of the three approaches is compared for free energy estimation
across three monatomic water systems, corresponding to cubic (64 and 216 particles) and hexago-
nal ice (216 particles). For the flow-based models, free energies were obtained using the TFEP es-
timator (Egs. (5) and (17)), while for FEAT we use both the one- and two-sided escorted Jarzynski
equality (Eqgs. (10) and (25)). With high training and evaluation budgets (bottom row in Fig. 3(a)),
all three models show excellent agreement with the reference absolute free energies, with devia-
tions from the reference values significantly smaller than 10~3kgT per particle for both small and
large systems (relative errors < 4-107>). For the cubic systems, both flow-based models already
reach this level of accuracy with as few as 100 inference samples, whereas FEAT requires slightly
more samples, although the two-sided estimator improves upon the one-sided version. It should
be kept in mind, though, that the two-sided estimator requires additional uncorrelated samples
from the target distribution during inference, incurring an additional cost of 1,000 energy evalu-
ations per sample. The high performance of the flow models in the high training-budget regime
is also reflected in the effective sample sizes (ESS)2 (see SI for a definition) shown in Tab. L
The flow-based models achieve more than 60% ESS for the 64-particle systems and over 15% for
the 216-particle systems. Despite providing accurate free energy estimates, FEAT reaches only a
few percent ESS for the large systems, which is however expected by design (see SI for a further
comparison between FEAT and CNFs). Curiously, the CNF results for the 216-particle hexagonal
ice are somewhat worse than for the cubic phase which remains to be resolved.

In the regime of medium training budget (middle row in Fig. 3(a)), corresponding to 107 en-
ergy evaluations or 10* training samples, CNFs and FEAT largely maintain their performance in
terms of both bias and variance. The coupling flows are more strongly affected, which becomes
particularly apparent when only 100 inference samples are used, leading to increased bias and
variance. However, increasing the number of inference samples still yields highly accurate free
energy estimates, comparable to those of the continuous models, except for the hexagonal 216-
particle system, where a larger variance persists. These observations are also consistent with the
ESS in Tab. I, which stays almost constant for FEAT and CNFs but dramatically decreases for the
coupling flows.

The low training budget (top row in Fig. 3(a)) is clearly too small for the coupling flows and
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FIG. 3. Error in the absolute free energies for (a) cubic and hexagonal mW ice and (b) FCC and HCP LJ

as obtained from TFEP using coupling flows and continuous flows, and from escorted Jarzynski equality

using FEAT. Uncertainties were obtained by evaluating three independently trained models once each.
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they perform poorly, especially for the larger systems. Even with a high inference budget of 10*
samples, they fail to recover the correct mean and exhibit very large variances. Interestingly, the
continuous models remain capable of producing highly accurate free energy estimates, with one-
sided FEAT performing well provided that a sufficient number of inference samples is used. CNFs
consistently show strong performance across all settings, although for the hexagonal 216-particle
system, a larger number of inference samples is required to sufficiently reduce the variance. Here,
coupling flows do not even reach one percent ESS, while CNFs and FEAT show only a slight

decrease in ESS, see Tab. 1.

Fig. 3(b) shows the corresponding results for three LJ systems: FCC structures with 180 and
256 particles, and HCP with 180 particles. Similar to the findings for the mW system, coupling
flows and FEAT achieve excellent agreement with reference calculations at high training and infer-
ence budgets. For the coupling flows, performance is slightly worse for fewer inference samples
compared to the mW systems but provides very good results with at least 1,000 samples. As be-
fore, one-sided FEAT requires more inference samples, whereas the two-sided version converges
at 1,000 samples. Interestingly, CNFs perform significantly worse for the LJ structures compared
to the mW systems even at high training budgets: using 100 inference samples, CNFs show large
deviations in the mean and high variance. Increasing the number of inference samples improves
accuracy, although variance remains higher than in the corresponding mW case. Similar to mW,
the performance of CNFs and FEAT at lower training budgets largely resembles that at high bud-
gets, though one-sided FEAT requires more evaluation samples under these conditions. Coupling
flows, however, degrade substantially at lower training budgets, becoming unreliable already at
medium training levels. The poorer performance of the flow models is also reflected in the ESS
(Tab. I). While FEAT achieves even higher ESS on the 180-particle LJ systems compared to the
216-particle mW systems, both continuous and discrete flow models lose substantial performance

and now exhibit ESS values similar to FEAT.

