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Neural-network-based variational quantum states in general, and more recently autoregressive
models in particular, have proven to be powerful tools to describe complex many-body wave func-
tions. However, their performance crucially depends on the computational basis chosen and they
often lack physical interpretability. To mitigate these issues, we here propose a modified variational
Monte-Carlo framework which leverages prior physical information to construct a computational
second-quantized basis containing a reference state that serves as a rough approximation to the true
ground state. In this basis, a Transformer is used to parametrize and autoregressively sample the
corrections to the reference state, giving rise to a more interpretable and computationally efficient
representation of the ground state. We demonstrate this approach using a non-sparse fermionic
model featuring a metal-insulator transition and employing Hartree-Fock and a strong-coupling
limit to define physics-informed bases. We also show that the Transformer’s hidden representation
captures the natural energetic order of the different basis states. This work paves the way for more
efficient and interpretable neural quantum-state representations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Neural quantum states (NQS) have been successfully
used within Variational Monte Carlo (VMC) to de-
scribe highly accurate and flexible parametrizations of
the ground state wavefunction of a variety of many-body
physical systems [1–7]. Parallel developments have ex-
panded NQS capabilities to capture excited states [8, 9],
while improvements of the stochastic reconfiguration
method [10, 11] have enhanced both the scalability and
accuracy of these variational ansätze. Recently, hybrid
approaches which integrate NQS with experimental or
computational projective measurements in a pre-training
stage [12–15], or quantum-classical ansätze [16, 17] have
also shown substantial VMC performance improvements.

Neural autoregressive quantum states (NAQS), which
are based on the idea of efficiently parameterizing joint
distributions as a product of conditional probabilities,
have acquired substantial attention due to their general
expressiveness and ability to perform efficient and ex-
act sampling [5, 18]. Recurrent Neural Networks [19, 20]
and Transformers [21, 22] constitute prominent exam-
ples of autoregressive architectures commonly used as
variational ansätze [23–27]. Transformer quantum states
(TQS), in particular, have proven effective in providing
highly accurate representations of ground states in frus-
trated magnetism [27, 28] and Rydberg atoms [29], while
also holding promise for interpretability within the con-
text of the self-attention mechanism [30–33].

Despite their versatility, NQS effectiveness may still
depend on the basis in which the Hamiltonian is repre-
sented. For instance, Robledo-Moreno et al. [34] demon-
strated that variationally optimized single-particle or-
bital rotations can significantly improve the accuracy of
calculated observables. Furthermore, NQS wave function
representations may lack direct physical interpretability,

e.g., with respect to the relative frequency of sampled
states from the Hilbert space. This contrasts with post-
Hartree-Fock (HF) methods in quantum chemistry, such
as coupled cluster theory [35], where corrections are nat-
urally interpreted as single or double excitations to the
HF state.

We present a modified VMC approach that simulta-
neously addresses these aspects. Although the method
is architecture-agnostic, we demonstrate its effectiveness
using a TQS [26, 27], given their previously mentioned
advantages. As a first step, an energetically motivated
basis is chosen (see also Fig. 1a); for concreteness, we here
use two examples—the basis that diagonalizes the Hamil-
tonian in the mean-field approximation and a natural ba-
sis in the limit of strong interactions of our model. Both
of these bases contain a “reference state” (RS) which is a
candidate for an approximate description of the ground
state of the system. In the case of the mean-field ap-
proximation, the RS just corresponds to the Hartree-Fock
(HF) ground state. Meanwhile, for the second basis, the
RS is the exact ground state at strong coupling. We ex-
plicitly parametrize the weight of the RS using a single
parameter α ∈ R while the Transformer network focuses
on describing the corrections to it. Apart from enhancing
convergence, α is convenient as it directly quantifies how
close the many-body state is to the interpretable RS. We
emphasize that this approach (as opposed to, e.g., cou-
pled cluster methods) is not biased toward favoring states
close to the RS or, equivalently, α near 1. In fact, we
demonstrate explicitly that the technique leads to van-
ishingly small weight of the RS should the latter not be
a good approximation to the true ground state. What
is more, for instance in the HF basis, also the remaining
basis states have a natural interpretation as being asso-
ciated with a certain number of particle-hole excitations
in the HF bands, yielding a natural energetic hierarchy
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that we also recover in their relative weight and hidden
representation of the Transformer’s parameterization of
the many-body ground state.

To exemplify this methodology, we use a one-
dimensional interacting fermionic many-body model in
momentum space. This model features an exactly solv-
able strong-coupling limit, which is used to define the
strong-coupling basis mentioned above. Moreover, it ex-
hibits a finite regime where integrability is no longer ap-
parent, showing clear differences between exact diago-
nalization (ED) and HF, where corrections to mean-field
treatments become significant.

Our results demonstrate that when the true ground
state is close to a product state (the strong coupling
limit), the HF basis (strong coupling basis) guides the
TQS to converge to a variational representation with two
key characteristics: (i) the number of states required for
an accurate ground state representation only involves a
fraction of the total Hilbert which is learned and effi-
ciently sampled from by the transformer; (ii) the states
self-organize hierarchically by their statistical weights,
with a clear physical structure on latent space, naturally
representing excitations on top of the RS. Finally, we
show how these features contrast sharply with a generic
basis, which generically requires an exponentially large
amount of states, hindering scalability and the identifi-
cation of dominant corrections to mean-field treatments.

II. RESULTS

A. General Formalism

Our central goal is to determine the ground state of a
general interacting fermionic Hamiltonian Ĥ given by

Ĥ =
∑
a,b,k

d†k,aha,b(k)dk,b+

+
∑

a1,a2,b1,b2
k1,k2,k3,k4

d†k1,a1
d†k2,a2

dk3,b2
dk4,b1

V k1,k2,k3,k4

a1,a2,b2,b1
,

(1)

where d†k,a and dk,a are fermionic, second quantized cre-
ation and annihilation operators with momentum k, and
indices a, b, . . . indicate additional internal degrees of
freedom of the system, such as spin and/or bands. The
one and two-body terms are determined by ha,b(k) and
V k1,k2,k3,k4

a1,a2,b2,b1
, respectively; although not a prerequisite for

our method, we assume translational invariance for no-
tational simplicity.

A first approximation to the ground state of Eq. (1)
can be provided by HF [39, 40]; restricting ourselves
to translation-invariant Slater-determinants, HF can

(a) (b)

(c)
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FIG. 1: General methodology. (a) First, we choose a Ĥ0

approximating the target Hamiltonian Ĥ, e.g., via a mean-
field approximation or by taking the strong-coupling limit.
We use the groundstate |RS⟩ and excited states |s⟩ of Ĥ0 to
define a physics-informed, interpretable basis for the trans-
former (b) in Eq. (4); as long as the dominant weight of the
ground state of Ĥ is in the low-energy part of the spectrum
E0(s) of Ĥ0, this further improves sampling efficiency and the
expressivity of the ansatz. (c) We sample the states s using
the batch-autoregressive sampler [36–38]. It is controlled by
the batch sizeNs and the number of partial unique strings nU ,
and directly produces the relative frequencies r(s) associated
with each state in a tree structure format. Back to (b), the
states s are then mapped to a high-dimensional representa-
tion of size demb and passed through Ndec decoder-layers [26],
containing Nh attention heads, which produce correspondent
representations h (s) ∈ Rdemb in latent space. As discussed in
the main text, the wavefunctions ψθ(s) =

√
qθ(s)e

iϕθ(s) can
be directly obtained from these vectors. A new set of states
C is then obtained, according to the updated qθ(s), and the
process is repeated until the convergence of {θ, α} according
to Eq. (5).

be stated as finding the momentum-dependent unitary
transformations Uk of the second-quantized operators,

d̄k,p =
∑
a

(Uk)p,a dk,a, (2)

such that the HF self-consistency equations are obeyed
(see Appendix B) and the Hamiltonian assumes a diago-
nal quadratic form within the mean-field approximation,
i.e.,

Ĥ =
∑
k,p

ϵk,pd̄
†
k,pd̄k,p + . . . , (3)

where the ellipsis indicates terms beyond mean-field. The
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transformations in Eq. (2) are obtained in an iterative
approach until a specified tolerance is reached.

