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The task of sampling efficiently the Gibbs-Boltzmann distribution of disordered systems is im-
portant both for the theoretical understanding of these models and for the solution of practical
optimization problems. Unfortunately, this task is known to be hard, especially for spin glasses at
low temperatures. Recently, many attempts have been made to tackle the problem by mixing clas-
sical Monte Carlo schemes with newly devised Neural Networks that learn to propose smart moves.
In this article we introduce the Nearest-Neighbours Neural Network (4N) architecture, a physically-
interpretable deep architecture whose number of parameters scales linearly with the size of the
system and that can be applied to a large variety of topologies. We show that the 4N architecture
can accurately learn the Gibbs-Boltzmann distribution for the two-dimensional Edwards-Anderson
model, and specifically for some of its most difficult instances. In particular, it captures properties
such as the energy, the correlation function and the overlap probability distribution. Finally, we
show that the 4N performance increases with the number of layers, in a way that clearly connects to
the correlation length of the system, thus providing a simple and interpretable criterion to choose
the optimal depth.

INTRODUCTION

A central problem in many fields of science, from sta-
tistical physics to computer science and artificial intel-
ligence, is that of sampling from a complex probabil-
ity distribution over a large number of variables. More
specifically, a very common such probability is a Gibbs-
Boltzmann distribution. Given a set of N ≫ 1 random
variables σ = {σ1, · · · , σN}, such a distribution is writ-
ten in the form

PGB(σ) =
e−βH(σ)

Z(β)
. (1)

In statistical physics language, the normalization con-
stant Z(β) is called partition function, H(σ) is called the
Hamiltonian function and β = 1/T is the inverse temper-
ature, corresponding to a global rescaling of H(σ).

While Eq. (1) is simply a trivial definition, i.e.
H(σ) = − 1

β logPGB(σ)+const, the central idea of Gibbs-
Boltzmann distributions is that H(σ) is expanded as a
sum of ‘local’ interactions. For instance, in the special
case of binary (Ising) variables, σi ∈ {−1,+1}, one can
always write

H = −
∑
i

Hiσi−
∑
i<j

Jijσiσj−
∑

i<j<k

Jijkσiσjσk+· · · (2)

In many applications, like in physics (i.e. spin glasses),
inference (i.e. maximum entropy models) and artificial
intelligence (i.e. Boltzmann machines), the expansion in
Eq. (2) is truncated to the pairwise terms, thus neglecting
higher-order interactions. This leads to a Hamiltonian

H = −
∑
i

Hiσi −
∑
i<j

Jijσiσj (3)

parametrized by ‘local fields’ Hi and ‘pairwise couplings’
Jij . In physics applications such as spin glasses, these
are often chosen to be i.i.d. random variables, e.g.
Hi ∼ N (0, H2) and Jij ∼ N (0, J2/N). In Boltzmann
Machines, instead, the fields and couplings are learned
by maximizing the likelihood of a given training set.

In many cases, dealing with Eq. (1) analytically, e.g.
computing expectation values of quantities of interest, is
impossible, and one resorts to numerical computations.
A universal strategy is to use local Markov Chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) methods, which have the advantage of
being applicable to a wide range of different systems.
In these methods, one proposes a local move, typically
flipping a single spin, σi → −σi, and accepts or rejects
the move in such a way to guarantee that after many
iterations, the configuration σ is distributed according to
Eq. (1). Unfortunately, these methods are difficult (if not
altogether impossible) to apply in many hard-to-sample
problems and, in practice, they may end up taking a huge
amount of time. For instance, finding the ground state of
the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick model (a particular case of
sampling at T → 0) is known to be a NP-hard problem;
sampling a class of optimization problems is known to
take a time scaling exponentially with N . The training
of Boltzmann Machines is also known to suffer from this
kind of problems.