Besides the evaluation of absolute free energies, a primary objective is the prediction of the rel-
ative stability of different phases which is given by their free energy difference. This is particularly
challenging for the discussed systems, as their free energy differences are extremely small with
BAF /N = 0.0074 and 0.0053 for mW cubic-hexagonal and LJ FCC-HCP phases, respectively.
The corresponding results are summarized in Fig. 4 for 216-particle mW and 180-particle LJ sys-

tems. Similar to our observations for absolute free energies, for the mW system (Fig. 4(a)), all
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methods accurately reproduce the reference results with extremely small error bars when trained
with a high training budget (right graph) and evaluated with a large number of inference samples.
At medium (middle graph) and low (left graph) training budgets, FEAT and CNFs still provide
very good estimates, provided enough inference samples are used. Coupling flows deteriorate at
lower training budgets: they are marginally usable at medium training budgets when evaluated
with many inference samples, but unreliable at low training budgets (values not shown in the left
graph of Fig. 4(a)). For the LJ systems (Fig. 4(b)), both one- and two-sided FEAT remain highly
accurate in predicting free energy difference even at low training budgets, provided the inference
budget is large. At medium training budgets, CNFs perform similarly poorly as coupling flows,
and while they improve at low training budgets, their variance remains very large, consistent with

the trends observed in the absolute free energy calculations.

B. Discussion

While all three approaches are capable to accurately estimate absolute free energies for our
benchmark systems, they do behave differently during training and inference, regarding the scala-

bility with system size, and the transferability between different types of systems.
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TABLE 1. Effective sampling size in % evaluated using 10* inference samples for cubic and hexagonal ice

in the mW potential, and for FCC and HCP structures in the Lennard-Jones potential.

mW systems

Low train. budget Medium train. budget High train. budget

Cub64 Cub216 Hex216 | Cub64 Cub216 Hex216 | Cub64 Cub216 Hex216

Coupling | 0.6(4) 0.02) 0.1(6) | 1222) 1.05) 0.54) | 64.7(7) 17.52) 15.3(1)
CNF 54.1(4) 16.8(7) 2.6(2) | 70.2(2) 18.7(1) 4.6(3) | 70.92) 19.6(1) 3.1(2)
FEAT (fwd) | 6.8(2) 2.0(5) 1.0Q2) | 1722) 1.6(6) 13(5) | 183@) 2.1 1.303)

FEAT (bwd) | 9.3(2) 0.8(3) 1.04) | 19.13) 1.6(7) 09(5) | 19.03) 1.3(3) 1.3(6)

LJ systems

Low train. budget Medium train. budget High train. budget

FCC180 FCC256 HCP180|FCC180 FCC256 HCP180 | FCC180 FCC256 HCP180

Coupling 0.13) 0.0(7) 0.0(8) | 03(2) 0.1(1) 0.1Q1) | 2.6(1) 2.76) 2.8(2)
CNF 0.5(3) 1.32)  0.3(5) | 0.7(8) 3.1(5) 0.6(4) | 0.6(3) 4.0(7) 0.903)
FEAT (fwd) | 1.4(6) 0.5(2) 2.2(9) 1.9(1) 0.7(1) 25(2) | 25(8) 05(1) 2.4Q1)

FEAT (bwd) | 2.4(3) 12(3) 2.6(2) | 22(10) 1.0¢5) 22(1) | 2.1(8) 0.9(4) 2.4(2)

Remarkably, CNFs and FEAT achieve very good results even with only 1,000 training samples,
which is less than typically needed for MBAR calculations.'>* Considering that in addition to
the two end-states, MBAR requires the generation of samples for intermediate states, these mod-
els can significantly improve the computational efficiency of free energy estimates. The poorer
performance of coupling flows at low training budgets likely stems from the limited number of
gradient updates allowed by the energy-based training procedure. Replacing energy-based with
data-based training using samples from the target distribution would remove this limit on the num-
ber of training steps but, in practice, this approach is prone to overfitting in the low-data regime.
Continuous flows and FEAT are less affected by this limitation because their training objectives
using data from prior and target states continuously generates new samples from the easily sam-
pled Gaussian prior, creating new (X4,Xp)-pairs used for training. This assumption might not
hold anymore if these models were trained with a fixed number of samples from both the target

