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Virtually, every ab-initio electronic structure method (Coupled Cluster, DMRG, etc.) can be
viewed as an algorithm to compress the ground-state wavefunction. This compression is usually
obtained by exploiting some physical structure of the wavefunction, which leads to issues when the
system changes and that structure is lost. Compressions which are efficient near equilibrium (coupled
cluster) or in 1-D systems (DMRG) often fail catastrophically elsewhere. To overcome these issues,
we seek a scheme that compresses wavefunctions without any supervised physical information. In
this manuscript, we introduce a scheme to compress molecular wavefunctions using a model for
high dimensional functions from machine learning: a restricted Boltzmann machine (RBM). We
show that, while maintaining chemical accuracy, the RBM can significantly compress the exact
wavefunction.

INTRODUCTION

In his Nobel lecture, Kohn stressed the problem of stor-
ing an accurate many-body wavefunction (Φ) for a large
system on a classical computer. [1] For simple and di-
rect model chemistries, like the full configuration inter-
action (FCI) method, the storage problem is essentially
the main stumbling block to exact improvable results. [2–
8] The FCI method employs a linear combination of all
the possible Slater determinants (Ψn’s) in order to span
the exact wavefunction (ΦFCI): [2,6–8]

ΦFCI =
∑

n=0

cnΨn. (1)

However, depending on the quantity of electrons and
atomic orbitals of a system, the full set of electronic
Ψn’s—and, consequently, the number of bits—are sim-
ply too numerous to manipulate on a classical machine;
forbidding any FCI calculation for even modestly sized
molecules. [2,4,6,8,9]

In order to face this storage problem, many authors
have tried to compress ΦFCI. [2,9–38] These compression
algorithms are usually based on physical insights into the
structure of the exact wavefunction or based on mathe-
matical insights into approximate solutions of the ground
state problem. These compressions exploit the fact that
only a small fraction of the Ψn’s (Eq. 1) usually con-
tribute to an accurate ground state wavefunction. [39,40]

For instance, the selected CI plus perturbation the-
ory correction (SCI+PT) algorithms [21–27]—such as
the Heat-Bath CI (HBCI) [25]—implement determinis-
tic constraints to select configuration expansions which
significantly contribute to an accurate ground-state en-
ergy. Alternatively, Monte Carlo algorithms [28–38]—
such as the FCI Quantum Monte Carlo (FCIQMC) [28–
30]—implement stochastic constraints to select configu-
ration expansions. Both methods are able to treat larger
CI spaces than a naive approach. On the other hand,

these [deterministic/stochastic] constraints are somewhat
arbitrary, generating a systematic source of error for the
estimated FCI calculations. [17,41]

We are instead curious about compressing the Slater
determinants without any specific physical or mathemat-
ical structure, using a neural network to achieve a non-
linear map. To do this, we apply the Restricted Boltz-
mann Machine (RBM).

RBM [42–49] is classified as an unsupervised learning
algorithm and its structure consists of two layers: one
layer having the visible units and the other, the binary
hidden units. [42–48] The visible units process the input
data, and the hidden units designs the compression of
the input. [42–48] The bridge between the two layers—
visible units to hidden units—is established by parame-
ters that connect both units in a process denominated as
encoding. [42–48,50,51] The reverse process, known as de-
coding, uses the binary hidden units—with the same pa-
rameters in the encoding—to recover the uncompressed
(original) input data. [42–48,50,51]

In addition, RBM has found successful application to
compress images [52–55], to model data [43,56–60], and
even to study physical systems [49,61–69]. Besides, con-
nections between RBM and tensor networks have been
recently reported. [70,71]