These inconveniences can be avoided by using system-
specific global algorithms that leverage properties of the
system under examination in order to gain a significant
speedup. Instead of flipping one spin at a time, these
methods are able to construct smart moves, which update
simultaneously a large number of spins. An example is
the Wolff algorithm [1] for the Ising model. Another class
of algorithms uses unphysical moves or extended variable
spaces, such as the Swap Monte Carlo for glass-forming
models of particles [2]. The downside of these algorithms
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is that they cannot generally be transferred from one
system to another, meaning that one has to develop new
techniques specifically for each system of interest. Yet
another class is Parallel Tempering (PT) [3], or one of
its modifications [4], which considers a group of systems
at different temperatures and alternates between simple
MCMC moves and moves that swap the systems at two
different temperatures. While PT is a universal strategy,
its drawback is that, in order to produce low-temperature
configurations, one has to simulate the system at a ladder
of higher temperatures, which can be computationally
expensive and redundant.

The rise of machine learning technology has sparked a
new line of research aimed at using Neural Networks to
enhance Monte Carlo algorithms, in the wake of similar
approaches in many-body quantum physics [5], molecular
dynamics [6] and the study of glasses [7–9]. The key idea
is to use the network to propose new states with a prob-
ability PNN that (i) can be efficiently sampled and (ii)
is close to the Gibbs-Boltzmann distribution, e.g., with
respect to the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence DKL:

DKL(PGB ∥ PNN) =
∑
σ

PGB(σ) log
PGB(σ)

PNN(σ)
. (4)

The proposed configurations can be used in a Metropolis
scheme, accepting them with probability:

Acc [σ → σ′] = min

[
1,

PGB(σ
′)× PNN(σ)

PGB(σ)× PNN(σ′)

]
= min

[
1,

e−βH(σ′) × PNN(σ)

e−βH(σ) × PNN(σ′)

]
.

(5)

Because H can be computed in polynomial time and PNN
can be sampled efficiently by hypothesis, this approach
ensures an efficient sampling of the Gibbs-Boltzmann
probability, as long as (i) PNN covers well the support
of PGB (i.e., the so-called mode collapse is avoided) and
(ii) the acceptance probability in Eq. (5) is significantly
different from zero for most of the generated configura-
tions.

The main problem is how to train the Neural Network
to minimize Eq. (4); in fact, the computation of DKL re-
quires sampling from PGB. A possible solution is to use
DKL(PNN ∥ PGB) instead [10], but this has been shown
to be prone to mode collapse. Another proposed solu-
tion is to set up an iterative procedure, called ‘Sequen-
tial Tempering’ (ST), in which one first learns PNN at
high temperature where sampling from PGB is possible,
then gradually decreases the temperature, updating PNN
slowly [11]. It is still unclear whether this kind of strate-
gies actually perform well on hard problems and challenge
already-existing algorithms, with both positive [12–14]
and negative results [15–18]. First steps in a theoretical
understanding of the performances of such algorithms are
just being made [19]. A variety of new methods and tech-
niques have thus been proposed to tackle the problem,
such as autoregressive models [10, 11], normalizing flows

[20–23], and diffusion models [24]. The main drawbacks
of these architectures is that the number of parameters
scales poorly with the system size, typically as Nα with
α > 1, while local Monte Carlo requires a number of
operations scaling linearly in N . Furthermore, these ar-
chitectures – with the notable exception of TwoBo [25]
that directly inspired our work – are not informed about
the physical properties of the model, and in particular
about the structure of its correlations.

In this paper, we introduce the Nearest Neighbours
Neural Network, or 4N for short, a Graph Neural
Network-inspired architecture than implements an au-
toregressive scheme to learn the Gibbs-Boltzmann dis-
tribution. This architecture has a number of parameters
linear in the system size and can sample new configu-
rations in O(N) time, thus achieving the best possible
scaling one could hope for such architectures. More-
over, 4N has a straightforward physical interpretation.
In particular, the choice of the number of layers can be
directly linked to the correlation length of the model un-
der study. Finally, the architecture can easily be applied
to essentially any statistical system, such as lattices in
higher dimensions or random graphs, and it is thus more
general than other architectures. As a proof of concept,
we evaluate the 4N architecture on the two-dimensional
Edwards-Anderson spin glass model. We demonstrate
that the model succeeds in accurately learning the Gibbs-
Boltzmann distribution, especially for some of the most
challenging model instances. Notably, it precisely cap-
tures properties such as energy, the correlation function,
and the overlap probability distribution.

