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Schrödinger’s equation serves as a fundamental component in characterizing quantum systems,
wherein both quantum state tomography and Hamiltonian learning are instrumental in comprehending
and interpreting quantum systems. While numerous techniques exist for carrying out state tomography
and learning Hamiltonians individually, no method has been developed to combine these two aspects.
In this study, we introduce a new approach that employs the attention mechanism in transformer
models to effectively merge quantum state tomography and Hamiltonian learning. By carefully
choosing and preparing the training data, our method integrates both tasks without altering the
model’s architecture, allowing the model to effectively learn the intricate relationships between
quantum states and Hamiltonian. We also demonstrate the effectiveness of our approach across
various quantum systems, ranging from simple 2-qubit cases to more involved 2D antiferromagnetic
Heisenberg structures. The data collection process is streamlined, as it only necessitates a one-
way generation process beginning with state tomography. Furthermore, the scalability and few-
shot learning capabilities of our method could potentially minimize the resources required for
characterizing and optimizing quantum systems. Our research provides valuable insights into the
relationship between Hamiltonian structure and quantum system behavior, fostering opportunities for
additional studies on quantum systems and the advancement of quantum computation and associated
technologies.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum systems are governed by the Schrödinger equa-
tion, which plays a pivotal role in defining the relationship
between the Hamiltonian structure and the states of the
system. This relationship is central to understanding
the behavior of quantum systems [1] and for applications
such as quantum computing and communication [2, 3].
Moreover, the mapping between the Hamiltonian and
the quantum states of a system is indispensable in quan-
tum information science, as it enables us to predict the
system’s behavior [4–8]. This knowledge is crucial in
quantum computing applications, where Hamiltonian pa-
rameters are utilized to control and manipulate quantum
systems for specific tasks [9–13]. Research in this domain
can be bifurcated into two primary directions: Quantum
State Tomography (QST) and Hamiltonian learning (see
Fig. 1).

Quantum state tomography and Hamiltonian learning
are two fundamental techniques in the field of quantum
information science, each with their own strengths and
weaknesses. QST is a powerful method for characterizing
quantum states comprehensively [14–18], though it can
be computationally intensive, particularly for large and
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complex systems [19, 20]. Machine learning has been em-
ployed to improve accuracy and efficiency in QST [21–27],
which is especially important for large systems where full
characterization is computationally challenging. On the
other hand, Hamiltonian learning is an essential technique
for estimating Hamiltonians [28–36], which is crucial for
quantum computing and simulation, as it directly affects
the control and manipulation of quantum systems. De-
spite its importance, Hamiltonian learning indeed be chal-
lenging due to both data acquisition and computational
complexity.

Although quantum state tomography and Hamiltonian
learning have made significant progress separately, a sin-
gle approach that merges the advantages of both tech-
niques has not been developed yet. Creating a unified
method would be a useful addition to quantum infor-
mation science, as it could allow for more effective and
precise characterization and control of complex quantum
systems.

Recent breakthroughs in machine learning and natural
language processing (NLP), particularly the advent of
transformer architectures [37], have profoundly influenced
scientific research. The transformer architecture boasts a
highly modular design, effortlessly accommodating larger
datasets and tackling increasingly intricate tasks [38–42].
These sophisticated advancements have been successfully
integrated into quantum information studies [43–46], fa-
cilitating substantial progress in comprehending quantum
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Figure 1: Bidirectional Translation Model for Quantum State Tomography and Hamiltonian Learning: Our model
functions as an adaptable and efficient mediator between Quantum State Tomography and Hamiltonian Learning,

effectively facilitating the interplay between the elucidation of quantum states derived from Hamiltonian parameters
and the estimation of Hamiltonian parameters informed by observed ground states. The training data necessitates

unidirectional generation from state tomography H(~x)→ P (~b|~x), proving to be advantageous for the concurrent
training of both methodologies.

systems.

In this study, we introduce a novel approach that uti-
lizes language translation method to effectively address
both quantum state tomography and Hamiltonian learn-
ing, uniting these two techniques in a unified model. The
attention mechanism within the transformer model en-
ables us to establish a language-translation-like strategy
for mapping Hamiltonian parameters to quantum states.
We apply our methodology to an extensive spectrum of
quantum systems, ranging from 2-qubit cases to 2D an-
tiferromagnetic Heisenberg model, and demonstrate the
versatility of our approach by employing various QST
methods. A notable example is the classical shadow tech-
nique [47–54], which reduces the computational resources
needed for QST, making it more practical for larger sys-
tems.

A notable strength of our approach lies in its capacity
to combine QST and Hamiltonian learning tasks without
requiring changes to the underlying transformer model’s
architecture or parameters. This is the first advantage.
The second advantage is that the model can effectively
learn the complex relationships between quantum states
and Hamiltonians, provided that the training data is care-
fully selected and prepared. Lastly, the third advantage
is the simplified data acquisition process, as obtaining
training data only necessitates a unidirectional genera-
tion process starting from state tomography. These three
advantages contribute to the effectiveness and generaliz-
ability of our proposed method, allowing it to be applied

across a wide range of quantum systems.

