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Abstract

Looped models have emerged as a prominent paradigm for reasoning, with suc-
cesses on simple reasoning puzzles such as Sudoku-Extreme and Maze-Unique.
However, these models can be unstable, slow to train, and use many parameters
and FLOPs to solve simple puzzles. Descent on an energy not only mitigates
these issues but also offers advantages: built-in early stopping, compute that adapts
to problem difficulty, fast training without differentiating through a solver, and
interpretable weights that learn the constraints of the puzzle. Here we demonstrate
this with a learned version of Hopfield & Tank’s energy from the 80s, which we
term CRAM, solves 99.996% of Sudoku-Extreme and 100% of Maze-Unique test
puzzles after 42 ms and 132 ms of training on one GPU, at least 1,000× faster than
looped models on these tasks. CRAM also matches baseline looped models at their
highest accuracy on Sudoku-Extreme using at least 282× fewer inference FLOPs.
Our work suggests two things. First, that energies are an extremely promising
direction for training reasoning from data. Second, a caution against using triv-
ially solvable benchmarks like Sudoku and Maze to test the scalability of looped
reasoning techniques.

1 Introduction

An emerging new paradigm for reasoning is looping, in which a layer, or block of layers, is repeatedly
applied to produce an answer. Small looped models [62, 38] (millions of parameters) have had
successes on simple benchmarks such as Sudoku and mazes. However, they are slow to train in part
due to their use of truncated backprop-through-time (BPTT), and the reasons behind their successes
remain unclear [2, 51].

Energy minimization is a related framework that offers a principled approach to looping. Here,
each loop step corresponds to a gradient descent step on an energy function. Minimizing energy
offers many potential benefits, such as guaranteed stability, early stopping, and efficient training
methods that bypass the need for BPTT. Indeed, looped reasoners have begun adopting the ideas of
energy-based networks without adopting an explicit energy. Some train their updates to converge to
attractors or fixed points, a guarantee intrinsic to energy network dynamics [36, 44]. Others learn
when to stop with a separate halting network [28, 5, 62, 38]. Each of these desirable properties is
generally added on top of the looped network through an extra head, loss, or module, and the network
is trained by backpropagating through its repeated applications. With looped models rebuilding the
desirable properties of an energy one at a time, we ask: why not learn the energy directly?

It’s already known that constraint puzzles like Sudoku have a corresponding energy that, when
minimized, solves the puzzle [34]. In the 1980’s, Hopfield and Tank showed how to hand-design an
energy function that solves certain classes of logic problems [35]. It is, however, less well understood
if an explicit energy can be learned from data to solve a wide array of reasoning problems.
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Figure 1: CRAM learns an energy from solved puzzles in seconds, and the energy tells the search
when to stop. Training (left) pulls down the energy of each solution and pushes up the energy of
negative samples, without differentiating through a reasoning trajectory (shown is a pseudolikelihood
objective, Eq. (5)). On one H200, training takes 42 ms on Sudoku-Extreme and 132 ms on Maze-
Unique, at least 1,000× faster than the looped models of Table 2. Reasoning (right) clamps the clues
of a new puzzle, starts several chains from random fills of the other cells (light-blue guesses; one
board per chain), and minimizes the energy one cell at a time, using at least 282× fewer inference
FLOPs (Fig. 2) than looped models at matched accuracy. The chains are independent, and the descent
can be noisy, which lets a chain escape spurious local minima. The search stops when any chain’s
energy falls below a stopping threshold fitted from the training solutions.

Here, we develop a trainable version of the Hopfield-Tank energy and then learn the weights directly
from puzzles. We call this tiny trainable energy, together with the recurrent dynamics that descend it
at inference time, a Compact Reasoning Associative Memory (CRAM).We call it this because, as in
a Hopfield network [32], its weights memorize associations between pairs of valid cells, and descent
on the energy completes a corrupted pattern (i.e., a puzzle provided with only its clues). CRAM’s
energy is a special case of the energies of modern Hopfield networks [40, 41].

In this work we: 1) show that CRAM trains at least 1,000× faster than modern looped models and
reasons with at least 282× fewer inference FLOPs on a variety of different puzzles (Sudoku-Extreme
[62], Maze-Unique [36], and the N-Queens and graph-coloring sets of Baek et al. [3]); 2) show that
CRAM provides a stopping test that allows compute to scale with the difficulty of a puzzle; 3) show
that CRAM is data-efficient, learning interpretable weights from Sudoku-Extreme using an order of
magnitude fewer training puzzles than looped models; 4) show that local training objectives train
fastest compared to other methods of training the same energy — significantly faster than BPTT; and
5) show that a hand-set CRAM energy with few unique weights can solve every test puzzle from
every benchmark exactly.

CRAM represents the state of the art on speed and efficiency of looping to solve constraint puzzles, by
several orders of magnitude. However, since these puzzles can be solved easily with so few parameters
using CRAM, our work suggests that high accuracy on these benchmarks are not indicative of future
performance on harder tasks. Indeed, CRAM’s simple energy on its own would struggle to learn
more complex reasoning tasks like ARC-AGI [12], though we do show how a simple latent extension
of CRAM can solve Maze-Hard near perfectly in App. F. Nevertheless, the dramatic speed-up that
this energy provides on the presented tasks offers a potential path forward for data-efficient general
reasoning capabilities.

2 Background

CRAM’s energy is a form of pairwise graphical model in that it is a sum of costs on and between
cells, as in the energy of a Markov random field (MRF) [7, 61]. Learning these costs goes by several
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names, such as constraint programming [54] or constraint acquisition [9, 6, 15]. Recent methods
show that you can learn pairwise costs for Sudoku directly from solved puzzles, using approximate
likelihood methods like those studied in this work [10, 16, 17]. However, to infer solutions to new
puzzles, these methods pass the learned constraints to an external solver [13]. CRAM keeps this
learning problem but uses neural optimization methods to replace the external solver with recurrent
search on its own energy [35, 47].

Energy-based networks treat an energy over a large search space of possible solutions as the
objective of both training and inference. Training shapes the energy to be low at observed data;
inference or “reasoning” minimizes the energy to sample low-energy solutions (see Fig. 1) [32, 42].
Hopfield and Tank used a version of the Hopfield Network with continuous neurons to solve constraint
problems like the Traveling Salesman Problem with hand-set weights [33, 35], and later work did the
same for Sudoku [34]. CRAM writes these energies in a mean-field free energy form with learnable
weights [47]. This form approximates the free energy of a Boltzmann machine, which have similarly
been applied to logic and combinatorial problems [1, 30, 14, 59]. However, none of these energies
have been trained by observing puzzle solutions alone.

Modern looped reasoners use deep, weight-tied networks to learn puzzles directly from data. HRM
and TRM popularized this design for Sudoku, mazes and ARC, building on recurrent relational
networks and universal transformers [62, 38, 12, 46, 18]. Later works varied the architecture but kept
the same training approach: backpropagating through the reasoning trajectory of a depth-recurrent
model to refine the model’s prediction for a specified input [25, 3, 55, 24, 64, 39, 57, 52]. Some
approaches use diffusion- and flow-style training to avoid BPTT [21, 64, 39, 29, 65, 57]. Others
engineer fixed point behavior into deep models, training the update loop to converge to stable
equilibria [36, 44, 29, 65, 23]. This last direction holds promise, since Hopfield & Tank already
showed that these reasoning puzzles are naturally suited to fixed-point problems.

Energy-based looped models encourage convergence by training an energy on top of a deep network,
seeking to combine the best of looped models with advantages of Hopfield Networks and Boltzmann
Machines [20, 21, 27, 43, 49, 66, 11]. For example, concurrent work Energy-Based Reasoners (EBR)
[11] showcases several advantages of energy for looped model reasoning: it trains an energy on the
latent states of a TRM-style transformer, descends it with noisy projected gradient steps, and stops
when the gradient norm is small [11]. Though similar in spirit, these networks are much larger and
slower than CRAM, and all of them learn through BPTT.

3 Method

The reasoning tasks studied in this work can be represented via M answer variables called cells, each
with up to C candidate values. Therefore, an energy is assigned to each M ×C belief array p, whose
(non-negative) entry pia gives the probability of candidate value a at cell i. Simply, pi is modeled as
a softmax distribution over possible answers for cell i.

CRAM’s energy can be written as

Eθ(p) = β−1
∑
i

p⊤i log pi︸ ︷︷ ︸
negative entropy

+
1

2

∑
i̸=j

p⊤i Kijpj︸ ︷︷ ︸
interaction energy

+
∑
i

B⊤i pi︸ ︷︷ ︸
input

, (1)

Throughout, blue identifies dynamic states and orange learned weights.

with learnable parameters θ and inverse temperature β > 0. For each pair of cells i, j, the matrix
Kij ∈ RC×C contains trainable “costs” for all pairs of candidate values. The vector Bi ∈ RC is a
“bias” that describes the cost of each belief at cell i. When pi is one-hot, the entropy term is zero, and
Eq. (1) is simply the sum of the pair and input costs of the chosen values. This energy is a mean-field
free energy, which extends the energy of a continuous Hopfield network to C-state neurons [47, 33].