In this paper, we apply the RBM method to compress
the Slater determinants of the FCI ground-state wave-
functions of four singlet molecules: BeH2, C2, N2, and
F2. On top of that, we investigate the reduction of the
configuration spaces induced by the RBM, and gener-
ate potential energy surfaces (PES’s) within a chemical
accuracy level (1 kcal/mol). By the results, the RBM
method sounds to be an alternative approach of lessen-
ing the computational cost of the determinant-based CI
algorithms.
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FIG. 1. Encoding Process: a fictitious molecular determi-
nant (det), [1,1,0,1], which has 4 bits, is compressed to [1,0,1],
which has 3 bits. ω is a set of weights that connect the vis-
ible and hidden layers, σ is a logistic function, N (0, 1) is a
normal distribution with mean 0 and variance 1, and “ =⇒ ”
is the “implies” symbol. The molecular determinants denote
the [occupied (=1) / virtual (=0)] spin atomic orbitals of a
given system. See Formalism for details. [72]

FORMALISM

Our task is to find a compact representation of the
Slater configurations (Ψn’s) that span ΦFCI (Eq. 1). Each
Ψn’s is binary, since the configurations represent the oc-
cupied (= 1) and virtual (= 0) spin atomic orbitals [6–8].
Being the number of spin atomic orbitals predefined by
the basis set of the atoms that compose a system. [6,8]

Suppose “i” is a unit of the hidden layer (h) and “j” is
a unit of the visible layer (v). Let ϕ be the compressed
configuration associated to Ψ (a member of the Ψn’s),
and ω, a set of weights which connects the visible and
the hidden layer.

The encoding process (FIG. 1.) can be expressed by

p
(i)
h , the probability of the hidden unit “i”: [42–48,50,51]

p
(i)
h = σ



di +

∑

j

[Ψ]j ωji



 , (2)

where σ (t) = 1/ [1 + exp (−t)] (a logistic function), di is
a bias parameter, and the sum runs over all the “j” units
of Ψ.

If p
(i)
h is greater than a random number coming from a

normal distribution with mean 0 and variance 1, then the
hidden unit “i” is activated (“i” = 1). [44,46] Otherwise,
it is not activated (“i” = 0). As a result of this stochastic
process, ϕ is binary like Ψ.

Analogously, the decoding process (FIG. 2.) can be

expressed by p
(j)
v , the probability of the reconstructed

unit “j”: [42–48,50,51]
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FIG. 2. Decoding Process: starting from the compressed rep-
resentation, [1,0,1], the same fictitious molecular determinant
(det) from Figure 1 is reconstructed. The symbols are de-
fined in Figure 1 and in Formalism. Observe the distinctive-

ness between p
(j)
v and p

(i)
h [in FIG. 1.] to, respectively, recon-

struct and compress the molecular det. Because the number
of electrons is held constant, the reconstructed determinant
will certainly belong to the studied system. [72]

p(j)v = σ

{
ej +

∑

i

[ϕ]i ωij

}
, (3)

where ej is a bias parameter and the sum runs over all
the “i” units of ϕ.

On the other hand, the activation of the reconstructed
visible units goes in another way. To ensure that the
reconstructed configurations belong to a given system,

the units with the highest [p
(j)
v ]’s become 1—until the

total number of electrons of the given system is reached—
and then the remaining units become zero.

From the formalism above, it is important to note that
a reconstructed determinant can be generated from more
than one different compressed representation. Neverthe-
less, a compressed representation can recover only one of
the original molecular determinants.

For the next Sections, since the input configurations
are molecular determinants, we name this kind of RBM
as “molecular RBM”.

COMPUTATIONAL DETAILS

STO-3G [73–75] is the basis set for the four singlet sys-
tems studied here: BeH2, C2, N2, and F2. All the elec-
tronic structure calculations are performed on PySCF
package [76], adopting the Löwdin-orthogonalized or-
bitals [7, 77]. And, for each system, a molecular RBM
is trained by the single-step contrastive divergence algo-
rithm [44, 46, 78] on a slightly modified version of the
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Chen et al.’s code [46]—at the present time, the train-
ing is evaluated by the sum of the squared FCI coeffi-
cients of not repeated reconstructed configurations, and
the units of the reconstructed configurations obey the to-
tal number of electrons of a given system to be activated
(vide Formalism).