The ground state within HF is given by filling the
lowest fermionic states in Eq. (3), which we will use as
our RS, denoted by |RS⟩ in the following. Importantly,
though, HF also defines an entire basis via Eq. (2), which
is approximately related to the Hamiltonians spectrum
as parametrized by ϵk,p. We leverage both the spec-
trum ϵk,p and its associated basis to improve sampling
efficiency and physical interpretability within the VMC
framework. As summarized graphically in Fig. 1(a,b),
we express the many-body state in the HF basis (2) and
denote the associated computational basis by |s⟩, where
s = (s1, . . . , sNk

) labels the occupations of the fermionic
modes created by d̄ †

k,p in the Nk different electronic mo-
menta k. Our variational many-body ansatz then reads
as ∣∣Ψ{θ,α}

〉
= α |RS⟩+

√
1− α2

∑
s ̸=RS

ψθ(s)|s⟩, (4)

where ψθ(s) ∈ C is a neural network representation [1]
of the amplitudes for the states s that are not the RS,
and α is an additional variational parameter describing
the weight associated to the RS. Note that a global phase
choice allows us to take α ∈ R without loss of generality.

The motivation for the variational parameter α is two-
fold. First, it explicitly quantifies deviations of the
ground state from the RS, which for HF refers to the
optimal product state. A ground state being close to the
RS is then reflected by α approaching unity, while small
α will indicate strong deviations from a product state.
As such, our approach combines the interpretability of
HF with the lack of being constrained to (the vicinity of)
a Slater determinant. We emphasize that different HF
calculations, e.g., restricted to be in certain symmetry
channels, can be used and compared. Secondly, through
Eq. (4), the NQS can solely focus on the corrections δE
to the RS energy ERS. Since the RS is never sampled
by the NQS by construction, this separation is beneficial
when HF captures the dominant ground state contribu-
tions, as targeting corrections would be hindered by low
acceptance probabilities in Metropolis-Hastings sampling
[41]—a phenomenon analogous to mode collapse in gen-
erative adversarial networks [42, 43]. If HF is not a good
approximation, there is in general no reason why split-
ting up the contribution of the RS would be detrimental
to the network’s performance.

It remains to discuss how the other states, s ̸= RS, are
described through ψθ(s) which depends on a set of pa-
rameters θ ∈ Rn. These parameters are jointly optimized
with α according to

arg min
{θ,α}

E(θ, α) = arg min
{θ,α}

〈
Ψ{θ,α}

∣∣∣Ĥ∣∣∣Ψ{θ,α}

〉
〈
Ψ{θ,α} | Ψ{θ,α}

〉 , (5)

i.e., via a minimization of the energy functional E(θ, α).
We emphasize that this approach is distinct from neu-
ral network backflow [25] as we use the HF basis to ex-
press the many-body state rather than dressing its single-
particle orbitals with many-body correlations. While
other approaches are feasible, too, we here employ a
Transformer [26, 44] to represent the Born distribution
qθ(s) = |ψθ(s)|2 /

∑
s′ |ψθ(s

′)|2 autoregressively, i.e.,

qθ(s) =

Nk∏
i=1

q (si | si−1, . . . , s1) . (6)

The associated wave functions, ψθ(s) =
√
qθ(s)e

iϕθ(s),
can be obtained from the Transformer’s latent space
(Fig. 1b), by taking an affine linear transformation fol-
lowed by a softmax activation function for the amplitude,
and a scaled softsign activation such that ϕθ(s) ∈ [−π, π]
[23, 26]. The first guarantees that the output of the
Transformer gives normalized conditional probabilities in
Eq. (6) [18].

The energy expectation values for the corrections δE
are calculated as a weighted average over a set S of nU
unique states (from a batch of Ns sampled states s) from
qθ(s) through the batch auto-regressive sampler [37, 38,
45] (see Fig. 1c) as

⟨δE⟩ = Es∼qθ[Hloc(s)] ≃
∑

s∈S̸=RS

Hloc(s)r(s). (7)

Here, r(s) = n(s)/Ns represents the relative frequency of
each state s and

Hloc(s) =
∑

s′ ̸=RS

⟨s|Ĥ|s′⟩ψθ(s
′)

ψθ(s)
(8)

are the typical local estimators. According to Eq. (4),
the energy functional is divided into sectors

E(θ, α) = α2ERS +
(
1− α2

)
Es∼qθ[Hloc(s)] +

+2α
√
1− α2Re

(
Es∼qθ

[
HRS

loc (s)
])
, (9)

with the modified local estimator HRS
loc (s) =

⟨s|Ĥ|RS⟩ /ψθ(s). The network parameters θ are
optimized as usual with the gradients of the expression
(9) given by

∇θE(θ, α) = 2Re (Es∼qθ[Hloc (s, α) · ∇θ logψ
∗
θ (s)]) ,

(10)
with

Hloc (s, α) =
((

1− α2
)
Hloc(s) + α

√
1− α2HRS

loc (s)
)
.

To prevent numerical instabilities during the optimiza-
tion of Eq. (4), it is necessary to constrain α with the
parametrization α = (1 + tanhα0)/2 to the interval
[−1, 1]. After updating the network parameters θ at each
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iteration, the reweighting parameters are dynamically ad-
justed according to the gradient of E(θ, α) in Eq. (9) with
respect to α0, i.e.,

∇α0
E(θ, α) = 2α∇α0

α

[
ERS − Ess′ +

EsRS
(
1− 2α2

)
2α

√
1− α2

]
,

(11)
where Ess′ = Es∼qθ[Hloc(s)] and EsRS =
2Re

(
Es∼qθ

[
HRS

loc (s)
])

. For the optimizer, we use
stochastic gradient descent for Eq. (11) and precon-
ditioned gradient methods [46, 47] for Eq. (10) with
adaptable learning rate schedulers (see Appendix C).

B. Model Hamiltonian

To test and explicitly demonstrate our methodology,
we consider a concrete model of the form of Eq. (1). It
describes spinless, one-dimensional electrons which can
occupy two different bands, a = ±, as described by the
creation and annihilation operators d†k,a and dk,a, respec-
tively. They interact through a repulsive Coulomb po-
tential V (q) = (2Nk

(
1 + q2

)
)−1. More explicitly, the

Hamiltonian reads as

Ĥ = t
∑
k∈BZ

cos(k) d†kσzdk + U
∑
q∈R

V (q)ρqρ−q, (12)

where the momenta k are defined on the first Brillouin
zone (BZ) := [−π, . . . , π−2π/Nk] of a finite system with
Nk sites and σj (j = 0, x, y, z) are the Pauli matrices in
band space. The density operator is given by

ρq =
∑
k∈BZ

(
d†k+qF(k, q)dk −

∑
G∈RL

δq,Gf1(k,G)

)
,

(13)
where RL = 2πZ is the reciprocal lattice and the “form
factors” read as F(k, q) = f1(k, q) + iσyf2(k, q); for
concreteness, we choose f1 (k, q) = 1 and f2 (k, q) =
0.9 sin (k) (sin (q) + sin (k + q)) in our computations be-
low.