and prior distributions. If samples from the target are, however, not accessible with conventional
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sampling methods, energy-based training constitutes the only option, and recent approaches have
proposed to formulate continuous models utilizing only the unnormalized density of the target
samples.’*>* Nevertheless, energy-based training comes with several caveats. In particular, re-
verse KL minimization is known to be mode-seeking. Additionally, energy-based approaches
often incur additional computational cost from backpropagating gradients through the simulation
trajectories. In this scenario, with the chosen model architectures, the computational cost for train-
ing is highest for the CNFs, medium for FEAT, and less expensive for discrete coupling flows. A
rigorous comparison is, however, difficult as it depends on the details of the architecture and hy-
perparameters.

Although coupling flows require longer training and more energy evaluations, they provide a
practical advantage during inference through direct density evaluation. Estimating the free energy
difference using 10,000 samples for the larger systems studied in this work takes less than one
minute on a single NVIDIA A5000. In contrast, FEAT requires approximately 30 minutes, while
CNFs take around 5 hours even when using the Hutchinson’s trace approximation. This advan-
tage becomes especially significant for size-transferable models,'® where generating samples for
systems with more than a thousand atoms can become very expensive with continuous models. In
such cases, coupling flows can effectively amortize the cost of the energy evaluations needed for
training. Furthermore, while the evaluation of the exact Jacobian is analytical and, therefore, fast
in coupling flows and not needed in FEAT, it becomes prohibitively expensive for larger system
sizes with CNFs. While in this work we found that Hutchinson’s trace approximation appears to
be sufficiently accurate, addressing this issue more generally remains an active area of research
and is not yet entirely practical.”>>’

For the systems investigated within this work, inference using one-sided estimators is generally
sufficient, although more inference samples are required compared to a two-sided estimation as
shown for FEAT. However, generating additional samples from the target for two-sided evaluations
is costly in itself as every sample is roughly 1,000 times more expensive due to decorrelation in
the MD sampling. Therefore, it can often be more efficient to increase the number of inference
samples in the one-sided estimator instead of simulating samples from the target to be used in the
two-sided estimator. Nevertheless, we note that for more challenging problems where the models
exhibit poorer performance, two-sided estimators may still be required to obtain accurate results.

Scalability with system size is essential to reduce finite-size effects in condensed phase systems

and can be a critical issue in generative models. In addition, the probability density is an extensive
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quantity, meaning a tighter per-atom convergence is needed to achieve comparable accuracy in
total system quantities, as, for example, measured by the ESS. Already for the different system
sizes investigated here, we see a clear decrease in performance for the different models for larger
systems. Training models for larger systems becomes computationally expensive and convergence
is much slower, such that for systems with more than a few hundred particles, these models are not
yet fully applicable. Some of us have recently proposed a size-transferable architecture based on
augmented coupling layers that can be trained in small systems while inference with the trained
model can be performed on much larger system sizes.!> By representing the local environment
around each particle with a GNN, similar ideas should hold for continuous models and it remains
to be seen how well size-transferable models perform in these cases. While training costs and
convergence is greatly improved in the small systems, inference must still be run with the entire
large system. Here, CNF and FEAT like models might still be computationally challenging as

inference costs scale with the number of integration steps.

To fully amortize the training costs and make these models attractive for widespread applica-
tions, transferability not only in size but also between different systems would be desirable. One
way to approach this is conditional training on atom types or external parameters.'>%° Another
idea is to train a general model and guide the generation of samples with specific properties during
inference."-%! Here, energy-based training has the advantage that samples under any condition can
be evaluated whereas data-based training requires to have samples available over the full range of

conditioning parameters.