Turning to the training set, it follows the alpha and
beta string introduced by Handy [8,79–81], in a manner
to guarantee that the determinants are eigenfunctions
of ŜZ (the z-component of the spin operator) [6,8,82–84].
Besides, for each system, the training set is composed
of the necessary molecular determinants to recover the
ground-state FCI electronic energy—within a chemical
accuracy level—of 30 dissociation geometries. These ge-
ometries have varying distance (R), ranging from 0.3 to
3.2 angstrom (Å), equally spaced by 0.1 Å.

For all the systems, the dissociation of the molecules
into their atoms takes place in one dimension; with a
particular attention to the hydrogens in BeH2. Both hy-
drogens are dissociated from the Be atom in an equal
fashion. Or, in other words, for each geometry in BeH2,
the distance H-Be—which ranges from 0.3 to 3.2 Å in the
training set—is identical for the other H atom.

After the molecular RBM is trained, each one of all the
nth-excited configurations, from the analyzed molecule,
is sampled 100 times through the encoding and decoding
processes. The decoding process’ output with the high-
est frequency is pointed out as the reconstructed deter-
minant, and the associated encoding output is pointed
out as the compressed representation. In the end, the
ground-state electronic energy for the molecular RBM
is calculated by a projection of the reconstructed deter-
minants onto the FCI determinants, using the Davidson
diagonalization method [76,85,86].

In this work, the spatial symmetries of the four
molecules are not explored.

ASSESSING THE COMPRESSION

The amount of bits per molecular determinant is as-
sociated to the number of occupied and virtual atomic
orbitals for the uncompressed configurations, and to the
number of hidden units for the compressed ones.

With this, we consider the following metric to evaluate
the compression achieved by the molecular RBM.

TNB =
∑

s

fbits (Υs) , (4)

where “TNB” = Total Number of Bits, “fbits” is a func-
tion which counts the number of bits of the sth com-
pressed/not compressed molecular determinant (Υs).
And the sum runs through not repeated configurations.

Physically, this metric concatenates all the determi-
nants of a system in the same line and computes the num-

TABLE I. Comparing the space savings and the nonpar-
alelism error (NPE) for the molecular RBM (mRBM) and
the spin-adapted (SA) CCSD(RHF), under the four singlet
systems. [89]

Systems BeH2 C2 N2 F2

Total number of bits (TNB) a

FCI 17,150 882,000 288,000 2,000

SA CCSD(RHF) 1,274 6,500 5,060 1,100

mRBM 3,260 737,064 52,845 406

Space savings b (%)

SA CCSD(RHF) 92.6 99.3 98.2 45.0

mRBM 81.0 16.4 81.7 79.7

NPE a, c (kcal/mol)

CCSD(RHF) 4.94 38.3 144.4 0.0

mRBM 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.3

a (See Assessing the Compression for definition.)
b Space savings = {1 − TNB(compressed)/TNB(FCI)}
c For the interval R ∈ [0.3, 5.8] Å.

ber of bits of this concatenation. Furthermore, the metric
above not only consider the compression for each config-
uration in the CI expansion, but also considers the reduc-
tion of the configuration space that span ΦFCI (Eq. 1).

Since the studied systems are singlet, only configura-
tions satisfying 〈ŜZ〉 = 0 (the expectation value of the ŜZ

operator) [6,8,82–84] enter in the metric. Moreover, for
the compressed configurations, TNB considers only the
minimum compressed representations that recover not re-
peated uncompressed ones.