STATE OF THE ART

Some common architectures used for PNN are normal-
izing flows [20–23] and diffusion models [24]. In this pa-
per, we will however focus on autoregressive models [10],
which make use of the factorization:

PGB(σ) = P (σ1)P (σ2 | σ1)P (σ3 | σ1, σ2)×

× · · ·P (σn | σ1, · · · , σn−1) =

N∏
i=1

P (σi | σ<i) ,
(6)

where σ<i = (σ1, σ2, . . . , σi−1), so that states can then
be generated using ancestral sampling, i.e. generating
first σ1, then σ2 conditioned on the sampled value of σ1,
then σ3 conditioned to σ1 and σ2 and so on. The fac-
torization in (6) is exact, but computing P (σi | σ<i)
exactly generally requires a number of operations scaling
exponentially with N . Hence, in practice, PGB is ap-
proximated by PNN that takes the form in Eq. (6) where
each individual term P (σi | σ<i) is approximated using
a small set of parameters. Note that the unsupervised
problem of approximating PGB is now formally trans-
lated into a supervised problem of learning the output,
i.e. the probability πi ≡ P (σi = +1 | σ<i), as a function
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of the input σ<i. The specific way in which this approx-
imation is carried out depends on the architecture. In
this section we will describe some common autoregres-
sive architectures found in literature, for approximating
the function πi(σ<i).

• In the Neural Autoregressive Distribution
Estimator (NADE) architecture [11], the input
σ<i is encoded into a vector yi of size Nh using

yi = Ψ
(
Aσ<i +B

)
, (7)

where yi ∈ RNh , A ∈ RNh×N and σ<i is the vector
of the spins in which the spins l ≥ i have been
masked, i.e. σ<i = (σ1, σ2, . . . , σi−1, 0, . . . , 0). B ∈
RNh is the bias vector and Ψ is an element-wise
activation function. Note that A and B do not
depend on the index i, i.e. they are shared across
all spins. The information from the hidden layer is
then passed to a fully connected layer

Hi = Ψ(Vi · yi + Ci) (8)

where Vi ∈ RNh and Ci ∈ R. Finally, the out-
put probability is obtained by applying a sigmoid
function to the output, πi = S(Hi). The Nade Ar-
chitecture uses O(N × Nh) parameters. However,
the choice of the hidden dimension Nh and how it
should be related to N is not obvious. For this
architecture to work well in practical applications,
Nh needs to be O(N), thus leading to O(N2) pa-
rameters [11].

• The Masked Autoencoder for Distribution
Estimator (MADE) [26] is a generic dense ar-
chitecture with the addition of the autoregressive
requirement, obtained by setting, for all layers l
in the network, the weights W l

ij between node j at
layer l and node i at layer l+1 equal to 0 when i ≥ j.
Between one layer and the next one adds nonlinear
activation functions and the width of the hidden
layers can also be increased. The MADE archi-
tecture, despite having high expressive power, has
at least O(N2) parameters, which makes it poorly
scalable.

• Autoregressive Convolutional Neural Net-
work (CNN) architectures, such as Pixel-
CNN [27], are networks that implement a CNN
structure but superimpose the autoregressive prop-
erty. These architecture typically use translation-
ally invariant kernels ill-suited to study disordered
models and remain limited to two-dimensional sys-
tems.

• The TwoBo (two-body interaction) architec-
ture [25] is derived from the observation that, given
the Gibbs-Boltzmann probability in Eq. (1) and the
Hamiltonian in Eq. (3), the probability πi can be
exactly rewritten as [28]

πi(σ<i) = S
(
2βhi

i + 2βHi + ρi(h
i)
)
, (9)

where S is the sigmoid function, ρi is a highly non-
trivial function and the hi = {hi

i, h
i
i+1, · · ·hi

N} are
defined as:

hi
l =

∑
f<i

Jlfσf for l ≥ i. (10)