It is also worth noting that, when comparing FEAT with deterministic mappings such as CNFs
and coupling flows, the quality of the learned transport is not directly reflected by the ESS, as
the importance sampling of the two approaches is performed in fundamentally different spaces.
Deterministic mappings operate in the target (marginal) space, whereas FEAT performs impor-
tance sampling over the path space of the underlying stochastic differential equation. As a result,
even for comparable transport quality, FEAT typically yields a lower ESS than CNFs or discrete
coupling flows due to the data processing inequality, leading to higher estimator variance. In con-
trast, although CNFs often achieve higher ESS, this comes at the cost of increased computational
overhead from evaluating the divergence term in the instantaneous change-of-variables formula,
as well as a bias introduced by time discretization of the ODE and approximation of the Jacobian
trace using Hutchinson’s approximation. In fact, these errors can also bias the estimate of the ESS

itself. This can, for example, be seen for the FCC LJ system with N = 256, where CNF exhibit
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worse free energy estimates than FEAT despite higher ESS. We provide a more detailed discussion
of the trade-offs between variance, bias, and computational cost for FEAT and CNF in the SI.
While discrete and continuous models both have their advantages and disadvantages, the gen-
erally higher expressiveness of continuous architectures is likely to become important for more
complex condensed phase systems, such as liquids or amorphous phases. Improving their perfor-

mance during inference for large-scale systems will thus be a crucial step in their applicability.

IV. CONCLUSION

Overall, our results highlight the strengths of combining generative machine learning ap-
proaches with concepts from statistical mechanics for free energy estimations in condensed-phase
systems. In the limit of large data or high energy evaluation budgets, all three investigated methods
provide highly accurate absolute free energies as well as free energy differences between different
crystalline phases. While the continuous models outperform the discrete coupling flows for small
training budgets, inference times might still be slow and become a bottleneck for large system
sizes. Making these models size- and system-transferable will be decisive to establish them as

preferable alternatives to traditional free energy estimators.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The supplementary material contains details regarding the setup of the materials systems, the
architecture of the machine learning models, a detailed discussion regarding the effective sampling
size in CNFs and FEAT, the connection between the control term and score in FEAT, as well as

details on the discretization of the path RND.
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
A. SYSTEMS
A.1. Lennard-Jones

The pairwise LJ potential is given by?>

wor=se[(2)"-(2)]

where r is the two-particle distance. € and o define the characteristic length and energy scales,
respectively. A cutoff radius rqy, is typically employed and the potential is shifted to be continuous

at the cutoff. This results in the following interaction potential:

M(")_u(rcut) if r < Icut,
Ucur(r) = (82)
0 else.
To simplify comparisons between different systems, reduced units based on € and ¢ are commonly

used, and quantities in these units are typically denoted by an asterisk. Cutoffs of ry = 2.7 (FCC
with N = 256) and r¢y = 2.2* (FCC and HCP with N = 180) were employed.

A.2. Monoatomic water

Monoatomic water (mW)>* is based on the Stillinger-Weber potential®> which features two-
body (¢,) and three-body (¢3) interactions, of which the latter enforce tetrahedral coordinations.

The total potential energy is given by

Usw(x) =YY o(dij) +23 Y. Y Y 03(dij di, Ojxc) (S3)
T i i jFik>)
with
o\4 c
0 (r) = Ae [3(7) - 1} exp (r_m) , (S4)
03(r,5,0) = Ae(cos O — cos By)* exp <I’1/(:lG> exp <S ZZG) ) (S5)

where d;; denotes a two-particle distance and 6, is the angle formed by the three atoms. All

parameters are fixed except for €, ¢, and A3, which are adjusted to model a specific system. Here,
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A3 sets the strength of the three-body interactions, while € and o define the characteristic energy
and length scales. The common constants are A = 7.049556277, B = 0.6022245584, a = 1.8,
0 =109.47°, and y = 1.2. For the monatomic water (mW) model, the tuned values are A = 23.15,
€ = 6.189 kcal/mol, and o = 2.3925 A. >

A.3. Computational settings

Cubic and hexagonal mW ice was modeled at T = 200K at a density of p = 1.004 gcm 3. The
LJ crystals were modeled at 7* =2.0 and p* = 1.28.

B. MODEL ARCHITECTURES
B.1. Prior distribution

The Gaussian prior distribution was chosen to be identical across all models, with zero mean
and a standard deviations of 0.2A for the mW systems and to 0.05 o for the LJ systems. To
represent the Einstein crystal, the displacements were added to the corresponding reference lattice

of the various structures.