Moving to the PES, we consider the nonparallelism
error (NPE) [87,88] to evaluate the potential curve gen-
erated by the compression. Within an interval R, NPE is
defined by the distance between two points: the greatest
and the lowest signed deviations compared to the FCI
curve. [87,88] And, for each considered molecule, NPE is
calculated for the interval R ∈ [0.3, 5.8] Å.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In this section, we abbreviate “molecular RBM” to
mRBM in tables and graphs. Besides, a comparison
with CCSD(RHF) is established. CCSD stands for “cou-
pled cluster singles (S) and doubles (D)”, adopting the
Restricted Hartree–Fock (RHF) as the reference deter-
minant for the singly and doubly-excited configurations.
The number of bits for CCSD(RHF) is considered under
the spin-adapted (SA) configurations [6, 8, 82], which is
abbreviated as SA CCSD(RHF). SA configurations indi-
cates that each configuration is not only an eigenfunction
of ŜZ—like the uncompressed determinants considered
here (see Computational Details)—but also an eigen-
function of Ŝ2 (the total spin-squared operator) [6,8,82–
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FIG. 3. PES for BeH2, subtracting the ground-state FCI
electronic energy of one Be and two H atoms from the three
curves. (See text for details.)

84].

The unity for energy is kcal/mol and specific aspects
of the calculations are in Computational Details. In
addition, under the STO-3G basis set, F2 has only up
to doubly-excited configurations, and then CCSD(RHF)
becomes exact like FCI.

Turning to Table I, it shows the total number of
bits (TNB), the space savings, and the nonparalelism
error (NPE) for PES—where the distance (R) between
atoms are in the interval [0.3, 5.8] Å.

TNB is linked to the space savings through the to-
tal number of bits of FCI: mRBM and SA CCSD(RHF)
are the compression methods, and are compared to the
uncompressed one (FCI). The space savings for mRBM
are in the order of 80% for BeH2, N2 and F2; but it
is 16.4% for C2. On the other hand, the space sav-
ings for SA CCSD(RHF) exhibit values of the order
of 95% for BeH2, C2 and N2; but it is 45.0% for F2,
when CCSD(RHF) is exact, i.e., for SA CCSD(RHF),
the space savings for the singlet F2 molecule relies just
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on the SA configurations embraced.

However, the space savings per se does not tell
much about how good a compression is, and there-
fore it must be combined with NPE and PES. Hav-
ing this in mind, Figure 3 through 6 display PES’s for
the four singlet molecules, employing FCI, CCSD(RHF)
and mRBM. In each PES, these three curves are sub-
tracted by a constant—the ground-state FCI electronic
energy for the atoms that compose a given molecule
[PES(molecule) − FCI(Atoms)].

For BeH2, Figure 3 shows that CCSD(RHF) diverges
from the FCI curve from R = 1.9 to R = 3.2 Å, and it
is reflected by BeH2’s NPE value of 4.94 kcal/mol (Ta-
ble I). The molecular RBM, however, fully recovers the
FCI curve, showing a NPE value of 0.0 kcal/mol.

In Figure 4, the CCSD(RHF) curve for C2 is qual-
itatively correct until R = 2.0 Å. After that point,
CCSD(RHF) predicts a lower dissociation energy, char-
acterizing a large NPE value of 38.3 kcal/mol for this
system. In its turn, mRBM overlaps FCI, with a lower
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NPE value of 0.3 kcal/mol. Similarly, Figure 5 reveals
that the CCSF(RHF) curve for N2 is qualitatively correct
until R = 1.7 Å. And, thereafter, it predicts an incorrect
dissociation energy. The NPE value for this CCSD(RHF)
curve is the largest one in Table I: 144.4 kcal/mol. Con-
sidering the mRBM, it pratically overlaps the FCI curve,
exhibiting a lower NPE value of 0.3 kcal/mol.

The dissociation problem faced by CCSD(RHF), in
Figures 4 and 5, is known as the size-consistency issue.
Due to the RHF reference configuration adopted, this
coupled cluster method is not size-consistent in princi-
ple. [83,90,91]

The last figure—Figure 6—displays the PES for F2.
As pointed out before, CCSD(RHF) is exact for this
molecule, implying a zero value for NPE. The molecu-
lar RBM curve basically lies over FCI as well, but with
a NPE value of 0.3 kcal/mol.

In summary, after combining the space savings and
NPE from Table I, and the four PES’s in Figures 3–6; the
higher compression of CCSD(RHF)—credited for only
considering singly and doubly-excited configurations—
come at a price: its PES’s for BeH2, C2, and N2 are
not chemical accurate. In contrast, the molecular RBM
shows large space savings for BeH2, N2, and F2, and it
generates PES’s that are chemical accurate for all the
four studied molecules.