Note that this model is non-sparse since all momenta
are coupled and, as such, is generally expected to be chal-
lenging to solve. It is inspired by models of correlated
moiré superlattices, most notably of graphene, which ex-
hibit multiple low-energy bands that are topologically ob-
structed [48, 49]; they can, hence, not be written as sym-
metric local theories in real space and are, thus, typically
studied in momentum space [50–52]. Furthermore, the
strong coupling limit, t/U → 0, of Eq. (12) can be readily
solved: to this end, we introduce a new basis defined by

Uk =

(
1 −i
1 i

)
/
√
2 in Eq. (2) which diagonalizes the form

factors F(k, q) at all momenta. It is then easy to see (see
Appendix A) that, at half-filling (the number of electrons
Ne = Nk), any of |±⟩ =

∏
k d̄

†
k,± |0⟩ are exact ground

states in the limit t/U → 0; which of the two ground
states is picked is determined by spontaneous symmetry
breaking: the Hamiltonian is invariant under the anti-
unitary operator PT with action PT d̄k,±(PT )

† = d̄k,∓,
which is broken by both of these states. The result-
ing symmetry-broken phase can be shown to exhibit a
finite gap. Importantly, this strong coupling limit de-
fines another natural computational basis and associated
|RS⟩ = |+⟩ or |−⟩, which we will use and compare with
the HF basis defined in Sec. IIA; in analogy to twisted
bilayer graphene [51], we will refer to this strong-coupling
basis as “chiral basis”.

In contrast, at large t/U , the non-interacting term in
Eq. (12) dominates and we obtain a symmetry-unbroken
metallic phase. As such, there is an interaction-driven
metal-insulator transition at half-filling at some interme-
diate value of t/U (≃ 0.14 according to HF). To be able
to compare both chiral and HF bases and since half-filling
has the largest Hilbert space, we will focus on Ne = Nk

in the following. Furthermore, we will neglect double-
occupancy of each of the Ne momenta for simplicity such
that the basis states |s⟩, with sk ∈ {0, 1}, in Eq. (4) can
be compactly written as |s⟩ =

∏Nk

k=1 d̄
†
k,(−1)sk |0⟩.

-6.205
-6.210
-6.215

-6.190
-6.195

-6.200 -0.1

-6.180
-6.185

Epochs

Epochs

Epochs

0.1

Epochs

Training time: 06:31:58

FIG. 2: Performance of HF-TQS for different system
sizes and t/U . (a) Difference between the ground state
energy per site and HF for x as ED (solid lines) and TQS
(markers) in δEHF = |Ex − EHF| at various system sizes
Ne. The inset shows the absolute value of the relative er-
ror δEED = |ETQS − EED|. The corresponding converged α
weights [according to Eq. (9)] are shown in (b). The gray
regions indicate the vicinity of the metal-insulator transition.
Convergence of the ground state energy per site (c) and of α
(d) as a function of epochs for t/U = 0.16 and Ne = 30. nf

U

is the total number of unique states kept by the Transformer
from the value nU set initially in Fig. 1(c). Training time
refers to one NVIDIA H100 GPU with networks parameters
defined in Fig. 1b (see Appendix C). The total number of net-
work parameters θ used by the TQS is indicated by #θ.
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FIG. 3: Performance comparison of the TQS in different bases. (a) Difference between the ground state energy per site
and HF for x as ED (solid lines) and TQS (markers) in δEHF = |Ex − EHF| for Ne = 10. The inset shows the absolute value of
the relative error δEED = |ETQS − EED|. (b) Converged α for the TQS (markers) in (a) as a function of t/U , with dashed lines
as a guide to the eye. (c) Histograms indicate the total relative frequencies, according to Eq. (15), for the excitation classes
E(s) from Eq. (14). From top to bottom, these refer to the insulating, critical and metallic regions indicated by the respective
gray boxes in (a). (d) HF-TQS results (markers) for the momentum-resolved fermionic bilinears N j

k, defined in Eq. (16), in
comparison to those obtained from HF (dashed lines) for Ne = 12.

C. HF basis

We first discuss the results using the HF basis. The
solid gray lines in Fig. 2a show the deviation of the HF
ground state energy from that obtained via ED for the
system sizes Ne where the latter is feasible. As expected,
the corrections exhibit higher magnitude near the metal-
insulator transition (gray region). In the metallic regime
(t/U > 0.10), the corrections decay more gradually, form-
ing an extended tail. Contrastingly, on the insulating
regime (t/U < 0.05), corrections decrease rapidly as Ne

is increased. To simultaneously display the performance
of the Transformer-corrected ansatz (4) using the HF ba-
sis, which we refer to as HF-TQS from now on, the col-
ored markers in Fig. 2a show the deviations of HF from
the HF-TQS ground-state energy. The fact that they are
very close to the deviation of HF to ED for all parameters
demonstrates the expressivity and convergence of our ap-
proach; this can also be more explicitly seen in the inset
that directly shows the difference in ground-state energy
between ED and HF-TQS. What is more, the HF-TQS
ansatz can be applied to larger system sizes not acces-
sible in ED (markers without gray line) which shows a
behavior consistent with the values at smaller Ne and
still significant corrections to HF showing that admix-
ing states in Eq. (4) beyond the Slater determinant |RS⟩
provides a better approximation to the ground state.

This behavior of the relevance of the RS can also be
conveniently seen from the parameter α in Fig. 2b. Away
from the critical region, α approaches 1 signaling that HF
becomes an increasingly accurate approximation while,
within the critical region, we find α ≃

√
1− α2 ≃ 0.7 ≃

1/
√
2, indicating that only about half of the ground state

or half of its energy [cf. Eq. (9)] is described by the HF
state. The method’s performance in this critical region is
primarily limited by the total number of uniquely sam-
pled states nU in Fig. 1c since, as we will see in more

detail below, a larger number of states are needed in the
critical region. When nU is sufficiently large to repre-
sent a substantial portion—or even the entirety—of the
Hilbert space H, the TQS converges with good accuracy.
For all system sizes Ne, we fixed nU = 4× 103, which is
sufficient to completely cover H for Ne ≤ 12.

Nonetheless, for most coupling parameters (i.e., not
very close to the critical region), the HF-TQS can take
crucial advantage of the physics-informed HF basis choice
and efficiently capture the ground state at system sizes
much larger than Ne = 12. This is demonstrated in
Fig. 2c, where we show the convergence of the ground
state energy per site for Ne = 30 in the metallic regime
(t/U = 0.16), revealing that the Transformer properly
captures the non-product corrections to the HF state.
In fact, we can see that the converged Transformer only
ends up having to sample nfu = 1812 distinct states (out
of the ≃ 109 total states). Before analyzing this in more
detail, we point out that the learning rate λα0 for opti-
mizing α0 was set to a fixed value, such that the training
dynamics is dominated by the one of θ (Fig. 2d). While
alternative learning rate scheduling strategies could be
proposed, they should be done with care. Specifically,
we observed that low values of λα0

can cause the opti-
mization of θ, according to Eq. (10), to become trapped
in local minima, particularly near to the phase transition.

D. Other bases

We next compare the performance when using the HF
basis with the chiral basis (see Sec. II B), with associ-
ated RS expected to provide a good approximation to
the ground state for small t/U . To this end, we show in
Fig. 3a the deviation of the variational ground state en-
ergy from HF (main panel) and ED (inset) for these bases
choices. We see that the chiral and HF bases both pro-
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vide accurate representations of the ground state across
the entire phase diagram demonstrating again that the
method is not intrinsically biased to being close to the
RS, which, for the chiral basis, is not a good approxima-
tion for the ground state away from t/U → 0; this is also
confirmed by the behavior of the respective α shown in
Fig. 3b: for the HF basis, it only dips significantly below
1 in the critical region, where non-product-state correc-
tions are crucial, while dropping to zero for increasing
t/U in the chiral basis.