Therefore, the TwoBo architecture first computes
the vector hi, then approximates ρi(h

i) using a
Neural Network (for instance, a Multilayer Percep-
tron) and finally computes Eq. (9) using a skip con-
nection (for the term 2βhi

i) and a sigmoid activa-
tion. By construction, in a two-dimensional model
with N = L2 variables and nearest-neighbor in-
teractions, for given i only O(L =

√
N) of the

hi
l are non-zero, see Ref. [25, Fig.1]. Therefore,

the TwoBo architecture has O(N 3
2 ) parameters in

the two-dimensional case. However, the scaling be-
comes worse in higher dimensions d, i.e. O(N 2d−1

d )
and becomes the same as MADE (i.e. O(N2)) for
random graphs. Additionally, the choice of the hi

l,
although justified mathematically, does not have a
clear physical interpretation: the TwoBo architec-
ture takes into account far away spins which, how-
ever, should matter much when N is large.

To summarize, the NADE, MADE and TwoBo archi-
tectures all need O(N2) parameters for generic models
defined on random graph structures. TwoBo has less pa-
rameters for models defined on d-dimensional lattices,
but still O(N 2d−1

d ) ≫ O(N). CNN architectures with
translationally invariant kernels have less parameters,
but are not suitable for disordered systems and remain
limited to d = 2.

To solve these problems, we present here the new,
physically motivated 4N architecture that has O(AN)
parameters, with a prefactor A that remains finite for
N → ∞ and is interpreted as the correlation length of
the system, as we show in the next section.

RESULTS

The 4N architecture

The 4N architecture (Fig. 1) computes the probability
πi ≡ P (σi = +1 | σ<i) by propagating the hi

l, defined
as in TwoBo, Eq. (10), through a Graph Neural Network
(GNN) architecture. The variable hi

l is interpreted as
the local field induced by the frozen variables σ<i on
spin l. Note that in 4N, we consider all possible values
of l = 1, · · · , N , not only l ≥ i as in TwoBo. The crucial
difference with TwoBo is that only the fields in a finite
neighborhood of variable i need to be considered, because
the initial values of the fields are propagated through a
series of GNN layers that take into account the locality
of the physical problem. During propagation, fields are
weighted using layer and edge dependent layers together
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FIG. 1. Schematic representation of the 4N architecture implemented on a two-dimensional lattice model with nearest-neighbors
interactions. (a) We want to estimate the probability πi ≡ P (σi = +1 | σ<i) that the spin i (in purple) has value +1 given the
spins < i (in black and white). The spins > i (in grey) have not yet been fixed. (b) We compute the values of the local fields
h
i,(0)
l as in Eq. (10), for l in a neighborhood of i of size ℓ, indicated by a purple contour in (a). Notice that spins l that are

not in the neighborhood of one of the fixed spin have h
i,(0)
l = 0 and are indicated in white in (b). (c) In the main cycle of the

algorithm, we apply a series of ℓ GNN layers with the addition of skip connections. (d) The final GNN layer is not followed
by a skip connection and yields the final values of the field h

i,(ℓ)
i . (e) πi is estimated by applying a sigmoid function to h

i,(ℓ)
i .

Periodic (or other) boundary conditions can be considered, but are not shown here for clarity.

with the couplings Jij and the inverse temperature β.
After each layer of the network (except the final one),
a skip connection to the initial configuration is added.
After the final layer, a sigmoidal activation is applied to
find πi. Details are given in the Methods section.

More precisely, because GNN updates are local, and
there are ℓ of them, in order to compute the final field
on i we only need to consider fields at distance at most
ℓ. Therefore, the number of computations required to
compute πi is O(ℓd), thus granting the generation of a
new configuration in O(ℓd × N) steps. It is therefore
crucial to asses how the number of layers ℓ should scale
with the system size N .

The benchmark Gibbs-Boltzmann distribution

In this paper, in order to test the 4N architecture on
a prototypically hard-to-sample problem, we will con-

sider the Edwards-Anderson spin glass model, described
by the Hamiltonian in Eq. (3) for Ising spins, where we
set Hi = 0 for simplicity. The couplings are chosen to
be non-zero only for neighboring pairs ⟨i, j⟩ on a two-
dimensional hypercubic lattice. Non-zero couplings Jij
are independent random variables, identically distributed
according to either a normal or a Rademacher distri-
bution. This model was also used as a benchmark in
Refs. [11, 15].