Reasoning as energy minimization. CRAM infers solutions by recurrently minimizing the energy
of Eq. (1) with a puzzle’s givens held fixed; this is termed relaxation. Each cell has an unconstrained
recurrent neuron state vi ∈ RC which is used as the logits for the belief pi = softmax(βvi) over
possible answer states. With time constant τi > 0, free neuron states evolve as the derivative of the
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energy,

τi
dvi

dt
= −vi −

∑
j

W ijpj −Bi ≃ −∇pi
Eθ(p), (2)

≃ denotes equality up to an additive scalar c, leaving pi = softmax(βvi + c) = softmax(βvi) unchanged.

where W ij = (Kij +K⊤ji)/2 for i ̸= j pops out from the energy gradient, and W ii = 0 (because
the energy excludes self-interactions). We are able to update vi using the gradient of E w.r.t. pi

because the softmax is a monotonic function, so convergence to the same fixed p⋆
i is still guaranteed.

With equal time constants τ and step size η = ∆t/τ , an Euler step of Eq. (2) is:

vi ← (1− η)vi − η
(∑

j

W ijpj +Bi

)
. (3)

With η = 1, this is the one-step update vi ← −
∑

j W ijpj −Bi, so each iteration is one layer of
recurrence, as in looped models. For fixed parameters and temperature, the deterministic descent of
Eq. (2) guarantees that the energy never increases in continuous time (i.e., dE/dt ≤ 0, see App. E).
We find that randomness during inference is important to help escape local minima and explore
distinct solutions, so for our experiments we use a form of Gibbs sampling known as focused Gibbs
search which prioritizes cell updates based on their local energy [35, 26]. The energy also provides a
natural early-stopping criterion: search can stop either when a board’s energy is at most a threshold
fitted from the training solutions, or when no single-cell change lowers the energy (App. C).

Training shapes the energy. A common principle of energy-based learning is to lower the energy
of observed solutions x ∼ Pdata, and raise that of competing answers or negative samples x− ∼ Pθ

favored by the model, where Pθ(x
−) ∝ exp[−Eθ(x

−)] is the Boltzmann distribution induced by
the model’s energy [1, 42]. This objective is depicted in Fig. 1 and mathematically described as

∇θJML(θ) = Ex∼Pdata
[∇θEθ(x)]︸ ︷︷ ︸

lower energy on data

−Ex−∼Pθ

[
∇θEθ(x

−)
]︸ ︷︷ ︸

raise energy on model samples

. (4)

Throughout, green identifies training labels.

Importantly, these methods avoid differentiating through relaxation (i.e., the looping of Eq. (3)). This
can significantly reduce fitting cost compared to BPTT, which must propagate gradients through a
reasoning trajectory.

Raising energy on model samples (the second term of Eq. (4)) can be prohibitively expensive, and
several methods approximate it with samples from short Markov chains or relaxations [31, 58, 45]. In
this paper, we primarily use a pseudolikelihood (PL) objective for its combination of high accuracy,
simplicity, and short fitting time on these tasks [8, 37], though other methods are similarly effective
(see Table 7). See Apps. C and D.1 for training details.

Table 1: Supplied priors by task. M×C is the shape of the answer grid (num cells×num values).
NParams is the total number of parameters available to train. NChains is the number of independent
search chains per input: for N-Queens and graph coloring it is N , which varies in Table 3 (N=1 or
N=20). Init is the value xi at the start of a search chain; U(C) draws it uniformly from the C values.

Sudoku-Extreme Maze-Unique N-Queens 8×8 (10×10) Graph coloring 8 (10)

M×C 81×9 900×2 64×2 (100×2) 8×3 (10×3)
Kij 9×9 per cell pair 2×2 per offset in 3×3 window one cost per offset 3×3 per pair + 3×3 per edge
Bi free per cell shared by all cells shared by all cells free per cell (vertex)
NParams 263K 18 113 (181) 7.3K (18.7K)
Priors digit augmentation locality, translation invariance relative position only none
Input clues clamped walls, endpoints clamped given queens clamped edges select per-edge tables
NChains 4 1 N N

Init xi ∼ U(C) xi=1 (open cells on) xi=0 (no queen) xi ∼ U(C)
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Table 2: CRAM trains faster and is more accurate and efficient than every looped baseline.
The table reports accuracies and FLOPs at each model’s listed inference setting. Note that we also
report a hand-set CRAM energy (gray). Solved: mean ±stdev test accuracy (%) over 3 training seeds.
Params: nonzero, contributing params of the evaluated model. FLOPs/puzl: avg inference FLOPs per
puzzle, including all search chains and failed searches (App. C.2). Fit time: wall clock of training
seed 0 on one H200 (App. C.2); one run in a fresh process for each baseline, including initialization
and compilation, and for CRAM the median of seven complete runs that follow a first run in the
same process. More details in App. C.1.

Sudoku-Extreme Maze-Unique

Model Solved Params FLOPs/puzl Fit time Solved Params FLOPs/puzl Fit time

HRM [62] 54.62 ±4.18 27.0M 2.20e11 1.2 h 39.97 ±33.90 27.0M 3.01e12 7.1 h
TRM [38] 85.73 ±0.74 5.0M 4.11e11 2.5 h 92.23 ±13.37 6.8M 3.84e12 15.6 h
GRAM [3] 96.10† 9.1M 8.51e12 3.2 h 98.63 ±1.31 10.9M 8.00e13 23.2 h
EqR [36] 99.49 ±0.14 5.0M 2.11e14 2.0 h 93.00† 263.8K 1.16e14 7.2 h
FRM [29] 99.13 ±0.29 7.0M 3.91e12 2.9 h 97.27 ±2.80 8.0M 4.70e12 9.7 h
TRMP§ [52] 99.87 ±0.08 32.8K 4.57e12 9.0 h 99.23 ±0.31 60.7K 1.80e13 7.6 h
EBR [11] 99.85 ±0.05 1.8M 3.37e11 2.8 h 89.80 ±6.35 1.8M 1.93e13 2.0 h
CRAM 100.00 ±0.00 7.7K 2.02e9 0.04 s 100.00 ±0.00 18 8.37e5 0.13 s
(hand-set)‡ 100.00 ±0.00 1 1.08e8 none 100.00 ±0.00 3 8.37e5 none

† published accuracy, shown where our three-seed reproduction scored lower.
‡ Hand-set: CRAM with weights set by hand from the task’s rules. Params counts unique nonzero values.
§ TRMP’s abstract also reports a 16k-parameter lattice model that trains in about ten minutes; it pairs the network with a hand-written search
(candidate elimination, random commits and restarts). Our reimplementation solves 98.90% of Sudoku-Extreme after a 13m28s fit (App. C.8).

4 Experiments

In our experiments, a learned energy loses no accuracy against looped models, trains at least 1,000×
faster, and uses less inference compute (Sec. 4.1). Its stopping test lets compute follow the difficulty
of a puzzle, and its learned weights can be read as the rules of a puzzle (Sec. 4.2). It trains fastest
with local objectives, and from few training puzzles (Sec. 4.3). Finally, we show that simple CRAM
energies whose weights are set by hand from the rules of each task solves all tested benchmarks at
least as accurately as every trained baseline, using at most three unique weights (Sec. 4.3).

Tasks. We evaluate CRAM on four reasoning tasks: Sudoku-Extreme [62] (a set of hard 9 × 9
Sudoku puzzles), Maze-Unique [36] (a set of 30×30 mazes whose answer is the unique path between
two endpoints), N-Queens, and Graph Coloring [3, 11] (tasks that have many valid answers per input).
Every task trains the pairwise energy of Eq. (1), and we specify how each task informs the structure
of CRAM’s weights in Table 1. In no task is the energy told the rules of a puzzle.

Baselines. We test against HRM [62], Tiny Recursive Model (TRM) [38], Generative Recursive
Reasoning (GRAM) [3], Equilibrium Reasoners (EqR) [36], Flow Reasoning Models (FRM) [29],
Tiny Recursive Message Passing (TRMP) [52] and Energy Based Reasoners (EBR) [11]. Where
available, we retrain each baseline with its authors’ code and recipe on one H200 for timing and
score each baseline with its published inference setting.1 We score every method on the same test set
of each task, and no method chooses a setting or a checkpoint on the test set (App. C.1). CRAM
and each baseline trains with three seeds, and we report the mean over the three runs. We compare
only against models that produce the answer by their own recurrent computation. Methods that pass
learned costs to an external exact solver [10, 16, 17] are outside the scope of this work.