To analyze the performance of our ansatz further, in
Fig. 3(a,b), we also show results using the band ba-
sis [Uk = 1 in Eq. (2)], and choose a fully filled band
(e.g., a = −) as RS which, importantly, is not close
to the ground state for any t/U—not even in the non-
interacting limit [as can be seen in Eq. (12), the band
occupation has to change with momentum for U = 0].
In line with these expectations, we find α ≪ 1 in the
entire phase diagram. Nonetheless, the expressivity of
the Transformer in the ansatz (4) allows to approximate
the ground-state energy better than HF; it is not quite
as good as in the HF or chiral basis which seems natural
since the RS does not have any simple relation to the
ground state in any part of the phase diagram. Thus,
representing it and sampling from it is generically ex-
pected to be more challenging than in physics-informed
bases. We checked that, for larger t/U , the transformer
converges to the exact ground state energy also in the
band basis as the asymptotic ground state is just one of
the basis states (see Appendix C).

Additional important details about the wavefunction
and sampling efficiency in the different bases can be re-
vealed by studying the contributions of the various basis
states. To group them, we recall that each |s⟩ in Eq. (4)
is labeled by s = (s1, . . . sNk

), sk ∈ {0, 1}, and with the
convention |RS⟩ = |(1, 1, . . . , 1)⟩ it makes sense to use the
number of “excitations” or “flips”

E(s) =
Nk∑
k=1

(1− sk) (14)

relative to the RS [53]; in the case of the HF basis,
these are in one-to-one correspondence to the particle-
hole pairs described by the mean-field Hamiltonian (3).
The statistical weight of these groups can be quantified
through their total relative frequency

Rj =
∑

s|E(s)=j

r(s) for j = 1, . . . Ne, (15)

where r(s) is defined in Eq. (7) and we excluded the RS,
which is the only state corresponding to j = 0 but has
zero contribution to the Transformer by construction.

The histograms in Fig. 3c show these quantities for the
three respective values of t/U indicated in Fig. 3a using
gray boxes. The chiral and band bases are clearly affected

First PC

Se
co

nd
PC

8

HF-basis
Band-basis

Chiral-basis

97654321 10

FIG. 4: Visualization of the Transformer’s latent
space. Results are shown for Ne = 10 electrons at differ-
ent values of t/U for the band, chiral and HF bases. Each
point represents a basis state s, which is colored according
to the class label E(s) [cf. Eq. (14)], and has been obtained
by projecting the respective latent space features H(s) onto
two dimensions using PCA. All simulations use embedding
dimension demb = 300 with single attention head and decoder
layer Nh = Ndec = 1.

by the curse of dimensionality as all Rj have significant
contributions away from the insulating regime. In con-
trast, the ground state representation in the HF basis for
both the insulating and metallic parameter range is dom-
inated by low-order excitations relative to the HF state,
as expected from Eq. (3). This behavior enables accurate
calculations for Ne ≥ 16 in Fig. 2, both in the metallic
and insulating regimes, in spite of the non-sparse nature
of the Hamiltonian.

Unlike coupled cluster methods in quantum chemistry,
for example, the Transformer independently selects the
most important excitation classes. This can be seen
particularly from the HF-basis histogram close to the
phase transition (t/U = 0.09), as an increasing num-
ber of higher order excitations starts contributing to the
ground-state energy. The number of accessible classes
is then limited by only two factors: the total num-
ber of unique partial strings nU allowed in the batch-
autoregressive sampler (Fig. 1b), and the Transformer’s
expressiveness, which is primarily controlled by demb, Nh
and Nenc [54] (see Fig. 1b and Appendix C). Interest-
ingly, though, we see in Fig. 3c that even close to the
phase transition, the HF basis clearly benefits more from
importance sampling than the other bases.
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E. Observables

Apart from the ground-state energy of Eq. (12), we
can naturally estimate other observables, such as the
momentum-resolved fermionic bilinears,

N j
k = d̄ †

kσj d̄k, j = x, y, z, (16)

where d̄k are the fermionic operators in the chiral ba-
sis. In Fig. 3d, we show their expectation values within
HF and HF-TQS in the critical region (t/U = 0.09).
As the dispersion involves [first term in Eq. (12)] σx
in the chiral basis, it is natural to recover the cos-like
shape in ⟨N x

k ⟩. Most importantly, ⟨N z
k ⟩, which describes

the symmetry breaking in the insulating regime, is size-
able in HF, showing that the system is already in the
symmetry-broken, insulating regime. However, the addi-
tional quantum corrections from our HF-TQS approach
lead to a much smaller almost vanishing ⟨N z

k ⟩ ≃ 0. This
is in line with general expectations that HF overesti-
mates the tendency to order. Moreover, corrections to
N y

k are more pronounced near the points where the ki-
netic term in Eq. (12) changes sign (vertical blue lines in
the plot). In combination with the fact that the devia-
tions between HF and HF-TQS are much less pronounced
away from the critical region (see Appendix C), these
results demonstrate that the value of the parameter α
(≃ 0.76 at t/U = 0.09) also serves as an indicator of ex-
pected deviations from HF predictions for other physical
observables.

F. Hidden representation

Finally, we investigate the influence of the three differ-
ent bases on the Transformer’s latent space by project-
ing the high-dimensional parametrization of qθ(s) onto
low-dimensional spaces using principal component anal-
ysis (PCA) [55–57]. We apply this method to the set of
vectors {H(s) =

∑Ne

j hj(s)|∀s ̸= RS} [28], which are
obtained at the output of the Transformer’s nenc layers
(see Fig. 1b). For visual clarity, we focus on Ne = 10
electrons. Figure 4 shows the first and second compo-
nents of PCA for all bases at t/U = 0.04 (insulator),
t/U = 0.12 (close to critical region) and t/U = 0.16
(metal). To first compare the two natural, energetically-
motivated bases—the HF and chiral basis—we see that
the states are indeed approximately ordered based on the
classes defined via Eq. (14) in the regimes where they
are expected to be natural choices, i.e., for all t/U (small
t/U) for the HF (chiral) basis. This illustrates that the
physical motivation for choosing these respective bases is
not only visible in the histograms in Fig. 3b and the sam-
pling efficiency but also “learned” by the Transformer’s
hidden representation. While some clear structure also
emerges for the band basis, we emphasize that the labels

E(s) do not directly translate to the energetics of the
states: as discussed above, the RS is never close to the
ground states in any regime, such that the number of ex-
citations E above it also does not present clear energetic
relevance either [58]. The Transformer appears unable
to uncover any additional emergent structure, which is
likely related to the poor performance of the band basis,
as shown in Fig. 3a.

III. DISCUSSION

We have introduced and demonstrated a modified
transformer-based variational description of the ground
state of a many-body Hamiltonian, which is based on first
choosing an energetically motivated basis {|RS⟩ , |s⟩}, see
Eq. (4) and Fig. 1a. We showed that HF provides a
very natural and general route towards finding such a
basis since the associated mean-field Hamiltonian (3) en-
codes an approximate energetic hierarchy of the states.
As a second example, we used a basis defined in the
strong-coupling limit. Overall, our approach has the fol-
lowing advantages: (i) there is a single parameter, α,
which quantifies how close the (variational representa-
tion of the) ground state is to |RS⟩; for instance, for
the HF basis, this would be the mean-field-theory pre-
diction, i.e., the Slater determinant closest to the true
ground state; (ii) except for right at the critical point,
the HF basis is found to be particularly useful for im-
proving the sampling efficiency since only a small subset
of the exponentially large basis states contribute. This is
expected based on general energetic reasoning and most
directly visible in the histograms in Fig. 3c. Finally, (iii)
the physical nature of these bases also allows for a clear
interpretation of the different contributions, e.g., as ex-
citations on top of the RS, which we also recover in the
transformer’s hidden representation (see Fig. 4).