While this model has no finite-temperature spin glass
transition, sampling it via standard local MCMC be-
comes extremely hard for β ≳ 1.5 [15]. To this day, the
best option for sampling this model at lower temperature
is parallel tempering (PT), which we used to construct
a sample of M = 216 equilibrium configurations for sev-
eral instances of the model and at several temperatures.
Details are given in the Methods section.

The PT-generated training set is used to train the 4N
architecture, independently for each instance and each
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FIG. 2. Relative difference in mean energy between the con-
figurations generated by the 4N architecture and by PT, for
different numbers of layers ℓ and different values of the inverse
temperature β. Solid lines indicate averages over 10 different
instances, while the dashed lines and the colored area iden-
tify the region corresponding to plus or minus one standard
deviation.

temperature. Remember that the goal here is to test the
expressivity of the architecture, which is why we train
it in the best possible situation, i.e. by maximizing the
likelihood of equilibrium configurations at each temper-
ature. Once the 4N model has been trained, we perform
several comparisons that are reported in the following.

Energy

We begin by comparing the mean energy of the config-
urations generated by the model with the mean energy
of the configurations generated via parallel tempering,
which is important because the energy plays an impor-
tant role in the Metropolis reweighing scheme of Eq. (5).
Fig. 2 shows the relative energy difference, as a function
of inverse temperature β and number of layers ℓ, aver-
aged over 10 different instances of the disorder. First, it
is clear that adding layers improves results remarkably.
We stress that, since the activation functions of our net-
work are linear, adding layers only helps in taking into
account spins that are further away. Second, we notice
that the relative error found when using 6 layers or more
is small for all temperatures considered. Finally, we no-
tice that the behaviour of the error is non-monotonic, and
indeed appears to decrease for low temperatures even for
networks with few layers.

Entropy and Kullback-Leibler divergence

Next, we consider the Kullback-Leibler divergence be-
tween the learned probability distribution PNN and the
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FIG. 3. (a) Ratio between the cross-entropy |⟨logP ℓ
NN⟩data|

and the Gibbs-Boltzmann entropy SGB for different values
of the temperature T and of the number of layers ℓ. Both
|⟨logP ℓ

NN⟩data| and SGB are averaged over 10 samples. Dashed
lines are exponential fits in the form Ae−ℓ/ℓ+C. (b) Absolute
difference between ⟨logP ℓ

NN⟩data at various ℓ and at ℓ = 10.
Dashed lines are exponential fits in the form Ae−ℓ/ℓ.

target probability distribution, DKL(PGB ∥ PNN). Indi-
cating with ⟨ · ⟩GB the average with respect to PGB, we
have

DKL(PGB ∥ PNN) = ⟨logPGB⟩GB − ⟨logPNN⟩GB . (11)

The first term ⟨logPGB⟩GB = −SGB(T ) is minus the
entropy of the Gibbs-Boltzmann distribution and does
not depend on PNN, hence we focus on the cross-entropy
−⟨logPNN⟩GB as a function of the number of layers for
different temperatures. Minimizing this quantity corre-
sponds to minimizing the KL divergence. In the case of
perfect learning, i.e. DKL = 0, we have −⟨logPNN⟩GB =
SGB(T ). In Fig. 3 we compare the cross-entropy, esti-
mated as −⟨logPNN⟩data on the data generated by PT,
with SGB(T ) computed using thermodynamic integra-
tion. We find a good match for large enough ℓ, indicating
an accurate training of the 4N model that does not suffer
from mode collapse.
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FIG. 4. Examples of the probability distribution of the overlap, P (q), for different instances of the disorder and different
temperatures. Solid color lines correspond to configurations generated using 4N, while dashed black lines correspond to the
P (q) obtained from equilibrium configurations generated via PT. (a) At high temperature, even a couple of layers are enough
to reproduce well the distribution. (b) At lower temperatures more layers are required, as expected because of the increase of
the correlation length and of the complexity of the Gibbs-Boltzmann distribution. (c) Even lower temperature for the same
instance. (d) A test on a particularly complex instance shows that 4N is capable to learn even highly non-trivial forms of P (q).