B.2. Coupling flows

We rely on the augmented coupling flow architecture introduced in Ref. 12. Augmented flows
introduce auxiliary variables a € R*" and enable the splitting to be performed between physical
and auxiliary variables, which retains full three-dimensional coordinates within the physical and
auxiliary space. In our architecture, we model the displacements from the ideal crystal lattice L°

rather than absolute positions, and the joint prior distribution is defined as
q(x,2) = g(x) A (a:x,n°1) . (S6)
The position of each particle i is updated as

x; = g(xi | h’),

1
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where g is a bijector parametrized by the embedding h?. The particle embeddings are computed

using a graph neural network (GNN) composed of L layers, with updates at layer / given by
dij = sinusoidal([[ai + L?]pBC — [a]- —l—L{]pBC ]PBC;wd);
= 0c(h, b, dij),

ml = Z mfj,

=

(7

b = gy (b}, m)),
where .4; denotes the set of neighbors of particle i, and ¢, and ¢, are learnable functions. The
notation [|pgc indicates that sums and differences of vectors are to be taken with respect to the
periodic boundary conditions. The bijector g is implemented as rational quadratic splines.%* For
the maximum training budget of 10% energy evaluations, training took about three days on four
NVIDIA A5000 GPUs for the larger systems. Further details on the architecture as well hyperpa-

rameter choices can be found in Ref. 12. Reported free energy estimates and sampling efficiencies

were evaluated over the augmented space.

B.3. Continuous Normalizing Flow and FEAT

We adopt the equivariant graph neural network (EGNN) parameterization of Ref. 49 for the
vector field and adapt it to periodic boundary conditions.

The vector field operates on absolute positions as input, which lie on the flat torus manifold.
Stochastic interpolants were generalized to Riemannian Manifolds in Ref.51, which enables the
direct use of absolute positions for the CNF models. FEAT is, however, not formulated on arbitrary
manifolds, and, similar to the coupling flows, the displacements of the atoms from the ideal crystal
lattice are used, with the equilibrium lattice added onto them for the distance calculations in the
EGNN. More precisely, the states x4 and xp, and all x; are defined as the displacements for FEAT,
while the control term is calculated with the same EGNN as used in the CNFs by first converting
the displacements back into absolute positions by adding the equilibrium lattice, i.e., b%(,x;) =
EGNN(1, [x; +x%]ppc). We choose to use FEAT directly on displacements as we want to ensure
that the prior distribution corresponds to a simple Gaussian without PBC, so that the score can be
analytically derived from the learned vector field. Otherwise, both networks are identical.

The time ¢ is embedded with an exponential-frequency sinusoidal embedding y(z), which is

broadcast to every node. We concatenate additional sinusoidal features l//(x?q) computed from
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TABLE S1. Hyperparameters of the vector field parametrization used by the CNF and the FEAT estimator.

Number of message passing layers 10
Hidden layer width 32
Number of time embedding features 10
Number of distance expansion features 10
Number of equilibrium positions features 5
Total parameters ~ 80,000

the equilibrium position. The resulting node features are hY = [y(r), y(x;)]. The vector field
vg(t,x) is then modeled by a periodic EGNN with L message-passing layers, producing updated
coordinates {XiL}, and we return the tangent-space velocity as the displacement x — x°.

Concretely, at layer / we define the PBC displacement and distance

I 1l ! !
r;; = [X; —Xj]pBC dij = il (58)

and use a Gaussian smearing radial expansion p(dl.lj). In addition, we provide a scalar edge at-

tribute (diJQ)2 computed once from the initial configuration.

The layer updates implemented by the network are

zl; = 0. (bl bl p(d) i) (59)
m/= Y 1z, (S10)
JjeAN (i)
b/ = g, (In/m]), (s11)
111 _ I i) I
it =xi+ Y (2, (S12)
: jerndiTl /

where ¢, and ¢, are MLPs, and ¢, is an MLP ending in a single scalar output (applied per edge)
that scales the normalized displacement direction. Finally, the CNF vector field returned by the

dynamics model is the layer-wise coordinate change
ve(r,x") =xl —x. (S13)

Hyperparameters are listed in table S1.
Training for 10° steps takes between 15 and 30 hours on a single A5S000 GPU, depending on the

system size. For the CNF, generating samples and computing exact density change with the exact
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trace of the Jacobian becomes prohibitively expensive, due to its quadratic scaling. Hence, we
estimate the trace of the Jacobian with Hutchinson’s estimator.%>. While the divergence estimates
are unbiased, a noisy estimate of the density change will lead to a biased estimate for the free
energy difference. Hence, a rather large number of Hutchinson probes is needed, with each probe
costing one forward pass, which is still orders of magnitude faster than the exact evaluation of
the trace of the Jacobian. Additionally, a discretization error also incurs a bias in the free energy
difference. With 50 probes per step and 50 integration steps using rk4 (200 function evaluations),
the free energy estimate converged. It takes about half an hour on a single A5000 GPU to generate

1,000 samples for the biggest system.