Several directions can be addressed in future work.
First, applying this methodology to different Hamiltoni-
ans and deep learning architectures is a natural next step
to see more generally under which conditions only a small
subset of all basis states is required for the ground state in
metallic and insulating regimes. From a methodological
perspective, efficiency improvements could be achieved
through the usage of modified stochastic reconfiguration
techniques for the optimization of the network parame-
ters [10, 11], and with the incorporation of symmetries
in the HF-based ansatz [59, 60]. For systems with non-
sparse Hamiltonians like our current model, the imple-
mentation of the recently proposed GPU-optimized batch
auto-regressive sampling without replacement [38] should
also be beneficial. Furthermore, our approach could be
used to test the validity and accuracy of different effec-
tive theories by using them as Ĥ0 in Fig. 1a to define the
computational basis.
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Appendix A: Fermionic Model

1. General basis

The Hamiltonian (12) can also be naturally represented in a general basis as

Ĥ = t
∑
k∈BZ

cos(k) d̄†k,αPα,β (k) d̄k,β + U
∑
q∈R

V (q)ρqρ−q, (A1)

with the density operator

ρq =
∑
k∈BZ

(
d̄†BZ(k+q),αFα,β (k, q) d̄k,β −

∑
G∈RL

δq,Gf1(k,G)

)
, (A2)

where BZ indicates the Brillouin Zone defined as [−π, . . . , π − 2π/Nk]. The form factors are given by

Pα,β(k) =
(
U†
kσxUk

)
α,β

(A3)

and

Fα,β(k, q) =
∑
γ=±

(
U†
k

)
α,γ

[f1(k, q) + iγf2(k, q)]
(
Uk

)
γ,β

. (A4)

The expressions fj (k, q) in eq. Eq. (A4) can be further determined based on desired symmetries for the model. Since
ρq is the Fourier transform of the density operator, it needs to obey ρ†q = ρ−q. We impose C2z invariance, which
leads to the following constraints on the form factors

f1(k, q) = f1(BZ(k + q),−q)

f2(k, q) = −f2(BZ(k + q),−q)

fj(k, q) = fj(−k,−q).

(A5)

In turn, these imply that

f1(k,G) = f1(−k,G),

f2(k,G) = −f2(−k,G), ∀G ∈ RL.
(A6)

A possible choice that satisfies Eqs. (A5) and (A6) is given by

fj (k, q) =

{
1, for j = 1

β sin (k) (sin (q) + sin (k + q)) , for j = 2.
(A7)

Here, β mediates the strength difference between both form factors. Without loss of generality, we set β = 0.9.
The chiral (interacting limit) and band (kinetic limit) bases can be retrieved from Eqs. (A1)-(A4) as follows. For

t/U → 0, we can consider the states

|±⟩ =
∏

k∈BZ

d̄†k,± |0⟩ , (A8)

where d̄†k,± are the creation operators defined with Uk = I in (A1). The Hamiltonian takes a positive semi-definite
form Ĥ ∝

∑
q∈R V (q)ρqρ

†
q. Given that the states (A8) obey ρq |ψ±⟩ = 0, we conclude that they represent the ground

state of the system, and, thus, the model becomes exactly solvable in this limit.

Similarly, the band -basis, defined with Uk = 1√
2

(
1 −i
1 i

)
, in Eq. (A1), acquires the diagonal form Ĥ ∝∑

k∈BZ cos(k)d
†
kσzdk =

∑
k∈BZ

∑
j=1,2 εk,jd

†
k,jdk,j in band space with εk,j = (−1)

j
cosk for large t/U . If the total

number of electrons Ne is chosen such that {−π
2 ,

π
2 } /∈ BZ, the ground state is obtained by filling the lower band as

|ψ−⟩ =
∏

k∈BZ

d†k,−|0⟩ where d†k,− =

{
d†k,1 |k| < π

2

d†k,0 |k| > π
2

. (A9)
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For finite t/U , an optimal basis choice becomes non-trivial. Some intuition can be acquired when expressing the
kinetic term in the chiral basis, which yields Ĥ =

∑
k∈BZ cos(k)d̄

†
kσxd̄k. This structure indicates that within second

order perturbation theory, other states s will be admixed to (A8), where some d†k± will be replaced with d†k∓. Despite
this mixing, the |ψ±⟩ will remain degenerate since the Hamiltonian is invariant under the k-local anti-unitary symmetry
described by the anti-unitary operator PT with PTdk(PT )† = σxdk and PT |ψ+⟩ ∝ |ψ−⟩, where T indicates the time
reversal symmetry operator.

2. Expectation values on the chiral-basis

For the evaluation of the energy expectation value, it is instructive to start with a fixed basis. We choose the
chiral-basis, and then generalize it to an arbitrary basis. For notational simplicity, we omit explicit mention of the
|RS⟩ state removal in the following considerations, as they remain valid whether or not we include it. The variational
ansatz can be written as

|ψθ⟩ =
∑

s∈[+,−]Ne

ψθ(s)
∏
k

d̄†k,(s)k |0⟩ . (A10)

For t/U = 0 the ground state has ψθ(s) = 0 except for s = (+,+,+, . . . ,+) (or all −). Finite t will admix other s
configurations.

To calculate the expectation value of Ĥ, we need the matrix elements

Hss′ := ⟨s|H|s′⟩ , (A11)

where |s⟩ are the basis states. Without loss of generality, we consider the band mapping si = 0, 1 → −1, 1(−,+) to
what follows. Additionally, we introduce the notation

[s]k =

{
(s)k′ for k ̸= k′

− (s)k for k = k′
(A12)

to indicate a state which is equal to s apart from the hopping of one electron to another band at the k-position. Let
us begin with the non-interacting (kinetic) part Ĥ0 of the Hamiltonian:

⟨s|Ĥ0|s′⟩ = t
∑
k

cos(k)δ[s]ks′ . (A13)

The associated “local Hamiltonian” then simply reads as

Ĥ0
loc(s) = t

∑
k

cos(k)
ψθ([s]k)

ψθ(s)
. (A14)

according to Eq. (8). If we only have this non-interacting part (or asymptotically in the limit |t/U | ≫ 1), we will
therefore have

ψθ(s) =
∏
k

1√
2

(
δ(s)k,+ − sign(t cos k)δ(s)k,−

)
(A15)

in the ground state (with associated energy E = −t
∑

k | cosk|). The momentum-resolved fermionic bilinears defined
in Eq. (16) can be calculated on a similar manner. For the x-component, for example

⟨s|N x
k |s′⟩ = δ[s]k,s′ , N x,loc

k (s) =
ψθ([s]k)

ψθ(s)
. (A16)

Now we focus on the interaction part, i.e., Ĥ1 =
∑

q∈R V (q)ρqρ−q. To compute the matrix elements ⟨s|H1|s′⟩, we
consider the expressions

⟨s|d̄†k+q,pd̄k,p|s
′⟩ = δq∈RLδs,s′δ(s)k,p, (A17)
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and

⟨s|d̄†k+q,pd̄k,pd̄
†
k′−q,p′ d̄k′,p′ |s′⟩ = δq∈RLδs,s′δ(s)k,pδ(s)k′ ,p′+

+ δq/∈RLδk,BZ(k′−q)δ(s′)k′ ,p′δ(s′)k′−q,−p′δ(s)k′−q,−pδ(s)k′ ,p

 ∏
k1 ̸=k′,k′−q

δ(s)k1
,(s′)k1

 [δp,p′ − δp,−p′ ] . (A18)

Here, we introduced δq∈RL :=
∑

G∈RL δq,G and δq/∈RL := 1 − δq∈RL. The fact that only a small subset of ma-
trix elements is non-zero follows from the restriction to states without double occupancy. Sticking to the current
approximation, we end up with the following form of the matrix elements

⟨s|Ĥ1|s′⟩ = δs,s′h1(s) +
∑

q∈R\RL

V (q)
∑
k∈BZ

∑
p,p′

f∗p (k,−q)fp′(k,−q) [δp,p′ − δp,−p′ ]

× δ(s′)k′ ,p′δ(s′)k′−q,−p′δ(s)k′−q,−pδ(s)k′ ,p

 ∏
k1 ̸=k′,k′−q

δ(s)k1
,(s′)k1

 , (A19)

where fp (k, q) = f1 (k, q) + ipf2 (k, q) and the diagonal matrix elements are given by

h1(s) =
∑

G∈RL

V (G)
∑
k,k′

[
f1(k,G)f1(k

′,−G)−
∑
r=±

f1(k, rG)
∑
p

fp(k
′,−rG)δ(s)k′ ,p (A20)

+
∑
p,p′

fp(k,G)fp′(k′,−G)δ(s)k,pδ(s)k′ ,p′

]
. (A21)

As a simple consistency check, one can see from these expressions that ⟨s|Ĥ1|(p0, p0, . . . , p0)⟩ = 0 for any s and
p0 = ±, as it should be [recall Eq. (A8)].