In order to study more carefully how changing the
number of layers affects the accuracy of the training, in
Fig. 3 we have also shown the difference |⟨logP ℓ

AR⟩data−
⟨logP 10

AR⟩data| as a function of the number of layers ℓ for
different temperatures. The plots are compatible with an
exponential decay in the form Ae−ℓ/ℓ, with ℓ thus being
an estimate of the number of layers above which the 4N
architecture becomes accurate. We thus need to under-
stand how ℓ changes with temperature and system size.
To do so, we need to introduce appropriate correlation
functions, as we do next.

Overlap distribution function

In order to show that the 4N architecture is able to
capture more complex features of the Gibbs-Boltzmann
distribution, we have considered a more sensitive ob-

servable: the probability distribution of the overlap,
P (q). The overlap q between two configurations of spins
σ1 = {σ1

1 , σ
1
2 , . . . σ

1
N} and σ2 = {σ2

1 , σ
2
2 , . . . σ

2
N} is a cen-

tral quantity in spin glass physics, and is defined as:

q12 =
1

N
σ1 · σ2 =

1

N

N∑
i=1

σ1
i σ

2
i . (12)

The histogram of P (q) is obtained by considering many
pairs of configurations, independently taken from either
the PT-generated training set, or by generating them
with the 4N architecture. Examples for two different
instances at several temperatures are shown in Fig. 4.
At high temperatures, even very few layers are able to
reproduce the distribution of the overlaps. When going
to lower temperatures, and to more complex shapes of
P (q), however, the number of layers that is required to
have a good approximation of P (q) increases. This result
is compatible with the intuitive idea that an increasing
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FIG. 5. Comparison between the spatial correlation functions obtained from 4N and those obtained from PT, at different high
(a) and low (b) temperatures and for different number of layers. The grey dashed lines correspond to the value 1/e that defines
the correlation length ξ. Data are averaged over 10 instances.

number of layers is required to reproduce a system at low
temperatures, where the correlation length is large.

As shown in the SI, the performance of4N is on par
with that of other algorithms with more parameters.
Moreover, with a suitable increase of the number of
layers,4N is also able to achieve satisfactory results when
system’s size increases.

Spatial correlation function

To better quantify spatial correlations, from the over-
lap field, a proper correlation function for a spin glass
system can be defined as [29]

G(r) =
1

L2Ω(r)

∑
i,j:dij=r

⟨qiqj⟩ , (13)

0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4 1.6
0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0
Correlation length

FIG. 6. Comparison between the correlation length ξ and the
decay parameter ℓ of the exponential fit as a function of the
inverse temperature β. Both data sets are averaged over 10
instances. The data are limited to T ≥ 0.58 because below
that temperature the finite size of the sample prevents us to
obtain a reliable proper estimate of the correlation length.

where r = dij is the lattice distance of sites i, j, qi = σ1
i σ

2
i

is the local overlap, and Ω(r) =
∑

i:dij=r 1 is the volume
of a ball of radius r around any given site. Note that in
this way G(0) = 1 by construction. Results for G(r) at
various temperatures are shown in Fig. 5. It is clear that
increasing the number of layers leads to a better agree-
ment at lower temperatures. Interestingly, architectures
with a lower numbers of layers produce a smaller corre-
lation function at any distance, which shows that upon
increasing the number of layers the 4N architecture is ef-
fectively learning the correlation of the Gibbs-Boltzmann
measure.

To quantify this intuition, we extract from the exact
G(r) of the EA model a correlation length ξ, from the
relation G(ξ) = 1/e. Then, we compare ξ with ℓ, i.e.
the number of layers above which the model becomes ac-
curate, extracted from Fig. 3. These two quantities are
compared in Fig. 6 as a function of temperature, show-
ing that they are roughly proportional. We are thus able
to introduce a physical criterion to fix the optimal num-
ber of layers needed for the 4N architecture to perform
well: ℓ must be a multiple of the correlation length ξ of
the model at that temperature. We conclude that, for a
model with a correlation length ξ that remains finite for
N → ∞, the 4N architecture requires (c + 1) × ℓ × N
parameters and O(ℓd ×N) operations to generate a new
configuration, with ℓ proportional to ξ, hence achieving
the desired O(N) scaling with system size both for the
number of parameters and the number of operations.