For FEAT, we calculate the work using Eq. (S25). This formulation does not require the evalu-
ation of the trace of the Jacobian, and hence is much faster than CNF. We discretize the SDE with
500 steps, and it only takes 1-2 minutes to generate 1,000 samples for the biggest system. One
caveat for FEAT is that the score can becomes highly inaccurate for t = 0, 1. This does not influ-
ence the correctness of the estimator, but it can lead to lower ESS (higher variance of the work). In
our implementation, we therefore directly use the exact forces Vuy (xo) or Vug(x;) fort =0 or 1.
This will not increase the number of target energy evaluations, as we need to evaluate the energies
us(xo) and up(x;) anyway when calculating the work. The diffusion coefficient o; for the SDE is

set to 0.01 for all # when using A as the unit of length.

All CNF models were trained for 1M steps with a learning rate of 0.0001 and the schedule-
free implementation of the AdamW optimizer. 66 and 67 A batch size of 128 was used together
with mini-batch optimal transport reordering.?”-%%. Since the reordering is carried out by the CPU-
based data-loading pipeline and overlaps with GPU computation, it does not affect overall training
time. For FEAT, we train with Adam with a learning rate of 0.0001 and also keep an EMA with rate
0.999 following Ref. 22. As the analytical relation between score and control requires independent

pair between p4 and pp, we did not use any form of OT plan during training.

C. EFFECTIVE SAMPLING SIZE

The Kish effective sample size (ESS)>? provides a measure of the number of statistically inde-
pendent samples represented in a weighted ensemble. It accounts for the reduction in statistical

efficiency caused by unequal sample weights and is commonly used to assess the reliability of
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reweighted distributions. For a set of normalized weights {w;}, the Kish ESS is defined as

N2
M= s149)

which reduces to the total number of samples when all weights are equal and decreases as weight

heterogeneity increases.

D. DETAILED DISCUSSION ON TRADE-OFF BETWEEN FEAT AND CNF

Except for the LJ system with 180 particles, CNF consistently presents higher ESS than FEAT.
This behavior is, however, expected: FEAT effectively performs importance sampling over the
path space of the SDE, while CNF directly performs importance sampling in the target (marginal)
space. Let ﬁEFAT and ﬁS}VF denote the pushforward measures from A induced by the learned
transport in FEAT and CNEF, respectively. Assume that FEAT and CNF achieve the same quality
of transport, i.e., the f-divergence D[pLFAT || pg] = D/ [pSNF|| pp). In this case, the ESS of FEAT
is still lower than that of CNF, since Df[ﬁbﬂﬁb] > Dy[pRFAT || pg] = D [pSNT || ps). The first

inequality follows from the data processing inequality, since marginalization from path space to

the terminal distribution cannot increase the divergence.

However, while CNF presents higher ESS, this improvement does not come without a price.
First, CNF is extremely slow compared to FEAT due to the requirement of divergence calculation.
Even when using Hutchinson’s estimator and a small number of integration steps, CNF is still 10—
30x more expensive than FEAT in our experiments. Second, FEAT is asymptotically unbiased
even in the presence of discretization error. This is because the work defined in Eq. (S25) already
takes the discretization error into account and ensures that the entire estimator remains consistent.
A more formal proposition can be found in Proposition 3.3 of Ref. 22. In contrast, CNF is strictly
unbiased only in continuous time using the exact Jacobian trace, while in practice trace approxi-
mations and discretization errors introduce a bias that will not disappear by using more samples.
Therefore, in summary, FEAT and CNF can be viewed as a trade-off between variance and bias,

as well as computational efficiency.
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E. CONNECTION BETWEEN SCORE AND VECTOR FIELD

In this section, we derive the connection between score and vector field.** In our experiments,

we choose x;, = I, = (1 —1)Xq +rx;. Therefore, the optimal control term is given by

bl (x;) = E[x1|x;] — E[x0|x;] (S15)
1
= E[x;|x] — I—_t]E[x, — X1 |X/] (S16)
1
— :E[Xl IX;] — 1X__tt (317)