More generally, due to (i) the conditions imposed to the form factors in Eqs. (A5)-(A6), and that (ii) double
occupancy is neglected, we can show that terms proportional to δq∈RL do not contribute to the ground state energy,
i.e., that ĤG

1 =
∑

G∈RL V (G)ρGρ
†
G = 0, or equivalently, that all matrix elements ⟨s|ĤG

1 |s′⟩ = 0. From,

ρG =
∑
k∈BZ

(∑
p=±

d̄†k,pf1 (k,G) d̄k,p − f1 (k,G)

)
(A22)

we start by decomposing the matrix elements in

⟨s|ĤG
1 |s′⟩ =

∑
G∈RL

V (G)
∑

k,k′∈BZ

f1(k,G)f1
(
k′,G

)
−2

∑
p=±

⟨s|d̄†k,pd̄k,p |s
′⟩+

∑
p,p′=±

⟨s|d̄†k,pd̄k,pd̄
†
k′,p′ d̄k′,p′ |s′⟩+ ⟨s | s′⟩

 ,

(A23)

where

⟨s|d̄†k,pd̄k,p |s
′⟩ = δ(s′)k,p

′δ(s)k,pδs,s′ = δ(s)k,pδs,s′

⟨s|d̄†k,pd̄k,pd̄
†
k′,p′ d̄k′,p′ |s′⟩ = δ(s′)k′ ,p′δ(s)k,pδs,s′

(A24)

leads to

⟨s|ĤG
1 |s′⟩ = δs,s′

∑
G∈RL

V (G)
∑

k,k′∈BZ

f1(k,G)f1
(
k′,G

)
−2

∑
p=±

δ(s)k,p +
∑

p,p′=±
δ(s′)k′ ,p′δ(s)k,p + 1

 .

(A25)

The expression inside the parenthesis is zero for any combination of s and s′ if double occupancy is neglected.
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3. Expectation values in a general basis

When working in a general basis, as defined by the transformation Eq. (2) with Uk determined from HF, the new
variational ansatz will be given as

|ψθ⟩ =
∑

s∈[+,−]Ne

ψθ(s)
∏
k

d̄†k,(s)k |0⟩ . (A26)

In this case, we need the modified matrix elements

ˆ̄Hss′ := ⟨s̄|Ĥ|s̄′⟩ , |s̄⟩ :=
∏
k

d̄†k,(s)k |0⟩ , (A27)

according to Eqs. (A1)-(A4). The computation of the matrix elements (A27) closely parallels that of the previous
subsection. For the non-interacting part, we get

⟨s|Ĥ0|s′⟩ = t
∑
k

cos(k)

[
δs,s′

∑
α=±

Pα,α(k)δ(s)k,α + δ[s]k,s′

∑
α=±

Pα,−α(k)δ(s)k,α

]
. (A28)

which allows us to identify the local non-interacting energy as

Ĥ0
loc(s) = t

∑
k

cos(k)

[
Pα,α(k) + Pα,−α(k)

ψθ ([s]k)

ψθ(s)

]
, with α = (s)k. (A29)

To write down the matrix elements ⟨s|Ĥ1|s′⟩ of the interacting part, we first compute the matrix elements

⟨s|d̄†k+q,αd̄k,β |s
′⟩ = δq∈RL

[
δα,βδs,s′δ(s)k,α + δα,−βδ[s]k,s′δ(s)k,α

]
,

⟨s|d̄†k+q,αd̄k,β d̄
†
k′−q,γ d̄k′,δ|s

′⟩

= δq∈RL
[
δk ̸=k′δ(s′)k′ ,δδ(s)k′ ,γδ(s′)k,βδ(s)k,α + δk,k′δβ,γδ(s)k,αδ(s′)k,δ

] ∏
k1 ̸=k′,k′−q

δ(s)k1
,(s′)k1

 (A30)

+ δq/∈RLδk,BZ(k′−q)δ(s′)k′ ,δδ(s′)k′−q,−γδ(s)k′−q,−βδ(s)k′ ,α

 ∏
k1 ̸=k′,k′−q

δ(s)k1
,(s′)k1

 [δβ,γ − δβ,−γ ] ,

With this, the evaluation of ⟨s|Ĥ1|s′⟩ can be performed for any unitary basis according to Eq. (2). As another
consistency check we reproduce the Eqs. (A17)-(A18) of the previous section in the limit α = β = p and γ = δ = p′.

From this consideration, the local interacting contribution to the ground state energy is given by

Ĥ1
loc =

∑
q/∈RL

V (q)
∑
k∈BZ

∑
δ∈{+,−}

Fα,β(BZ(k − q), q)×

[
Fβ,δ(k,−q)

ψθ ([s]k→δ)

ψθ(s)
−F−β,δ(k,−q)

ψθ

(
[s]k→δ;BZ(k−q)

)
ψθ(s)

]
,

(A31)
with α = (s)k, β = −(s)BZ(k−q). According to the notation introduced in Eq. (A12), we also define

[s]k→δ =

{
(s)k′ for k ̸= k′

δ for k = k′
, (A32)

and

[s]k→δ;l =


(s)k′ for k ̸= k′ and k′ ̸= l

δ for k = k′

− (s)l for k = l

. (A33)

Finally, expression (A16) reads now as

N loc
k (s) = Pα,α(k) + Pα,−α(k)

ψθ ([s]k)

ψθ(s)

α = (s)k.

(A34)
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Appendix B: Hartree-Fock implementation for the fermionic model

Now we show how to obtain the self-consistent HF equations to the Hamiltonian (12), following Ref. [52]. Starting
on the chiral basis, without loss of generality, we note that the kinetic term is already equivalent to its mean-field
expression

HHF
0 =

∑
k∈BZ

d†kh̃kdk, with h̃k = t cos(k)σx. (B1)

For the interacting term we start from

Ĥ1 =
∑
q/∈RL

V (q)ρqρ−q

=
∑
q/∈RL

V (q)
∑

k,k′∈BZ

d†BZ(k+q),αdk,βd
†
BZ(k′−q),γdk′,δFα,β(k, q) Fγ,δ(k

′,−q) . (B2)

This can be brought to normal order, by using the fermionic anti commutation relation {dkβ , d
†
BZ(k′−q),γ} =

δk,BZ(k′−q)δβ,γ , as

Ĥ1 =−
∑
q/∈RL

V (q)
∑

k,k′∈BZ

d†BZ(k+q),αd
†
BZ(k′−q),γdk,βdk′,δFαβ(k, q) Fγδ(k

′,−q) +

+
∑
q/∈RL

V (q)
∑

k,k′∈BZ

d†BZ(k+q),αdk′δFαβ(k, q) Fγδ(k
′,−q) δk,BZ(k′−q)δβ,γ . (B3)

The single-body term can be further simplified by first shifting the index k → BZ(k − q) and q → −q,

Ĥsingle
1 =

∑
q/∈RL

V (q)
∑

k,k′∈BZ

d†BZ(BZ(k−q)+q),αdk′,δFαβ(BZ(k − q), q) Fγδ(k
′,−q) δBZ(k−q),BZ(k′−q)δβ,γ

=
∑
q/∈RL

V (q)
∑
k∈BZ

d†kαdkδF
†
αβ(k,−q)Fβδ(k,−q)

=
∑
q/∈RL

V (q)
∑
k∈BZ

d†kF
†(k, q)F(k, q)dk

=
∑
k∈BZ

d†kh
single
1 dk, (B4)

where

hsingle
1 =

∑
q/∈RL

V (q)F†(k, q)F(k, q) . (B5)

This new term is included in the single body term in Eq. (B1) by replacing h̃k → hk = h̃k + hsingle
1 .