DISCUSSION

In this work we have introduced a new, physics-
inspired 4N architecture for the approximation of the
Gibbs-Boltzmann probability distribution of a spin glass
system of N spins. The 4N architecture is inspired by
the previously introduced TwoBo [25], but it implement
explicitly the locality of the physical model via a Graph
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Neural Network structure.
The 4N network possesses many desirable properties.

(i) The architecture has a physical interpretation, with
the required number of layers being directly linked to
the correlation length of the original data. (ii) As a
consequence, if the correlation length of the model is fi-
nite, the required number of parameters for a good fit
scales linearly in the number of spins, thus greatly im-
proving the scalability with respect to previous architec-
tures. (iii) The architecture is very general, and can be
applied to lattices in all dimensions as well as arbitrary
interaction graphs without losing the good scaling of the
number of parameters, as long as the average connectiv-
ity remains finite. It can also be generalized to systems
with more than two-body interactions by using a factor
graph representation in the GNN layers.

As a benchmark study, we have tested that the 4N
architecture is powerful enough to reproduce key proper-
ties of the two-dimensional Edwards-Anderson spin glass
model, such as the energy, the correlation function and
the probability distribution of the overlap.

Having tested that 4N achieves the best possible scal-
ing with system size while being expressive enough, the
next step is to check whether it is possible to apply an
iterative, self-consistent procedure to automatically train
the network at lower and lower temperatures without the
aid of training data generated with a different algorithm
(here, parallel tempering). This would allow to set up
a simulated tempering procedure with a good scaling in
the number of variables, with applications not only in
the simulation of disordered systems but in the solution
of optimization problems as well. Whether setting up
such a procedure is actually possible will be the focus of
future work.

METHODS

Details of the 4N architecture

The Nearest Neighbors Neural Network (4N) architec-
ture uses a GNN structure to respect the locality of the
problem, as illustrated in Fig. 1. The input, given by
the local fields computed from the already fixed spins,
is passed through ℓ layers of weights W k

ij . Each weight
corresponds to a directed nearest neighbor link i ← j
(including i = j) and k = 1, . . . , ℓ, therefore the network
has a total number of parameters equal to (c+1)×ℓ×N ,
i.e. linear in N as long as the number of layers and the
model connectivity remain finite.

The operations performed in order to compute
πi = P (σi = 1 | σ<i) are the following:

1. initialize the local fields from the input spins σ<i:

h
i,(0)
l =

∑
f(<i)

Jlfσf , ∀l : |i− l| ≤ ℓ .

2. iterate the GNN layers ∀k = 1, · · · , ℓ− 1:

h
i,(k)
l = ϕk

βW k
llh

i,(k−1)
l +

∑
j∈∂l

βJljW
k
ljh

i,(k−1)
j

+h
i,(0)
l ,

where the sum over j ∈ ∂l runs over the neighbors of
site l. The fields are computed ∀l : |i− l| ≤ ℓ− k, see
Fig. 1.

3. compute the field on site i at the final layer,

h
i,(ℓ)
i = ϕℓ

βW ℓ
iih

i,(ℓ−1)
i +

∑
j∈∂i

βJijW
ℓ
ijh

i,(ℓ−1)
j

 .

4. output πi = P (σi = 1|σ<i) = S[2h
i,(ℓ)
i ].

Here S(x) = 1/(1 + e−x) is the sigmoid function and
ϕk(x) are layer-specific functions that can be used to in-
troduce non-linearities in the system. The fields h

i,(0)
l =

ξil in the notation of the TwoBo architecture. Differently
from TwoBo, however, 4N uses all the h

i,(0)
l , instead of

the ones corresponding to spins that have not yet been
fixed.