Training CRAM. CRAM weights are initialized to zero and are trained to minimizes the PL
objective of Eq. (5) at the labeled solutions using with SGD with momentum and a cosine schedule.
The priors of Table 1 enter as shared weights or, on Sudoku-Extreme, as digit relabeling of the
training boards. We take the final trained model and do not select a best performing checkpoint when
reporting CRAM’s results (App. C). Training runs finish by computing the stopping threshold from
the training solutions (their highest energy plus a small tolerance); reported fit times include this step.

1The training code of TRMP is not released, so we reimplement TRMP from the recipe in its paper (App. C.8).
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Figure 2: (a) CRAM matches each looped model’s highest accuracy using at least 282× fewer
inference FLOPs. Each point is one method showing what fraction of a 10,000 Sudoku-Extreme
test puzzle was solved within a given inference budget, reported as the mean accuracy over three
training runs with error bars spanning the lowest to the highest run. The arrow joins the most accurate
point of EBR, the cheapest looped model, to the cheapest CRAM point that solves at least as many
puzzles. The upper panel zooms into the top 2% shaded are of the lower panel. CRAM, TRMP and
EBR points include early stopping, and FLOPs include the full reasoning search including every
search chain (see App. C.2 for details). (b) CRAM learns weights that describe the reasoning
task. Maze-Unique learns 3×3 shared weights, shown in units of the mean coupling to the four side
neighbours, that describe a dead-end pruning algorithm for solving Maze-Unique, by exclusively
observing valid maze solutions. On Sudoku-Extreme, CRAM learns correct sudoku costs despite
receiving no positional constraint graph. Trained weights for sudoku and maze correspond to the
CRAM model reported in Table 2.

4.1 Comparison with looped models

High accuracy at small sizes and fast training. Does a CRAM energy that learns from solved
puzzles reach the accuracy of looped models, and at what cost? Table 2 compares CRAM with the
seven looped baselines on Sudoku-Extreme and Maze-Unique. On both tasks, CRAM is the most
accurate method, solving 99.996% of the Sudoku-Extreme test puzzles and every Maze-Unique test
maze. The most accurate looped model, TRMP, solves 99.87% and 99.23%. CRAM reaches this
accuracy with thousands of times less training time than every looped model. All results are trained
from examples except the gray rows of Table 2, which are a reference for an optimal CRAM energy
that is coded by hand from the puzzles explicit constraints (Sec. 4.3).

Efficient inference. Each method has a setting that allows us to vary its maximum allowed inference
budget: the number of reasoning steps (HRM, TRM, FRM), restarts (EqR), sampled trajectories
(GRAM, EBR), rollouts (TRMP), or for CRAM, the number of allowed search moves. By sweeping
across allowed inference budgets of each method on 10,000 Sudoku-Extreme test puzzles, we can get
a simple “scaling law” plot for inference compute, as shown in Fig. 2a. On this plot, CRAM uses
between 282× (against EBR) and 128,000× (against EqR) fewer FLOPs than the looped models when
compared at each baseline’s most accurate setting. CRAM reaches EBR’s top accuracy (99.86%)
using 1.9× 109 FLOPs per puzzle vs EBR’s 5.4× 1011 FLOPs. At max accuracy, CRAM solves
99.997% of the puzzles with a mean of 2.0× 109 FLOPs per puzzle. Note that CRAM never returns
a wrong answer, it only “misses” where a search reaches its budget before any board passes the
stopping threshold.

Diverse valid solutions. N-Queens and graph coloring test whether the same energy finds many
different answers. Since both have many solutions per input, we follow GRAM and EBR [3, 11] and
report two scores in Table 3: the accuracy of a single answer (out of N = 1 or N = 20 chains), and a
valid-diversity score over 20 samples (Cov@20). CRAM’s learned energy performs competitively to
the best looped baselines across all metrics, despite training in seconds. Note that every Cov@20
value here comes from EBR’s evaluator, since GRAM publishes values from a different normalizer.
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Table 3: CRAM matches larger baselines on N-Queens and graph coloring. Both N-Queens
on 8×8 and 10×10 boards and graph coloring of graphs with 8 and 10 vertices are evaluated on
GRAM’s test sets. All numbers report mean ±stdev over three training seeds; the best learned value
of each row is in bold. Acc.: test inputs whose kept answer is correct (%); N=1 keeps one sample,
and N=20 keeps the majority vote of 20 samples for GRAM and the lowest-energy sample of 20 for
EBR and CRAM; TRM and HRM are deterministic, so their two values are equal. Cov@20: share
of each input’s solutions found by 20 samples (%). Conflict: conflicting edges of the kept answer,
summed over the test graphs. Params: as in Table 2; each task trains its own model. Fit time: training
seed 0 on one H200; one run for each baseline, and for CRAM the median of seven runs that follow
a first run in the same process (App. C.5).

Task HRM [62] TRM [38] GRAM [3] EBR [11] CRAM (hand-set)‡

N-Queens
8×8

Acc., N=1 84.41±2.2 67.39±6.8 99.44±0.2 100.00±0.0 99.95±0.0 100.00±0.0

Acc., N=20 84.41±2.2 67.39±6.8 100.00±0.0 99.95±0.1 100.00±0.0 100.00±0.0

Cov@20 58.8±0.6 51.4±3.1 97.9±0.2 98.1±0.2 97.9±0.1 98.4±0.0

Params 27.3M 6.8M 10.9M 7.1M 113 2
Fit time 59 min 1.3 h 1.3 h 3.2 h 2.9 s none

N-Queens
10×10

Acc., N=1 37.80† 17.50† 88.91±3.1 99.31±0.3 99.45±0.1 99.99±0.0

Acc., N=20 37.80† 17.50† 99.98±0.0 99.99±0.0 99.99±0.0 100.00±0.0

Cov@20 10.7±4.0 3.3±3.6 92.9±0.3 92.5±0.7 93.6±0.1 95.5±0.0

Params 27.3M 6.8M 10.9M 7.1M 181 2
Fit time 4.0 h 5.0 h 5.2 h 7.6 h 6.8 s none

Graph coloring
8 vertices

Conflict, N=1 139.7±10.7 118.0±15.5 3.3±2.5 0.0±0.0 0.0±0.0 0.0±0.0

Conflict, N=20 139.7±10.7 118.0±15.5 3.3±1.2 2.7±4.6 0.0±0.0 0.0±0.0

Cov@20 20.6±0.4 21.8±0.8 87.9±0.6 88.9±0.1 88.9±0.5 90.6±0.6

Params 27.3M 6.8M 10.9M 7.1M 869 1
Fit time 41 min 54 min 53 min 4.5 h 1.3 s none

Graph coloring
10 vertices

Conflict, N=1 182.7±17.8 169.0±20.3 52.7±82.6 0.3±0.6 0.3±0.6 0.0±0.0

Conflict, N=20 182.7±17.8 169.0±20.3 52.7±83.4 0.7±1.2 0.0±0.0 0.0±0.0

Cov@20 6.2±0.9 6.9±0.5 37.8±24.7 54.8±0.2 52.6±0.6 55.2±0.4

Params 27.3M 6.8M 10.9M 7.1M 475 1
Fit time 1.7 h 2.1 h 2.2 h 7.6 h 0.3 s none

N-Queens Cov@20 follows EBR’s evaluator, normalizing over every valid solution per puzzle. GRAM reports a different normalizer.
† published accuracy, shown where our three-seed reproduction scored lower.
‡ Hand-set: CRAM with weights set by hand from the task’s rules. Params counts unique nonzero values.

4.2 Advantages of explicit energy

Compute that adapts to difficulty. CRAM’s search stops at the first board whose energy is at most
the threshold fitted from the training solutions, which lets CRAM dynamically adjust its compute to
follow problem difficulty. When we bin the 10,000 test puzzles of Fig. 2a by the difficulty rating of
the dataset (Fig. 3a), the median compute of CRAM grows 22× from the easiest bin to the hardest.
In contrast, FRM spends the same compute for every puzzle and EBR, whose gradient-norm stopping
rule enables early stopping for Sudoku, barely changes compute needs across puzzle difficulty. Note
that the stopping test of CRAM is also reliable: it never stops at an incorrect board, whereas the
halting rules of HRM, TRM, EqR, TRMP and EBR each stop at an incorrect board on 0.05–3.54% of
the puzzles that they stop on (Table 4).

Inspectable learned weights. The nature of these logic puzzles mean we can read the rules of
the puzzle directly from CRAM’s learned weights (Fig. 2b). Despite receiving no task-informed
constraints for Sudoku, in every training run CRAM learned to put positive equal-digit costs on
exactly the 810 cell pairs that share a row, column or box, leaving all other costs zero. On Maze-
Unique, the 18 learned costs make each move of the search turn off one dead-end cell, which is
dead-end filling [50], a local rule that solves every perfect maze (App. C.4).