Proceeding to the first term in Eq. (B3) we first shift the index k′ → BZ(k′ + q) and rearrange the annihilation
operators as

Ĥeff
1 = −

∑
q/∈RL

V (q)
∑

k,k′∈BZ

d†BZ(k+q),αd
†
k′,γdk,βdBZ(k′+q),δFαβ(k, q)Fγδ

(
BZ(k′ + q),−q

)
=

∑
q/∈RL

V (q)
∑

k,k′∈BZ

d†BZ(k+q),αd
†
k′,γdBZ(k′+q),δdk,βFα,β(k, q)F†

γδ(k
′, q). (B6)

After mean-field decoupling,

Ĥeff
1 =

∑
q/∈RL

V (q)
∑

k,k′∈BZ

Fαβ(k, q)F†
γδ(k

′, q)×

×
(
⟨d†k′,γdBZ(k′+q),δ⟩ d

†
BZ(k+q),αdk,βδk′,BZ(k′+q) + ⟨d†BZ(k+q),αdk,β⟩ d

†
k′,γdBZ(k′+q),δδBZ(k+q),k+

−⟨d†BZ(k+q),αdBZ(k′+q),δ⟩ d
†
k′,γdk,βδBZ(k+q),BZ(k′+q) − ⟨d†k′,γdk,β⟩ d

†
BZ(k+q),αdBZ(k′+q),δδk′,k

)
.

(B7)
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FIG. 5: Observables for the fermionic model from the perspective of Hartree-Fock for Ne = 100 electrons. Band structure for
the fermionic model at t/U = 0 (a) and t/U = 10 (b) obtained according to the expression (B13). (c) Order parameter ξ as a
function of t/U . (d) Momentum-resolved fermionic bilinears (according to Eq. (16)) as a function of k for different values of
t/U .

The Hartree contribution is zero for the fermionic model, since δBZ(k+q),k = 0,∀k ∈ BZ and q /∈ RL. Therefore, with
the Fock contribution as the only remaining part, the effective Hamiltonian takes the form

Ĥeff
1 = −

∑
q∈R

V (q)
∑
k∈BZ

Fαβ(k, q)F†
γδ(k, q)

[
(PBZ(k+q))α,δd

†
k,γdk,β + (Pk)γ,βd

†
BZ(k+q),αdBZ(k+q),δ

]
with the projector defined as

(
PBZ(k+q)

)
α,δ

= ⟨d†BZ(k+q),αdBZ(k′+q),δ⟩. We also used the fact that δk′,k =

δBZ(k+q),BZ(k′+q). Switching back to matrix notation in

Ĥeff
1 = −

∑
q∈R

V (q)
∑
k∈BZ

[
d†kF

†(k, q)(PBZ(k+q))
TF(k, q) dk + d†BZ(k+q)F(k, q)(Pk)

TF†(k, q)dBZ(k+q)

]
, (B8)

and taking another index shift in the second term q → −q and k → BZ(k + q) yields

Ĥeff
1 = −2

∑
q∈R

V (q)
∑
k∈BZ

d†k
[
F†(k, q)(PBZ(k+q))

TF((k, q)
]
dk. (B9)

To summarize, within mean-field theory, we have found an effective Hamiltonian to the interacting term given by
the Hatree-Fock equations

Ĥeff =
∑
k∈BZ

d†k(f [Pk] + hk)dk

f [Pk] = −2
∑
q/∈RL

V (q)
(
F†(k, q)(PBZ(k+q))

TF(k, q)
)

hk =
∑
q/∈RL

V (q)F†(k, q)F(k, q) + t cos(k)σx.

(B10)

which needs to be solved self-consistently. The HF ground state energy is then given by

EHF =
∑
k∈BZ

(
(f [Pk] + hk)−,− − E0

k

)
(B11)
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with the energy offset

E0
k =

1

2
Tr
[
PT
k

]
f [Pk] = −

∑
q/∈RL

V (q) Tr
[
PT
k F†(k, q)(PBZ(k+q))

TF(k, q)
]
. (B12)

To solve equations Eq. (B10), we first consider an initial ansatz for P . This can be chosen to correspond to the
(i) the interacting limit t/U → 0 with P chiral

k = diag (0, 1), (ii) the kinetic edge case P band
k = (σ0 − σx) /2 or (iii) to

a random matrix P rand
k that fulfills the projector properties Pk = P †

k = (Pk)
2. In all simulations for this work we

always choose (iii).
The Hermitian matrix (f [Pk] + hk) in Eq. (B10) is diagonalized in each iteration step according to

Dk = U−1
k (f [Pk] + hk)Uk, Dk =

(
E+

k 0
0 E−

k

)
and Uk =

(
v+0 v−0
v+1 v−1

)
, (B13)

where we ensure that E−
k ≤ E+

k in the k-dependent diagonal matrix Dk, and the unitary matrix Uk is composed by
the normalized eigenvalues v+ and v−. We initialize Dk = diag (0, 1), which corresponds to filling the lower energy
band of the mean-field Hamiltonian ĤHF and calculate the projector of the next iteration step P i+1

k = U∗
kDU

T
k which,

in turn, defines f [P i+1
k ]. This is done until the projector converges according to ∥P (i+1)

k −P i
k∥F < 10−10 where ∥ · ∥F

denotes the Frobenius norm.
After convergence we can also evaluate other observables besides the ground state energy, like the momentum-

resolved fermionic bilinears according to Eq. (16). Within HF, in Fig. 5 we show the band structure (a,b,c) (ϵk,p in
Eq. (3)) and the fermionic bilinears in the chiral basis (d, e), which illustrate the metal-insulator phase transition
described in the main text. For small t/U we see a clear band gap in the insulating regime (Fig. 5a). The energy
gap gets smaller for intermediate t/U , and vanishes for large t/U (c) with the appearance of two Dirac cones around
|k| = ±π/2. By defining the order parameter ξ =

∑
k N z

k/Ne, we see that the metal-insulator phase transition is set
around t = 0.14 (d). In Fig. 5e, we also note that at t/U = 0, ⟨N x

k ⟩ = 0 while large t/U leads to | ⟨N x
k ⟩ | = 1 with

sign changes at |k| = ±π/2.