In practice, we have observed that the network with
identity functions, i.e. ϕk(x) = x for all k, is sufficiently
expressive, and using non-linearities does not seem to
improve the results. Moreover, linear functions have the
advantage of being easily explainable and faster, there-
fore we have chosen to use them in this work.

Spin update order

Autoregressive models such as 4N are based on an or-
dering of spins to implement Eq. (6). One can choose
a simple raster scan (i.e., from left to right on one row
and updating each row from top to bottom sequentially)
or any other scheme of choice. In this work, we have
adopted a spiral scheme, in which the spins at the edges
of the system are updated first, and then one moves in
spirals towards the central spins. As shown in the SI,
it appears as4N performs better, for equal training con-
ditions, when the spins are updated following a spiral
scheme with respect to, for instance, a raster scheme.

Building the training data

We use as training set of M = 216 configurations ob-
tained at several temperatures using a Parallel Temper-
ing algorithm for different instances of the couplings Jij ,
and for a 16x16 two-dimensional square lattice with peri-
odic boundary conditions. Data where gathered in runs
of 227 steps by considering 226 steps for thermalization
and then taking one configuration each 210 steps. Tem-
perature swap moves, in which one swaps two configura-
tions at nearby temperature, were attempted once every
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32 normal Metropolis sweeps. The choice of M = 216

was motivated based on previous studies of the same
model [15].

Model training

The training has been carried out maximizing the like-
lihood of the data, a procedure which is equivalent to
minimizing the KL divergence DKL(PGB ∥ PNN), with
PGB estimated by the training set. We used an ADAM
optimizer with batch size 100 for 80 epochs, early stop-
ping with patience 10, learning rate 0.01 with exponential
decay in time.
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S1: Probability distribution of the overlap for L = 32
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FIG. S1. Additional examples of the probability distribution of the overlap, P (q), for different instances of the disorder and
different temperatures for the L = 32, N = 1024 case. Solid color lines correspond to configurations generated using 4N, while
dashed black lines correspond to the P (q) obtained via PT. With the increase of the system size, more layers are required in
order to reproduce correctly the probability distribution of the overlap at lower temperatures, as expected by the fact that
finite-size effects are less present.



S2: Comparison between different architectures

1.00 0.75 0.50 0.25 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
q

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

1.25

1.50

P(
q)

T = 0.31, Instance 0

PT
4N, = 10
MADE
NADE
TwoBo

1.00 0.75 0.50 0.25 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
q

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

P(
q)

T = 0.31, Instance 1

PT
4N, = 10
MADE
NADE
TwoBo

1.00 0.75 0.50 0.25 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
q

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

P(
q)

T = 0.31, Instance 2
PT
4N, = 10
MADE
NADE
TwoBo

1.00 0.75 0.50 0.25 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
q

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

P(
q)

T = 0.31, Instance 3

PT
4N, = 10
MADE
NADE
TwoBo

FIG. S2. Comparison of the probability distribution of the overlap obtained using different architectures: 4N with ℓ = 10
layers (12580 parameters), shallow MADE (32640 parameters), NADE with Nh = 64 (32768 parameters) and TwoBo (7709
parameters). The black dashed line is obtained using data gathered via Parallel Tempering (PT), while solid color lines are
obtained using the different architectures. 4N performs comparably or better than MADE and NADE despite having less
parameters. Moreover, it also performs comparably to TwoBo. Despite the latter having fewer parameters in this N = 256

case, 4N has a better scaling when increasing the system size, O(N) compared to O(N
3
2 ), as pointed out in the main text.



S3: Comparison between different update sequences
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FIG. S3. Comparison of the probability distribution of the overlap obtained using different update sequences of the spins. The
black dashed line is obtained using data gathered via Parallel Tempering (PT), while solid color lines are obtained using 4N
with different sequence updates. Spiral: spins are update in a following a spiral going from the outside to the inside of the
lattice; Raster: spins are updated row by row from left to right. It appears as the spiral update performs much better than the
raster update for the 4N architecture in equal training conditions, something that is not observed when training, for instance,
the MADE architecture. This effect could be related to the locality characteristics of the 4N architecture.
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