4.3 Training the energy

Characterizing fast training objectives. All results above use pseudolikelihood (PL), but the
energy of Eq. (1) accepts many other training methods. We compare three classes of training methods
on Sudoku-Extreme to see which methods train CRAM the fastest (wall-clock time on a single H200).
Local objectives such as PL are evaluated directly at the labeled solution, with no unrolled trajectory
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Figure 3: (a) CRAM’s compute grows gently with puzzle difficulty. The 10,000 Sudoku-Extreme
test puzzles of Fig. 2 are binned by difficulty rating provided by the dataset, where each tick gives the
lowest rating of its bin (0, 1, 2–3, 4–7, 8–15, 16–31, 32–63, and 64+). FRM uses static compute for
every puzzle, whereas both CRAM and EBR implement early stopping. EBR’s early stop barely
lowers its compute on easy puzzles: its median stays between 3.3 and 4.2× 1011 FLOPs in every
bin, near its minimum cost. Top: median FLOPs per puzzle, with bands spanning the 10th to 90th
percentiles. Bottom: test accuracy, median over three training runs, with bands spanning the runs.
(b) CRAM is data efficient, learning Sudoku using an order of magnitude fewer examples.
Shown is model accuracy on the same 10,000 test puzzles vs. the number of unique training puzzles
seen in the data (each data point is augmented with the same 99 augmentations). Points connect the
median value across 6 training runs.

during training. Sampling-based methods draw the negative samples of Eq. (4) by unrolling the
model, but no differentiation is taken through those unrolled trajectories. A third class differentiates
through the relaxation of Eq. (2). This is how looped models are traditionally trained, using truncated
or full BPTT, but it also includes methods that approximate BPTT such as implicit differentiation
[48, 4]. Fig. 4 shows that local objectives like pseudolikelihood and min probability flow [56] train
fastest, followed by short, truncated BPTT. Contrastive divergence follows, and full BPTT (training
through all 10 unrolled relaxation steps) fails to solve more than 48.8% after 5 h of training. Full
comparison of results are in Table 7 of App. D.

Data efficient learning. CRAM is data efficient. Fig. 3b explores how many unique Sudoku-
Extreme training puzzles are needed to solve a 10k Sudoku-Extreme test set. Each method is provided
the same unique puzzles, symmetrically augmented an additional 99 times. On this dataset, CRAM
needs an order of magnitude fewer puzzles to reach 98% accuracy than looped models, using only
30 unique puzzles to EBR’s 700. Interestingly, TRM solves the most test puzzles in the extremely
data-limited regime (< 10 puzzles), but it scales much slower than both energy-based methods. In
the low-data regime, CRAM converged to many incorrect solutions.

Hand-set energies perform best. In Tables 2 and 3, we compare a CRAM energy whose weights
were set by hand using the rules of a task (App. C.7). Under the same search as learned CRAM,
the hand-set energies solve every Sudoku, Maze, N-Queens, and Graph Coloring test puzzle, using
up to 19× fewer inference FLOPs than a learned energy on Sudoku. On both N-Queens and Graph
Coloring, hand-set CRAM is the top performing model across all metrics and board sizes. A high
score on these benchmarks therefore only shows that a model has learned a few pairwise rules
between answer cells—a gentle caution against throwing larger looping models at these reasoning
problems.

5 Discussion

Recent work has suggested the looping provides an alternative to chain-of-thought on reasoning tasks.
In this work, we have used the formal framework of energies to provide a concrete basis for looped
models, in which convergence is guaranteed, computations can adapt to problem difficulty, and BPTT
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Bands span the 25th to 75th percentile of the runs. The mean reaches 99% (circles) after 48 ms with
pseudolikelihood [8] and 0.21 s with minimum probability flow [56], against 4.4 s with one-step BPTT
and 33 s with contrastive divergence [31]. Full BPTT [63] ends at a mean of 27% after 245 s, still
rising at the end of its schedule; with 3,840,000 updates (about 5 h) it solves 48.8% of test puzzles.
Training times include fitting the stopping threshold from the training solutions (24–75 ms) and
exclude each run’s one-time start-up (0.08–0.30 s), as do the T99 times of Table 7, which compares
twelve methods on Sudoku-Extreme and Maze-Unique; App. D gives details of each objective.

can be avoided. We introduced a specific trainable energy, CRAM, and have shown that it is able to
learn a suite of commonly used reasoning benchmarks three orders of magnitude faster than other
looped methods.

We note that all results with fit times are wall-clock times on a shared cluster, so they vary with
concurrent work on a node. For any model that trains on the order of seconds or minutes, where
compilation could meaningfully affect reported training times, we report warm fit times that avoid
one-time startup costs, such as kernel loading and compilation (see App. C.2). Longer runs report
cold-fit times.

The puzzles evaluated in this work—Sudoku-Extreme [62], Maze-Unique [36], and the N-Queens and
graph-coloring sets of Baek et al. [3]—belong to a category of logic puzzles that CRAM’s pairwise
energy can represent exactly [35, 34]. In fact, Table 2 shows that a hand-set CRAM energy with
one unique weight value solves every Sudoku-Extreme test puzzle, and one with three values solves
every Maze-Unique test maze. High accuracy on these logic benchmarks therefore does not indicate
that a model can scale to harder tasks such as ARC-AGI-1 [62, 12], where the answer depends on
quantities that the model must compute from the visible board, such as each cell’s distance to the goal
in Maze-Hard. In App. F, we show how a simple latent extension of CRAM can learn nearly all of the
1,000 Maze-Hard test mazes, but learning such latent quantities in general and without foreknowledge
of the task’s design remains an important open research direction to scale these energies to harder
reasoning tasks.

Building efficient reasoning models that are applicable to general tasks is a central challenge in
AI research. Our results indicate that energy is a powerful framework for reasoning on constraint
puzzles, offering almost 300× faster inference and 1,000× faster training than looped models with
no loss in accuracy. Though the energy studied here is not a final answer for all reasoning tasks,
it showcases the incredible benefit that an explicit energy provides, and provides a promising path
towards data-efficient general reasoning capabilities.
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A Stopping rules of looped models and CRAM

HRM, TRM, EqR and TRMP learn early stopping with a separate network [62, 38, 36, 28]. EBR
stops a sample when the norm of its energy gradient falls below 0.2 [11]. CRAM is different, stopping
at the first board whose energy is at most a threshold fitted from the training solutions. Table 4 shows
that only CRAM never stops at an incorrect board — all other early stopping methods do. Note that
EBR’s stop does not work on Maze-Unique since its gradient norm stays near 2 even at correct mazes.
EBR’s published maze protocol runs a fixed number of segments instead.

Table 4: CRAM never halts at an incorrect board. Each looped model runs one rollout in its
halting mode, capped at its trained depth; EBR’s first sample stops at a gradient norm below 0.2 or
after 64 segments, as in its code. Halted: puzzles on which the rule stopped before the cap. Wrong
halts: halted puzzles whose board is incorrect (% of halted). Full test sets (412,786 puzzles and 1,000
mazes), pooled over three training runs.

Sudoku-Extreme Maze-Unique

Stopping rule Halted (%) Wrong halts (%) Solved (%) Halted (%) Wrong halts (%) Solved (%)

HRM (halting head) 54.5 0.62 54.7 21.4 0.16 40.3
TRM (halting head) 85.8 2.37 83.8 99.9 3.54 96.4
EqR (halting head) 87.5 1.61 86.1 66.0 1.06 65.3
TRMP (halting head) 93.8 0.05 93.8 91.2 0.73 99.2
EBR (gradient-norm stop) 99.35 0.21 99.31 no stopping rule
CRAM (energy threshold) 99.996 0.00 99.996 100.00 0.00 100.00

B Compute

Every experiment in this paper runs on one NVIDIA H200 GPU. Training jobs used GPUs on
unreserved nodes of a shared cluster, so other jobs could use a node’s other GPUs and CPU cores
which could affect reproducibility of timing a fit. Wherever CPU times are reported, they use
one thread of an Intel Xeon Platinum 8468 CPU. CRAM’s search moves run in Triton kernels
with one GPU warp per chain. A move changes one cell, so the kernel keeps the field of every
cell in memory and updates only the fields of the cells with a nonzero coupling to the moved cell.
The code, data preparation, run records and exported results behind every table and figure are at
https://github.com/Prefrontal-AI/CRAM.

C Experimental protocols

C.1 Shared protocol

Every method, CRAM and each baseline, is trained three times under different seeds, and each
trained model is scored once on the test set. Where a published accuracy was selected on the test set,
we say so. The test sets have 412,786 puzzles (Sudoku-Extreme), 1,000 mazes (Maze-Unique), 1,240
and 18,466 rows (N-Queens, 8× 8 and 10× 10) and 255 and 192 graphs (graph coloring, 8 and 10
vertices).