CONCLUSION

The molecular RBM not only compresses the molecu-
lar determinants, but also truncates the FCI expansion.
Because of these facts, mRBM is a possible way of de-
creasing the computational cost of determinant-driven CI
algorithms. Each mRBM includes configurations that are
essential for the analyzed system, within a chemical ac-
curacy level, generating smooth PES and providing space
savings that are comparable to the CCSD(RHF) method.

Different than the coupled cluster, and as a kind of
truncated CI expansion, mRBM satisfy the variational
theorem [6–8,81,84], and therefore predicts ground-state
energies which are upper bounds of the exact ones.

Lastly, an atomic version of the RBM—as building
blocks for molecules—could increase the compression al-
ready achieved by mRBM; and could be a universal ap-
proximation to efficiently truncate the FCI expansion for
any system over any geometry. These concepts are under
investigation and will be compared to the mRBM in the
near future.
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E. Brändas (Academic Press, 1999) pp. 143–269.

[82] R. Pauncz, Spin Eigenfunctions: Construction and Use
(Springer US, 1979).

[83] B. O. Roos, Lecture Notes in Quantum Chemistry II: Eu-
ropean Summer School in Quantum Chemistry , Vol. 64
(Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg, 1994).

http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/S0010-4655(00)00119-3
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/S0010-4655(00)00119-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.4767436
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.4767436
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4866609
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.5b01170
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.5b01170
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.4993214
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.4993214
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s002140100285
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s002140100285
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/J.CHEMPHYS.2008.11.021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/J.CHEMPHYS.2008.11.021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.4921377
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.4921377
https://papers.nips.cc/paper/535-unsupervised-learning-of-distributions-on-binary-vectors-using-two-layer-networks
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/978-3-642-35289-8_32
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/978-3-642-35289-8_32
http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/neco.2006.18.7.1527
http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/neco.2006.18.7.1527
https://github.com/echen/restricted-boltzmann-machines/blob/master/rbm.py
https://github.com/echen/restricted-boltzmann-machines/blob/master/rbm.py
https://github.com/echen/restricted-boltzmann-machines/blob/master/rbm.py
http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/neco.2008.04-07-510
http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/neco.2008.04-07-510
http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/NECO_a_00113
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.aag2302
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/978-3-642-35289-8_26
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/978-3-642-35289-8_26
http://arxiv.org/abs/1312.6114
http://arxiv.org/abs/1312.6114
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1127647
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1127647
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/CVPR.2008.4587633
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/CVPR.2008.4587633
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1155/2016/1851829
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1155/2016/1851829
http://ijcsit.com/docs/Volume 6/vol6issue05/ijcsit20150605139.pdf
http://ijcsit.com/docs/Volume 6/vol6issue05/ijcsit20150605139.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/1273496.1273596
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1145/1390156.1390224
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1145/1390156.1390224
http://arxiv.org/abs/1207.1423
http://arxiv.org/abs/1207.1423
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/J.NEUCOM.2012.11.050
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v2/salakhutdinov07a.html
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v2/salakhutdinov07a.html
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.96.205152
http://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1209/0295-5075/119/60001/meta
https://arxiv.org/abs/1707.03114
http://arxiv.org/abs/1707.03114
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0217984916504017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0217984916504017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.95.035105
https://arxiv.org/abs/1803.01960v1
http://arxiv.org/abs/1803.01960
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.96.195145
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.96.195145
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1038/nature23474
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.7.021021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.7.021021
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.97.085104
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.97.085104
http://arxiv.org/abs/1701.06246
http://arxiv.org/abs/1701.06246
https://github.com/MartinThoma/LaTeX-examples/tree/master/tikz
https://github.com/MartinThoma/LaTeX-examples/tree/master/tikz
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.1672392
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.1672392
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1002/(SICI)1096-987X(199610)17:13<1571::AID-JCC9>3.0.CO;2-P
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/ci600510j
https://arxiv.org/pdf/1701.08223.pdf
http://arxiv.org/abs/1701.08223v2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.1747632
http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/089976602760128018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0009-2614(80)85158-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0009-2614(84)85513-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0009-2614(84)85513-X
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/S0065-3276(08)60532-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4684-8526-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-57890-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-57890-8


7

[84] R. Shankar, Principles of Quantum Mechanics (Springer
US, 1994).