Appendix C: Variational Monte Carlo

1. Calculating Observables

According to the ansatz Eq. (4), the expectation value

⟨Ψ{θ,α}|O|Ψ{θ,α}⟩
⟨Ψ{θ,α} | Ψ{θ,α}⟩

=
1

α2 + (1− α2)
∑

s′′ ̸=RS |ψθ(s′′)|2

α2 ⟨RS| Ô |RS⟩+ α
√

1− α2
∑
s̸=RS

⟨RS|Ô|s⟩ψθ (s)+

+
∑
s ̸=RS

(1− α2
) ∑
s′ ̸=RS

⟨s|Ô|s′⟩ψθ (s
′)ψ∗

θ (s) + α
√
1− α2 ⟨s|Ô|RS⟩ψ∗

θ (s)


=

1

N{θ,α}

α2ORS +
(
1− α2

) ∑
s,s′ ̸=RS

|ψθ (s)|2 ⟨s|Ô|s′⟩ ψθ (s
′)

ψθ (s)
+ α

√
1− α2

∑
s ̸=RS

|Ψθ(s)|2
(
OsRS

1

Ψθ (s)
+ORSs

1

Ψ∗
θ (s)

)
=

1

N{θ,α}

α2ORS +
(
1− α2

) ∑
s ̸=RS

|Ψθ (s)|2Os′ ̸=RS
loc (s) + α

√
1− α22Re

∑
s ̸=RS

|Ψθ(s)|2OsRS
1

Ψθ (s)

 ,
(C1)

which is equivalent to Eq. (9) for the expectation value of Ĥ. Note that the normalization factor N{θ,α} = α2 +(
1− α2

)∑
s′′ ̸=HF |Ψθ(s

′′)|2 → 1 for any α if the RS is not sampled from the TQS. Likewise, for the gradient of the
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energy functional

∇θE (θ, α) = ∂θ

 ∑
s,s′ ̸=HF

(
1− α2

)
Ψ∗

θ (s)Hss′Ψθ (s
′) + α

√
1− α2

∑
s ̸=HF

(Ψ∗
θ (s)HsHF +HHFsΨθ (s))


=
(
1− α2

) ∑
s,s′ ̸=HF

(
∂θΨ

∗
θ (s)Ψθ (s

′)
Ψ∗

θ (s)

Ψ∗
θ (s)

Ψθ (s)

Ψθ (s)
+ Ψ∗

θ (s) ∂θΨθ (s
′)
Ψ∗

θ (s
′)

Ψ∗
θ (s

′)

Ψθ (s
′)

Ψθ (s′)

)
Hss′+

+ α
√
1− α2

∑
s ̸=HF

(
∂θΨ

∗
θ (s)HsHF

Ψθ (s)

Ψθ (s)

Ψ∗
θ (s)

Ψ∗
θ (s)

+HHFs∂θΨθ (s)
Ψθ (s)

Ψθ (s)

)
=
(
1− α2

)
2Re

〈
∂θ logΨ

∗
θ (s)H

s′ ̸=HF
loc (s)

〉
+

+ α
√
1− α2

〈∂θ logΨ∗
θ (s)HsHF

1

Ψθ (s)

〉
+
∑
s̸=HF

∂θ logΨθ (s)HHFsΨθ (s)

 ,

=
(
1− α2

)
2Re

〈
∂θ logΨ

∗
θ (s)H

s′ ̸=HF
loc (s)

〉
+ α

√
1− α22Re

〈
∂θ logΨ

∗
θ (s)HsHF

1

Ψθ (s)

〉
,

= 2Re
[〈
∂θ logΨ

∗
θ (s)

((
1− α2

)
Hs′ ̸=HF

loc (s) + α
√
1− α2HsHF

1

Ψθ (s)

)〉]
,

(C2)

in accordance with Eq. (10) in the main text.

2. Performance Analysis of Optimizers and Hyperparameters

The main hyperparameters that define a decoder-only Transformer architecture are given by Ndec, demb and, Nh
which stand, respectively, for the number of encoding layers, embedding dimension and number of attention heads
(see Fig. 1b). For a more in depth description of this architecture, we refer the reader to the references [21, 22]. More
importantly, the representational power of these architectures is directly related to these quantities [54]. In Fig. 6 we
show how the training of the Transformers with the HF-basis is affected in terms of different combinations of these
parameters. We focus on Ne = 10 electrons, but analogous results can be directly obtained for bigger system sizes.
For t/U = 0.10, we see that the training can be made faster and more accurate by solely solely increasing demb, or if
kept fixed, by increasing Ndec and Nh. Similarly, we observed the same behavior for t/U ∈ [0.01, 0.04] ∪ [0.10, 0.20].
Therefore, we used the combination demb = 300, Ndec = 4 andNh = 10 for the plots in Fig. 2a and Fig. 3. Additionally,
For Fig. 2, the results were obtained for nepochs = 2× 104.

FIG. 6: Ground state energy per site as a function of epochs for distinct combinations of demb, Ndec and Nh at t/U = 0.10 for
Ne = 10. The dashed blue (red) line indicates the ground state energy obtained from ED (HF).
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(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 7: Comparison of the performance of the HF-TQS when using ADAM [61] and SOAP [47] as a function of t/U for different
system sizes. (a) Relative difference between the converged ground state energy per Ne and HF for x as ED (solid lines) and
TQS (markers) in δEHF = |(Ex − EHF) /EHF| with SOAP (unfilled markers) and ADAM (filled markers). (b) The absolute
value of the relative error δEED = |(ETQS − EED)/EED|. The corresponding converged α weights (according to Eq. (9)) are
shown in (b). The gray region indicates the surrounding region to the metal-insulator transition.

For the optimization of the θ parameters, the learning rate λθ is changed according to the following scheduler [26]

λi+1
θ = λiθ + βd−0.5

emb min
(
i−0.75
step , istep i

−1.75
warmup

)
(C3)

with β = 0.2 representing a scale factor, istep the current iteration index, and iwarmup = 700 the number of warming
up steps. This scheduler allows the learning rate to be increased linearly during the first iwarmup epochs, and then
decreased polynomially during the remaining (nepochs − iwarmup) steps [44]. Although a similar learning rate scheduler
can be imposed for the optimization of α, according to Eq. (11), we noticed that the Transformer converges better
for t/U < 0.10 with a constant learning rate. The best converged energies between λα0

= 100 (for intermediate t/U)
and λα0 = 2 (for small t/U) are shown for the simulations in Fig. 2 and Fig. 3.

Most importantly, we noticed that the choice of the specific stochastic optimizer was the most important point for
a smooth and consistent convergence for different values of t/U for the fermionic model. More specifically, adaptative
moment estimation (ADAM) [61] and other variations of the simple stochastic gradient descent method tended to
converge to ground state energies with less accuracy away from the critical region (see Fig. 7), irrespective of different
combinations of the previously mentioned hyperparameters. We noticed a significant improvement when considering
preconditioned gradient methods [46, 47] in these regions. Likewise, there are also deviations for the converged α
using these different optimizers, specially around the borders of the gray region in Fig. 7c.
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FIG. 8: HF-TQS results (markers) for the momentum-resolved fermionic bilinears N j
k, defined in Eq. (16), obtained from HF

(dashed lines) for Ne = 10 at t/U = 0.04 (left) and t/U = 0.195 (right). (b) Normalized eigenvalues of the first ten principal
components from the PCA analysis shown in Fig. 4 (t/U = 0.12). Results for the three distinct bases (indicated by markers)
defined in the main text.
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3. Further results

In this section we present additional results complementing the discussions in Sec. II. We focus on Ne = 10 electrons,
although similar results can be obtained for bigger system sizes.

Figure 8a demonstrates that corrections to HF for the expectation values of the fermionic bilinears, c.f. Eq. (16),
diminish away from the critical region, in accordance with Sec. II E.

Our PCA analysis of the latent space, shown in Fig. 4 of the main text, reveals that the first two principal
components account for at least 80% of the total data variation across all bases (see Fig. 8b). This high percentage
of explained variance remained consistent, with slight variations, for other coupling parameters such as t/U = 0.04
and t/U = 0.16 in Fig. 4.

Finally, we also examined the Transformer’s convergence in the band basis for large t/U . As shown in Fig. 9(a,b),
even though the fully polarized RS is not a good representative of the ground state in this regime (see Fig. 5c), the
Transformer is still able to achieve good agreement with ED (Fig. 5a), as stated in Sec. II D.

Epochs

=1024
Training time: 00:27:46

Epochs

Epochs

Epochs

10

FIG. 9: Training plots for the Transformer with the band-basis for Ne = 10 and t/U = 100. Ground state per site (a) and
reweighting factor α (b) as a function of epochs. The inset in (a) shows the different contributions to the ground state energy
according to Eq. (9). (c) Histogram with the total relative frequency, according to eq. (15), for the excitation classes E (s)
from Eq. (14).
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