When reproducing baselines, whenever our three-seed mean accuracy is more 2 points below their
published accuracy, a table shows the published value (dagger), but we still count that baseline’s
parameters and FLOPs ourselves. A baseline’s Params is the parameter count of its network: we
do not check its weights for zeros, so it is an upper bound on the nonzero parameters that CRAM’s
count reports.

CRAM inference is a focused Gibbs search with four chains (Sudoku-Extreme) or with N chains
(N=1 or 20 in Table 3; N-Queens and graph coloring), and zero-temperature single-cell moves
(Maze-Unique). In general, we use each baseline’s published inference setting when solving a task.

• TRMP: the most confident of 64 noisy rollouts (the ACT model in Table 2).
• TRMP’s lattice model (the § footnote of Table 2): 64 search chains, each restarted on a

detected conflict, for at most 1,000 steps.
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• EqR: depth 64 with 128 noisy restarts, answer chosen by the model’s convergence score
[36].

• GRAM: majority vote of 20 sampled trajectories of 16 steps.
• EBR: the lowest-energy of five samples; OR when its energy-gradient norm falls below 0.2,

or after 64 segments (Sudoku Extreme); OR after 16 updates (Maze-Unique)

C.2 Operation counts and fit time

Reported FLOPs count the operations along all their sampling trajectories, stopping tests, selection
amongst samples, and decoding; it excludes losses and metrics computed from labels.

Every FLOP count in this paper, for CRAM and every baseline, uses the following convention:

• A matrix product counts 2 FLOPs per multiply-add.
• Every elementwise addition, subtraction, multiplication (also by a 0/1 mask), division,

negation and absolute value counts 1, on floats or integers.
• Every exp, log, square root, sigmoid, tanh and erf counts 1.
• Comparisons, selections, min, max, argmax, mask logic, indexing, data movement, casts

and random-number generation count 0. Arithmetic applied to a random number (scaling
noise, a Gumbel transform) counts.

For the neural baselines, a PyTorch counter at the operator-dispatch level applies these rules to every
operator during inference, including gradient computations. CRAM’s moves use Triton kernels that
are invisible to the counter, so count their transcription line by line. CRAM’s code outside the kernels
is counted directly. A CRAM search counts FLOPs up until a move first passes its stopping test.

Reported fit times are the wall clock of one complete fit. The clock starts when the training data are
in host memory and stops when the inference-ready model is read, including its stopping statistics.
In total, it includes: transfer to the device, initialization, augmentation, every forward, backward
and optimizer step, compilation and CUDA-graph capture with their warm-up, and fitting stopping
thresholds and focus statistics from the training solutions. It excludes reading files, evaluation, saving
and module imports.

We report the warm time for CRAM, because its one-time start-up (0.2–0.9 s on one H200) is a large
part of a fit that takes milliseconds, but a negligible part of a baseline fit that takes hours.

• Cold: the first fit in a fresh process, including one-time kernel loading, compilation and
graph capture. CUDA context creation (0.4–0.7 s) is measured separately and excluded.

• Warm: the median of seven further fits in the same process.

It was not within our compute budget to compute warm-starts for long baseline runs. Thus, each
baseline time is one cold fit on one H200 with an empty compilation cache. Its start-up (compilation,
kernel loading and the first update) takes 6 s to 16 min, at most 2.2% of the fit (3.5% for TRMP on
Maze-Unique).

C.3 CRAM recipes

Table 5 lists the training and search settings of every CRAM fit. Two fits add a step that the table
does not list. The Sudoku-Extreme fit applies a fresh random digit relabeling to the training boards at
each update. The N-Queens fit divides the gradient of each offset cost by a per-offset preconditioner
(App. C.5).

C.3.1 Sudoku-Extreme

Sudoku-Extreme [62] (sapientinc/sudoku-extreme) has an official training split and a test split
of 422,786 puzzles. CRAM trains on the three 1,000-puzzle training splits of FRM [29], one per seed,
which FRM draws from the training split balanced over its difficulty-rating bins. Our development set
is 10,000 puzzles of the test split, and our test set is the other 412,786. The cells are opaque indices:
CRAM is told neither the rows, columns and boxes nor any structure of the digits. Each pair of cells
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Table 5: Every CRAM fit is a few dozen to a few thousand SGD updates of pseudolikelihood,
and every search is a single-cell local search. All fits start at zero and use SGD with momentum
0.5 and a cosine schedule; the L1 term is a soft-threshold after each step. Values in parentheses are
for the larger N-Queens board or graph. h̄: mean positive learned cost; u: the N-Queens temperature
unit (App. C.5); τ : highest energy of a training solution.

Sudoku-Extreme Maze-Unique N-Queens 8× 8
(10× 10)

Graph coloring, 8 (10)
vertices

Training
Training rows 1,000 1,000 7,224 (108,234) 7,002 (13,465)
Loss PL + L1,

λ = 3.33× 10−4
PL PL PL + L1, λ = 10−4

(10−3)
Updates 32, full batch 20, batches of 64 4,000, full batch 1,024 (256), full batch
Learning rate 540 1 30 10

Search
Start uniform random every open cell on given queens only uniform random
Moves focused Gibbs T = 0 single-cell focused Gibbs focused Gibbs
Temperature 0.40h̄ → 0.31h̄ 0 u 2h̄ (3h̄)
Chains 4 1 1 or 20 1 or 20
Stopping test energy ≤ τ + 10−3 fixed point local margin every term below its

training maximum
Budget 6.3× 1011 FLOPs 20,000 moves 20,000 moves 10,000 moves

has a free 9× 9 cost block Kij = K⊤ji and each cell a free input cost Bi ∈ R9 (263,169 parameters),
clue cells are clamped, and training follows Table 5.

FRM, EqR and TRMP train on the same splits. HRM, TRM, GRAM and EBR keep the data pipeline
of their own code: HRM, TRM and GRAM train on one 1,000-puzzle draw from TRM’s data builder
(the command of the authors’ README, which fixes no random seed), with 1,000 stored symmetry
variants per puzzle, and EBR trains on its own draw (seed 42). Fig. 3b trains CRAM, TRM, EBR
and FRM on identical rows.

For CRAM each sudoku puzzle runs four chains from random boards. A move picks a uniformly
random free cell whose local energy exceeds its training-solution mean by more than 0.45h̄ (any free
cell if there is none) and samples its digit from its belief. The temperature falls geometrically from
0.40h̄ to 0.31h̄ over 524,288 moves and then restarts, and the cached fields are recomputed exactly
every 4,096 moves. A puzzle stops at the first board of any chain with energy at most τ + 10−3,
where τ is the highest energy of a training solution of its split (−1.7 × 10−4 to −3 × 10−6), and
otherwise returns its lowest-energy board at the budget. We tuned the temperatures and the stopping
threshold on development puzzles. On the test set, no search stopped at an incorrect board. 51 of
1,238,358 searches reached the budget.

C.4 Maze-Unique

Maze-Unique [36] (locuslab/EqR-data, subset maze-30x30-unique-1k) has 1,000 training and
1,000 test mazes of 30 × 30 cells, whose answers are a unique path from start to goal. Walls are
clamped off, the start and goal on, and PL of the binary path labels is applied at every open cell. We
chose the number of updates and the learning rate on 100 held-out training mazes: the fewest updates
(10, 20, 50 or 100), then the smallest rate (0.3, 1 or 3), at which every run solves at least 99 of them
with focused Gibbs search when trained on nested subsets of 10 to 900 mazes. The final fits use all
1,000 mazes.

Searching a maze starts with every open cell on. Each move sets a uniformly random cell that is
not at its lowest-energy value to that value, and the search stops at a fixed point (at most 290 moves
were used). From this start, each move turns off one dead-end cell, so the search performs dead-end
filling. This choice of start matters since the empty board has lower energy than the solution on every
development maze, and explains why exact solvers like toulbar2 can’t find this solution.
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C.5 N-Queens

N-Queens uses GRAM’s data [3] without augmentation. An input is a solution with k queens removed
(k ∈ {5, 6, 7} on 8 × 8, {7, 8, 9} on 10 × 10), and an input with S solutions occurs S times, once
with each solution as its label (7,224 training and 1,240 test rows on 8× 8; 108,234 and 18,466 on
10× 10). Accuracy counts the test rows whose answer is a valid board that keeps every given queen.
Cov@20 sums, over distinct test inputs, the distinct valid solutions among 20 samples, capped at
min(S, 20), and divides by the sum of min(S, 20). This is the rule of EBR’s evaluator, not GRAM’s.
Training follows Table 5, with the gradient of each Jd divided by md/m̄, where md is the number of
cell pairs at offset d and m̄ its mean. Without this preconditioner, the long diagonals (2 pairs, against
162 for the shortest) barely train since there is insufficient data to learn long correlations.