[85] E. R. Davidson, J. Comput. Phys. 17, 87 (1975).
[86] M. L. Leininger, C. D. Sherrill, W. D. Allen, and H. F.

Schaefer, J. Comput. Chem. 22, 1574 (2001).
[87] X. Li and J. Paldus, J. Chem. Phys. 103, 1024 (1995).
[88] P. Josef and L. Xiangzhu, “A Critical Assessment of Cou-

pled Cluster Method in Quantum Chemistry,” in Ad-

vances in Chemical Physics (John Wiley & Sons, Inc.,
1999) pp. 1–175.

[89] See Supplemental Material at [URL will be inserted by
publisher] for additional information about the uncom-
pressed/compressed molecular determinants.

[90] M. Head-Gordon, J. Phys. Chem. 100, 13213 (1996).
[91] T. J. Lee and P. R. Taylor, Int. J. Quantum Chem. 36,

199 (1989).

Supplemental Material for “Compression of Exact Wavefunctions with Restricted
Boltzmann Machine Auto-Encoders”

This supplemental material contains extra information about the uncompressed molecular configurations and the
compressed ones.

Table S1 shows the number of bits per molecular configuration and the quantity of molecular configurations for
FCI, mRBM and spin-adapted (SA) CCSD(RHF).

For FCI and SA CCSD(RHF), the number of bits per configuration is associated to the amount of atomic orbitals
of a system. On the other hand, for mRBM, this same number corresponds to the amount of hidden units of the
trained RBM.

In its turn, the amount of hidden units is connected to the size of the training set, or, in other words, the RBM
needs more hidden units to reconstruct training sets that include more molecular determinants. This can be seen by
the ascending order of the training set—F2 < BeH2 < N2 < C2—which is equal as the ascending order of the bits
per molecular determinants of the mRBM.

Moving to the number of molecular configurations, Table S1 exposes that SA CCSD(RHF) has few configurations
when compared to FCI and mRBM for BeH2, C2 and N2—since SA CCSD(RHF) only considers singly and doubly-
excited singlet SA configurations. However, it is not the case for F2, when CCSD(RHF) becomes exact.

For mRBM, the number of molecular configurations indicates that the molecular RBM recovers configurations which
does not belong to the training set and also reduces the number of configurations which span the FCI wavefunction.
This reduction of the configuration space is more pronounced for BeH2, N2 and F2, and less pronounced for C2.

TABLE S1. Bits per molecular configurations and number of configurations for FCI, spin-adapted (SA) CCSD(RHF) and the
molecular RBM (mRBM). The basis set is STO-3G and the orbitals follow the Löwdin’s symmetric orthogonalization scheme.

Systems BeH2 C2 N2 F2

Bits per molecular configurations

FCI / SA CCSD(RHF) 14 20 20 20

mRBM 10 18 15 7

Spin-adapted (SA) molecular configurations

(RHF + S + D) 91 325 253 55

Molecular configurations with 〈Ŝz〉 = 0

FCI 1,225 44,100 14,400 100

Training Set 212 6,688 1,880 48

mRBM 326 40,948 3,523 58

(See Assessing the Compression Sec. in pa-
per for details).
Molecular configurations; RHF = Restricted
Hartree–Fock reference, S = singly excited
and D = doubly excited. (See Results and

Discussion Sec. in paper for details).

〈Ŝz〉 is the expectation value of the Ŝz opera-
tor [the z-component of the spin operator]. For

mRBM, 〈Ŝz〉 is computed for the reconstructed
configuration [decoding process].
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