Assume xg ~ .#(0,vId) with v as the variance. In DSM, the optimal score is given by

tE[x) x| —x,

57 (%) = (=N (S18)
Therefore, we have
t(1—0)bf(x;) +1x; — X
1) = )(i(—lt))% — (S19)
tb;k(Xt) — Xy
I SV —— S20
(I—t)v (520)

F. ITO’S INTEGRAL AND PATH RND

For FEAT, we calculate the work defined in Eq. (23) using R given by Eq. (24). In this section,
we provide a detailed background and explanation on the calculation of the Itd’s Integral.
Consider a discretized trajectory [Xy,, - ,X;] as solution to the SDE in Eq. (9) (or a solution to

Eq. (13)). For a;(x;) with mild boundedness condition, the (forward) It6 integral is defined by

1 K-1
. (1_> :: 1‘ —_— 5 S21
/0 a;(x;) - dx; | g}ﬁg 0 ]gz) ay (X)) (ka+1 ka) (821)

where &2 = {0 =1y < --- < tx = 1} is the partition of the time horizon [0,1] and || 2| =
maxy (1 — t)-
Similarly, the backward Itd integral is defined by
K—1

1
/() ar(x¢) ‘dYt = lim Z Anyy (Xlk+1)(xlk+1 _th)7 (522)

[21—0 =

Note that the direction of the Itd’s integral does not depend on the direction of the SDE. The

backward It6 integral can be evaluated on a solution to forward SDE, while the forward integral

34



can also be evaluated on backward SDE’s solution. Therefore, R defined in Eq. (24) can be directly
applied to calculate the work associated with both forward and backward trajectories. 1If we only
simulate the forward SDE, calculate its work and estimate the free energy using the escorted
Jarzynski equality (Eq. (10)), we obtain the free-energy estimator which we call one-sided FEAT
in our experiments; if we simulate both forward and backward SDEs, calculate their work and
estimate the free energy using Eq. (25), we obtain the two-sided FEAT estimator in our experiment.

An alternative and more intuitive way to view the forward-backward stochastic integral is look-
ing at the discrete counterpart with the Euler-Maruyama (EM) method. We discretize the forward

and backward SDE using EM with {0 =1#) < --- <tg =1} and At = t3| — 1

p(Xlk+1 |th) = ‘/V(th-H |Xlk + bti (ka)At + Gtis(p (X[k)Al7 ZGz%At) (523)

Ik

P [Xe)) = A (X, Xy, — b (x4, ) A1 + G,isf; (X )AL,262A1) (S24)

then

Hllle p(xlk_l |X1‘k)

R=—In
K—1
k=0 p(Xl‘/ﬁq |Xl‘1<)

3 (S25)

with limmﬁolé = R. Eq. (S25) can be evaluated on any trajectory {xlk}kK:O’ independent of if the
trajectory is generated from the forward or backward SDE. In our experiments, we directly use
Eq. (S25) to calculate the work numerically.

With this expression, the one-sided FEAT estimator works as follows:
1. simulation. Starting from Xo ~ pa, we draw X;,, Xy, , -+ , X, —1 sequentially with Eq. (S23).;

2. work evaluation. Calculate work for each sample trajectory with w = upX; — usXo + R, R
calculated by Eq. (S25) which requires to evaluate both Eq. (S23) and Eq. (S24) along the

trajectories.

3. Free energy estimation. Estimate the free energy with the escorted Jarzynski equality in

Eq. (10).

The two-sided FEAT estimator also performs the simulation and work evaluation step for a forward

trajectory. In addition, it repeat the process for the backward process:

1. backward simulation. Starting from x| ~ pp, we draw X, |, Xz ,, -+ ,X,—0 sequentially

with Eq. (S24);
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2. backward work evaluation. Calculate work for each sample trajectory with w = ugx; —
usXo + R, R calculated by Eq. (S25) which requires the evaluation of both Eq. (S23) and
Eq. (S24) along the backward trajectories. Note that this expression does not change com-

pared to the forward simulation.

3. Free energy estimation. Estimate the free energy with the minimal-variance estimator in

Eq. (25) using both the work from the forward and backward trajectories.
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