Each chain starts from the given queens. A move picks a uniformly random free cell whose current
state has the higher field (any free cell if there is none) and draws its state with probability proportional
to exp(−gi(a)/u). A chain stops when every free cell has a margin of at least δ − 10−3, or after
20,000 moves with its lowest-energy board; N=1 is the first chain, and N=20 the lowest-energy
board of 20 chains. A rule fixed before testing chose this recipe on 10 × 10 validation inputs; we
report it at both sizes, a choice made after seeing the test results (on 8 × 8, the rule’s own choice
scores 100.00% and 98.3% Cov@20, against 99.95% and 97.9%). To save GPU kernels, the fit builds
the pair-cost matrix from the offset costs as one product with a fixed 0/1 matrix instead of by indexing.
We timed this fit and tested the models of an indexing fit, whose parameters agree with it to within
10−7 of the largest parameter.

C.6 Graph coloring

Graph coloring uses GRAM’s graphs with chromatic number 3, each labeled with one 3-coloring in
canonical order. We score each graph once. Conflict counts the edges whose two vertices share a color,
summed over the test graphs. Cov@20 is the number of distinct proper colorings in canonical order
that 20 samples find, over the number of such colorings, summed over graphs (GRAM’s definition).
For each pair of vertices, the 3× 3 cost table is an affine function of all the adjacency tokens of the
graph, so CRAM is not told which edge belongs to which pair (7,332 and 18,660 parameters; 869
and 475 are nonzero after training). Training follows Table 5.

Each chain starts from a uniformly random coloring and makes the focused moves of Sudoku-Extreme,
with focus threshold 0.45h̄. It stops at the first coloring on which every pair term and input cost is at
most its highest value on a training coloring.

C.7 Hand-set energies

Tables 2 and 3 include CRAM energies whose weights we set by hand from the rules of each task
(Fig. 5). Reported numbers use the same search as the learned energy on the task.

C.8 Looped-model baselines

We retrain every baseline on one H200 with its authors’ code and recipe: HRM [62] (commit
ac15626), TRM [38] (c011037), FRM [29] (6149a01), EqR [36] (134c754), GRAM [3] (f2e32b9)
and EBR [11] (8c5271c). The training code of TRMP [52] is not released, so we reimplement two of
its recipes: the adaptive computation time (ACT) model of its Appendix B and Table 9 (row TRMP),
its most accurate on Sudoku-Extreme, and the 16k-parameter factor-graph lattice model of its abstract
(its Table 4), which the § footnote of Table 2 reports. The lattice model trains for 20,000 updates
of a 512-board pool, as in that table, and its fit time in the footnote is the median of seven complete
fits that follow a first fit in the same process, as for CRAM; the first fit takes 14m46s. GRAM’s
paper reports TRM and HRM on N-Queens and graph coloring without a recipe, so we train both in
GRAM’s code, which contains both architectures, with GRAM’s per-task settings. Every baseline
trains in bf16 with torch.compile, and is scored at its final weights (their exponential moving average
where the authors use one), or at a checkpoint chosen on development data (HRM, FRM and TRMP).
CRAM fits, in contrast, run as eager PyTorch in single precision, without compilation or CUDA
graphs. We change a recipe only where our tests require it:
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Figure 5: Hand-set weights on CRAM energy. Each title gives the number of distinct nonzero
values. (a) Sudoku: board cell j shows the 9× 9 cost block Kij between the digits of the chosen cell
i (rows) and of cell j (columns), on the color scale of the learned costs in Fig. 2b. It is the identity
on the 20 cells that share a row, column or box with i. (b) Maze-Unique: change in energy when an
open cell turns on; the center is the change with no neighbor on, and each other entry is the change
that a neighbor on at that offset adds. (c) N-Queens (8× 8): cost of a queen at each cell together with
a queen at the dark cell, 1 when they attack each other. (d) Graph coloring: cost of the colors of the
two vertices of an edge; pairs without an edge cost 0.

• Maze-Unique recipes. HRM, TRM, GRAM and EBR publish no Maze-Unique basline, so
we run their Maze-Hard recipes unchanged. GRAM runs the TRM recipe with GRAM’s
settings for its non-Sudoku tasks, at global batch 384 (the largest that fits on one H200).

• Compilation and optimizer. We compile the whole model where the authors’ code does
not (FRM; EqR on Maze-Unique), which makes training 1.8–2.2 times faster. TRM and
EqR use a pure-PyTorch AdamATan2 in place of the authors’ CUDA package, which adds
less than 1% to an update. TRMP trains in bf16, where its paper uses single precision for
the Sudoku model.

• Schedules. HRM trains on Sudoku-Extreme for 40,000 epochs, the schedule of its released
checkpoint (though its README states 20,000).

• Test subset. At 128 restarts, EqR is scored on the first 10,000 Sudoku-Extreme test puzzles,
because the full set would take about 105 GPU-hours per seed.

• Published accuracies. Our GRAM runs solve 93.61 ± 1.21% of Sudoku-Extreme, 2.5
points below the published 96.1%, so Table 2 shows the published value. On Maze-Unique,
EqR’s repository configuration (hidden size 44) solves 100.0%, 99.6% and 0% with three
seeds, so Table 2 shows the published 93.0% with the parameters, FLOPs and fit time of
the paper’s configuration (hidden size 128). On 10 × 10 N-Queens, our TRM and HRM
runs solve 6.90% and 22.72%, against the published 17.5% and 37.8%, so Table 3 shows
the published values.

C.9 Data efficiency

In Fig. 3b, CRAM, TRM, EBR and FRM train on the same data samples and only the number k of
unique training puzzles changes.

• Puzzles. For k < 1,000, seed s takes the first k puzzles of a seed-s permutation of TRM’s
1,000-puzzle draw, so the subsets of one seed are nested. k = 1,000 is the whole draw, and
k = 3,000 to 100,000 add puzzles from the official training split with the same builder.

• Augmentation. Each puzzle is augmented with 99 symmetry variants (digit relabeling,
transposition, and permutations of bands, stacks, rows and columns). No method adds its
own augmentation.

• CRAM: Training is deterministic, so at k = 1,000 the six seeds give one model and differ
only in the search.

18



• TRM: 65,100 updates of batch 768 at every k (65,117 at k = 30,000).
• EBR: 60,000 updates of batch 768, scored as in Table 2. Its loader needs at least 768 puzzle

groups, so for k < 768 each group is repeated ⌈768/k⌉ times.
• FRM: Stage A and Stage B of 100,000 updates each at batch 128, checkpoint chosen on

256 development puzzles.
• Scoring: six runs (seeds 0–5) per point, on the 10,000 test puzzles of Fig. 2a.

D Training methods for CRAM

As discussed in the paper, there are many ways to train the energy using approximate likelihood
methods as per Eq. (4). Table 7 compares twelve such methods across three classes (Table 6). This
section describes pseudolikelihood [8] and characterizes the twelve methods on Sudoku-Extreme and
Maze-Unique.

D.1 Pseudolikelihood, maximum likelihood, and cross-entropy

Pseudolikelihood (PL) replaces the model term of Eq. (4) with a comparison between the observed
solution x and its single-cell changes. Let F be the cells whose answers the input does not give, and
let x−i←a be x with cell i set to value a. We minimize

JPL(θ;x) = Eθ(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
lower energy

on data

+
1

|F|
∑
i∈F

log
∑
a

exp
[
−Eθ(x

−
i←a)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

raise energy on model “samples”

, (5)

where a runs over all permitted values, the labeled one included. Where a task needs it, we add local
terms that depend only on the weights and the labeled solution, such as an L1 penalty on the costs.
The L1 penalty sets a cost exactly to zero where the examples show no constraint between two cells,
so the fitted energy is sparse. Below, we write y for x and yi←a for x−i←a.

At unit temperature, the energy defines a joint distribution Pθ(p | x) = exp[−Eθ(p)]/Zθ(x)
over the set S(x) of one-hot answer arrays that respect the givens, and maximum likelihood
minimizes − logPθ(y | x) = Eθ(y) + logZθ(x) [1, 42]. The partition function Zθ(x) =∑

p′∈S(x) exp[−Eθ(p
′)] sums over up to C |F| assignments, so this objective is intractable for

the tasks of this paper.

Conditioning on every labeled cell except i cancels the partition function. With ea the one-hot vector
of value a, the exact conditional of cell i is a softmax,

qi(a) ≡ Pθ(pi = ea | p−i = y−i,x) =
exp zia∑
b exp zib

, zia = −Eθ(y
i←a), (6)

over the permitted values. Eq. (5) is the mean over free cells of the cross-entropy ℓi =
−
∑

a yia log qi(a) of the label yi = (yia)a, with the familiar gradient ∂ℓi/∂zia = qi(a) − yia.
Every energy term without cell i cancels in qi, so the logits need only the pair and input costs of cell
i, and no inference. Each conditional is exact; the approximation is replacing the joint likelihood
with a sum of conditionals [8, 37].

D.2 Comparing twelve objectives

Table 6 lists different training objectives and how it relates to Eq. (4). A relaxation runs n Euler steps
of Eq. (2) (step size 0.5) from uniform beliefs, with clues clamped. Each sampling method lowers the
energy of the labeled solution and raises the energy of a negative, a board or belief state drawn from
the model; no gradient flows through the drawing of the negative. To keep the energies bounded, each
also penalizes their squares, as in Du and Mordatch [19].

A few choices are specific to CRAM. Masked pseudolikelihood sets a hidden cell’s state to zero,
so that it adds nothing to the other cells’ fields. Denoising score matching uses the clean logits
3(yi − 1/C). Contrastive divergence draws its moves at temperature 1, and persistent CD relabels
each stored Sudoku chain together with its puzzle. Equilibrium propagation uses β = 0.01, at which
its gradient has cosine similarity 0.99999 with the full-BPTT gradient (β = 0.5 diverged). Implicit
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differentiation runs n forward and n adjoint iterations, without a convergence test, and full BPTT
uses T = 10, selected on both tasks.

Table 6: Local training objective overview. L local objectives, evaluated at the labeled solution.
S sampling methods, whose negatives get no gradient. D methods that differentiate through a
relaxation or its fixed point. k, n, T , q and σ are tuned (App. D).

Training method Compares the labeled solution with

L Pseudolikelihood [8] every single-cell change (Eq. (5))
L Masked pseudolikelihood [17] its single-cell changes, with each cell hidden with probability q

L Min Probability Flow [56] every single-cell change, weighted by exp(−∆E/2)

L Denoising Score Matching [60] its own logits plus Gaussian noise of scale σ

S Contrastive divergence [31] the board after k heat-bath moves from it
S Persistent CD [58] a stored chain per training board, advanced k moves per visit
S Contrastive Hebbian [45] the state after a relaxation of n steps

D Eq Prop [53] two relaxations nudged toward and away from it
D Implicit Diff. [4] the relaxed state, through its adjoint
D Truncated BPTT (t=1) [62] the relaxed state, through the last of T steps
D Truncated BPTT (t=5) [63] the relaxed state, through the last 5 of T steps
D BPTT (full) [63] the relaxed state, through all T steps

Every method trains the energy of Table 2 from the same weight initialization, with SGD (momentum
0.5, cosine schedule) and the L1 penalty as a soft-threshold of ηkλ after each step. All twelve methods
run in one shared training harness, so their times compare with each other but not with the fit times of
Table 2. The harness is slower than Table 2 because it synchronizes the GPU before and after every
update, to time each update and place the development probes.

Each method tunes on seed 0, using development puzzles not in the train or test set:

• the learning rate: 6, 60 or 540 (Sudoku-Extreme); 0.1, 0.3 or 1 (Maze-Unique);

• the L1 strength: 1, 0.1 or 0.01 times that of Table 2 (Sudoku-Extreme); 0, 0.003 or 0.03
(Maze-Unique);

• its own setting: q ∈ {0.1, 0.3} (masked PL); σ ∈ {0.5, 1.5} (DSM); k ∈ {81, 324} moves
on Sudoku-Extreme and {256, 1024} on Maze-Unique (CD, persistent CD); n ∈ {10, 30} on
Sudoku-Extreme and {30, 100} on Maze-Unique (contrastive Hebbian learning, equilibrium
propagation, implicit differentiation); T ∈ {10, 30} (truncated and full BPTT); and the
weight of the Du and Mordatch [19] regularizer, 0 or 1 (class S).

Pseudolikelihood keeps the learning rate and number of updates of Table 2 and tunes only its L1
strength; every other method runs 2,000 updates (1,500 for class S on Maze-Unique). The rule takes
the highest development solve rate, then the shortest fit time. The settings selected for each method
are in the code release.

Fig. 4 trains each of its five methods 20 times; its x-axis is the fit time without the one-time start-up,
and full BPTT runs 60,000 updates. Four differentiating methods were still improving after 2,000
updates on Sudoku-Extreme, so we gave them longer schedules (footnote of Table 7). Full BPTT,
equilibrium propagation and implicit differentiation stop at incorrect boards and fail to train. On
Maze-Unique, every method solves every test maze.

Notes on Table 7:

• T99 is the median over the three runs of the fit time at the first probe where their mean
reaches 99%, minus each run’s one-time start-up (0.10–1.83 s on Sudoku-Extreme and
0.64–1.22 s on Maze-Unique), plus the time to fit the stopping threshold and focus statistic
(24–75 ms on Sudoku-Extreme; the Maze-Unique search fits none).

• Contrastive divergence runs 324 heat-bath moves per update on Sudoku-Extreme and 256
on Maze-Unique.
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• The pseudolikelihood row is the recipe of Table 2 under this protocol. Its test solve rates
equal those of Table 2, but its fit times and FLOPs differ: it tests the checkpoint chosen on
the probe (updates 16, 23 and 16 of 32 on Sudoku-Extreme; 6 of 20 on Maze-Unique), tunes
the L1 strength (Maze-Unique selects 0.003, where Table 2 uses none), trains Maze-Unique
on 900 mazes, and tests Sudoku-Extreme on 50,000 puzzles.

Table 7: Nine of the twelve training methods reach at least 99% test accuracy on both tasks,
and a local objective is the first to reach 99% on the development probe of each task. T99:
training time until the mean development solve rate of three runs first reaches 99% (dash: never).
FLOPs99: training arithmetic to that point. Solved: exact test solve rate (%), mean ± SD over three
runs. Classes, protocol and notes in App. D; bold: best value of each column. Every method runs in
one shared training harness that is slower than the recipes of Table 2, so compare these times with
each other, not with Table 2: a full pseudolikelihood fit on Sudoku-Extreme takes about 70 ms here,
against 42 ms there.

Sudoku-Extreme Maze-Unique

Training method T99 FLOPs99 Solved T99 FLOPs99 Solved

L Pseudolikelihood [8] 50 ms 3.42e10 100.00±0.00 43 ms 6.15e7 100.00 ±0.00
L Masked pseudolikelihood [17] 198 ms 1.95e11 99.99±0.00 22 ms 3.11e7 100.00 ±0.00
L Min Probability Flow [56] 225 ms 1.95e11 99.99±0.00 30 ms 4.22e7 100.00 ±0.00
L Denoising Score Matching [60] 1.6 s 2.20e12 99.98±0.01 23 ms 3.44e7 100.00 ±0.00

S Contrastive divergence [31] 33.7 s 1.26e14 99.99±0.00 258 ms 3.37e9 100.00 ±0.00
S Persistent CD [58] 30.2 s 1.26e14 99.96±0.06 262 ms 3.37e9 100.00 ±0.00
S Contrastive Hebbian [45] 348 ms 1.92e12 100.00 ±0.00 111 ms 2.15e9 100.00 ±0.00

D Eq Prop [53] — — 16.05±8.75† 3.7 s 6.66e10 100.00 ±0.00
D Implicit Diff. [4] — — 0.45±0.50 2.3 s 4.23e10 100.00 ±0.00
D Truncated BPTT (t=1) [62] 4.6 s 2.35e13 99.57±0.29 1.1 s 7.41e9 100.00 ±0.00
D Truncated BPTT (t=5) [63] 2.9 min 1.37e15 99.89±0.07† 4.0 s 1.24e10 100.00 ±0.00
D BPTT (full) [63] — — 48.82±3.73† 7.7 s 1.86e10 100.00 ±0.00

†Longer cosine schedules on Sudoku-Extreme, without the one-hour cap, with the learning rate chosen on the seed-0 probe. Truncated BPTT
(t=5): 60,000 updates at learning rate 6 (5.3–5.4 min per run; 98.51± 2.15% with 2,000 updates); Eq Prop: 240,000 updates at learning rate 6
(49–50 min per run; 1.10± 0.72% with 2,000 updates); BPTT (full): 3,840,000 updates at learning rate 2 (4.8–5.0 h per run; 0.72± 0.92% with
2,000 updates, and 46.24± 2.86% after 480,000 updates). Implicit differentiation keeps its 2,000-update cells; with 60,000 updates it solved at
most 0.6% of development puzzles.

E Energy descent

Here we show how deterministic dynamics of Eq. (2) never increase the energy. Define the convex
logsumexp function as L(vi) = β−1 log

∑
a exp(βvia). Its derivative is the softmax belief, pi =

∂L/∂vi, and
v⊤i pi − L(vi) = β−1

∑
a

pia log pia. (7)

so the negative-entropy term of Eq. (1) is the Legendre transform of L. For masked cells, all sums
and derivatives run over permitted values only. Inside the simplex, the derivative of the energy with
respect to a belief is

∂E

∂pi
= β−1(log pi + 1) +

∑
j

W ijpj +Bi = vi +
∑
j

W ijpj +Bi + ci, (8)

where the scalar ci = β−1 − L(vi) is added to every entry. So Eq. (2) follows −∂E/∂pi up to a
constant across values, which leaves the softmax beliefs unchanged. L is a convex function, so its
Hessian is positive semidefinite:

Hi =
∂2L

∂vi ∂v⊤i
= β

[
diag(pi)− pip

⊤
i

]
⪰ 0. (9)

which is singular along the all-ones direction, because adding a constant to all logits leaves the
softmax unchanged. Since ∂pi/∂vi = Hi, and Hi removes the constant ci, the chain rule and Eq. (2)
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Table 8: CRAM+z solves 99.9% of the Maze-Hard test mazes with 29 parameters. Exact
match to the labeled path on the 1,000 test mazes. Baselines: accuracy published by their authors.
CRAM+z: mean and standard deviation over three training runs (999 of 1,000 in each).

Model Solved Params FLOPs/puzl

HRM† [62] 74.50 2.70e7 3.01e12
TRM† [38] 85.30 6.82e6 3.84e12
FPRM† [44] 87.00 6.83e6 4.78e14
NCA† [22] 89.20 4.10e4 2.00e12
EBR† [11] 88.30 1.77e6 1.93e13
CRAM+z 99.90 ± 0.00 2.90e1 1.41e7
† Accuracy from the original paper; parameter counts and FLOPs computed locally.
FPRM: its published setting (at most 35,000 iterations per batch of 768 mazes, restart seed 4), which solved 86.9% in our run of the released
checkpoint.
NCA: trained and scored on the official A* targets. EBR: lowest energy of 5 sampled trajectories, its published setting.

give
dE

dt
=

∑
i∈F

( ∂E

∂pi

)⊤ ∂pi

∂vi

dvi

dt
= −

∑
i∈F

τiv̇
⊤
i Hiv̇i ≤ 0. (10)

This holds for fixed inputs, parameters, temperature and clamps, positive time constants, and con-
tinuous time. It does not show convergence to a unique minimum, rule out saddles, or say that a
minimum is a correct solution. Discrete steps and finite precision need their own analysis.

A board is a single-cell local minimum if no permitted single-cell change lowers its energy. If every
labeled cell strictly prefers its label given the other labels, the labeled board is such a minimum. A
small average pseudolikelihood loss does not guarantee this for every cell, and it does not say which
minimum a search reaches from a puzzle. Focused Gibbs search can pass through higher-energy
boards, and it can stop at the energy threshold before it reaches a local minimum.

F Extending CRAM to Maze-Hard

Summary. The Maze-Unique energy, extended with 11 learned parameters and one hidden layer
that settles in its own relaxation, solves 99.9% of the Maze-Hard test mazes after less than 30
seconds of training on one GPU.

On Maze-Unique, the learned energy fills dead ends from the all-open board until only the unique
solution path is left (App. C.4). Maze-Hard mazes, on the other hand, contain loops that break
dead-end filling, because the choice between two sides of a loop depends on distances to the goal.
With nowhere in Eq. (1) to store these distance calculations, CRAM solves none of the Maze-Hard
test mazes.

To solve this, we can add one layer of hidden neurons z whose state falls by a fixed amount with each
step away from the goal, and let the pair costs of Eq. (1) read it. Training is the pseudolikelihood of
Eq. (5), as for the other tasks.

Data. Maze-Hard [62] has 1,000 training and 1,000 test mazes of 30 × 30 cells, with tokens
xi ∈ {wall, open,S,G} for the start S and the goal G. The label marks one shortest path from S to
G, the one that breadth-first search finds with the neighbour order down, left, right, up [11]. Every
development training maze has at least 512 shortest paths, so this tie-break decides most labels.

The hidden layer. Each cell is either a wall, empty, the start S or the goal G. A cell is “open” if it is
not a wall. Let N (i) be the set of open side neighbours of an open cell i. Each open cell has one
hidden neuron with output zi and the identity activation; zG is the output of the neuron at G. The
hidden energy is

Ez(z) =
∑
i

[m
2
z2i −

1

2

∑
j∈N (i)

zizj

]
− zG, (11)
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Figure 6: CRAM+z solves a Maze-Hard test maze in two relaxations: the hidden layer settles
to a distance-like field, and the answers prune the tree of pointers down to the path. Left: the
hidden layer on test maze 0 (seed-0 model), settled first by Eq. (13): log z⋆i (white: not connected to
G; dark gray: walls) and each cell’s pointer, a line toward its largest weight in Eq. (14); the pointers
form a tree rooted at G. Top right: rounded answers of the answer flow, run second with the hidden
layer fixed, from the all-on board: leaves switch off first; at the stop the board equals the labeled path.
Bottom right: the answer energy (Eq. (1), entropy included) decreases at every step of that flow; the
lighter line continues the flow for 48 steps after the stop, to its fixed point.

with one learned mass m. The maze enters only through which cells are open, in N (i), and through
the position of G. The first term pulls every output toward zero, the second rewards neighbouring
outputs that are both large, and the third is a unit input to the neuron at G. A cell has at most four
neighbors, requiring that m > 4, (enforced by learning log(m − 4)). In each row of the Hessian
∇2

zEz , the diagonal entry m is larger than the sum of the other entries, which are at most four entries
of size 1, so the Hessian is positive definite. Ez is then strictly convex and has one minimum z⋆,
positive on the cells connected to G and zero elsewhere.

The neurons follow the gradient of the energy,

τ
dzi
dt

= −∂Ez

∂zi
=


−mzi +

∑
j∈N (i)

zj + 1, i = G,

−mzi +
∑

j∈N (i)

zj , otherwise.
(12)

The time constant τ does not affect the fixed point, only the speed of these dynamics. Letting τ = m,
an Euler step of size 1 replaces every output, all at once, by the sum of its neighbours’ outputs (plus 1
at G) divided by m:

zi ←


1

m

( ∑
j∈N (i)

zj + 1
)
, i = G,

1

m

∑
j∈N (i)

zj , otherwise.
(13)

So each neuron takes the sum of its neighbours’ outputs, plus the input at G, damped by the factor
1/m. This update converges to z⋆ from any start. Let the error of a neuron be zi − z⋆i . One update
makes the error of each neuron equal to the sum of its neighbours’ errors, divided by m. A neuron
has at most four neighbours, so each update multiplies the largest error by at most 4/m, which is
less than 1. From z = 0, a cell at distance d from G first becomes nonzero after d+ 1 updates, so
the layer settles in about as many updates as the longest distance (at most 152 on the development
mazes).
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Solving a maze. A maze is solved with two relaxations, one after the other (Fig. 6). First, the
hidden layer settles, where Eq. (13) updates initial state z = 0 to fixed point. Then, the answers start
with every open cell on and follow Eq. (2). The hidden layer is linked to the visible layer via Lij(z)
through attention weights αij overM(i) = N (i) ∪ {i}:

αij(z) =
eβj−i zj∑

k∈M(i) e
βk−i zk

, Lij(z) = κj−i αij(z) + κi−j αji(z). (14)

Each answer update of Eq. (3) then adds η
∑

j∈M(i) Lij(z) pj to the Maze-Unique update of cell
i, and learnable βδ (one per direct neighbor, and itself) allows the model to learn Maze-Hard’s
preference for direction. The answers pi ∈ [0, 1] have the same Maze-Unique energy as in App. C.4,
such that their update is:

vi ← (1− η)vi − η
(∑

j

(
W ij︸︷︷︸

Maze-Unique

−Lij(z) diag(0, 1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
links to the hidden layer

)
pj +Bi

)
,

pi = softmax(vi).

(15)

Here vi ∈ R2 holds the logits of the off and on states of cell i, and W ij and Bi are the 2× 2 pair
costs and the input cost of the Maze-Unique energy, so with L = 0 this is Eq. (3) for Maze-Unique;
diag(0, 1) keeps only the on–on entry, so a link lowers the cost of two linked cells being on together.
The links raise the on logit of cell i by the on probabilities of itself and its neighbours, weighted by
their links. Walls stay off, and S and G stay on.

The fixed point of this optimization is the predicted path.

Training uses pseudolikelihood training as in Maze-Unique, and an adjoint solver for the hidden
parameters, without differentiating through either relaxation. The model has 29 total learned param-
eters: the 18 of the Maze-Unique energy, five κ, five β and m: with κ = 0 it is the Maze-Unique
model.

Results. On the development mazes, each of three training runs solves 100 of 100. Trained on all
1,000 training mazes and scored once on the test set, each of three runs solves 999 of 1,000, with one
incorrect stop and no exhausted budget (Table 8). All three fail on the same maze, where a dead end
of six cells along the maze’s border, next to the path, stays on: its cells support each other through
the 3× 3 pair costs, so the flow does not prune it. On the development mazes, learning an input per
token in place of the input at G solves 0 of 300, and one gate per pair in place of the normalized
window weights solves 0 of 100. A fit takes about half a minute on one H200, with the hidden-layer
relaxation and its adjoint each run as one fused Triton kernel per maze.
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