Our findings reveal that our approach accurately pre-
dicts not only the ground-state measurements of these
systems based on the Hamiltonian parameters, but also
the Hamiltonian parameters of the systems based on the
observed measurements. The scalability and few-shot
learning capabilities of our approach highlight the poten-
tial reduction of resources needed for characterizing and
optimizing quantum systems, underscoring the method’s
potential for further quantum system research and the
advancement of quantum technologies.

The structure of this paper is as follows: In Sec. II,
we provide a concise overview of quantum state tomog-
raphy and Hamiltonian learning, as well as an in-depth
description of the proposed method and its implementa-
tion. Sec. III presents the numerical results and analysis,
focusing on a 2-qubit toy model (Sec. III A) and a 2D
anti-ferromagnetic random Heisenberg model (Sec. III B).
The scalable few-shot learning approach for large-scale 2D
anti-ferromagnetic random Heisenberg models is discussed
in Sec. III C. Finally, Sec. IV offers concluding remarks
and explores potential avenues for future research in this
domain.
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II. METHOD

A. Quantum State Tomography and Hamiltonian
Learning

In this section, we provide a preliminary overview of
the problems under investigation within the domains of
quantum state tomography and Hamiltonian learning.
Throughout this work, we consider the k-local Hamil-
tonian, an n-qubit Hamiltonian that can be expressed
as a sum of terms, with each term non-trivially affect-
ing a maximum of k qubits. The Hamiltonian acts on
the Hilbert space H =

⊗n
i=1 C2 of an n-qubit quantum

system. Formally, the Hamiltonian is expressed as follows:

H(~x) =

m∑
i=1

xiHi, (1)

where each Hi denotes an operator acting non-trivially
on no more than k qubits, and xi represents the parameter
of the local terms. In this work, we explore the k-local
Hamiltonian with k = 2, which implies that the number
of local terms, m, is at most of the order of a polynomial
in the number of qubits, i.e., m = poly(n).

In our investigation, we explore the quantum state
of the system, specifically concentrating on its ground
state. The state is represented by the density operators
ρ(~x). These operators are related to the Hamiltonian H(~x)
through the Boltzmann factor and the inverse temperature
β = 1/kBT , where kB denotes the Boltzmann constant
and T signifies the temperature:

ρ(~x) =
e−βH(~x)

Z(~x)
. (2)

Within this framework, Z(~x) represents the partition func-
tion, which encompasses the summation of the Boltzmann
factors for all states in the ensemble: Z(~x) = Tr[e−βH(~x)].
For the ground state, as T → 0, we have β →∞.

We consider physical systems composed of n qubits
and construct our measurements originating from an m
outcome single-qubit POVM M = {M (b)}b, defined by
positive semi-definite operators M(b) ≥ 0, each uniquely
labeled by a measurement outcome b = 0, 1, . . . ,m − 1.
These satisfy the normalization requirement

∑
bM

(b) = 1.
The n-qubit measurement is characterized by the ten-
sor product of the single-qubit POVM elements M =
{M (b1) ⊗ M (b2) ⊗ . . .M (bn)}. Due to Born’s rule, the

probability distribution P (~b|~x) over measurement out-

comes ~b = b1, b2, . . . , bn on a quantum state ρ(~x), with

P (~b|~x) ≥ 0 and
∑
~b P (~b|~x) = 1, is given by the linear

expression P (~b|~x) = Tr
[
M (~b)ρ(~x)

]
. This relation can be

formally inverted (refer to Appendix), and we employ the
method to recover the density matrix of the ground state
to obtain the desired measurement outcomes throughout

the entire process. By implementing this measurement ap-
proach and recovery technique, we are able to acquire the
desired measurement outcomes that uniquely determine
the ground state of the 2-local Hamiltonian throughout
the entire procedure.

In this research endeavor, our focus is on the Pauli-6
POVM, comprising n-qubit tensor products of projections
onto the eigenspaces of the Pauli observables[21]. The
Pauli-6 POVM corresponds to performing measurements
in one of the three Pauli bases, uniformly chosen at ran-
dom. The acquisition of training data requires a unidirec-
tional generation process originating from state tomogra-

phy, as represented by the transformation H(~x)→ P (~b|~x)
(see Fig.1). This streamlined approach not only simplifies
the data acquisition process but also confers a significant
advantage in the simultaneous training of both QST and
Hamiltonian learning, thereby enhancing the efficiency
and effectiveness of these interconnected methodologies in
elucidating quantum states and estimating Hamiltonian
parameters.

Within the domain of quantum state tomography,
the primary objective is to estimate a family of
states, denoted as ρ(~x), utilizing a dataset D =(
~b(1), ~x(1)

)
, . . . ,

(
~b(Ns), ~x(Ns)

)
comprising Ns samples. A

generative model pθ, parameterized by a neural network,
is trained to optimize the likelihood of observed mea-
surements. The joint distribution is decomposed into
conditional distributions via an autoregressive approach:

pθ (b1, . . . , bn | ~x) =

n∏
i=1

pθ (bi | bi−1, . . . , b1, ~x) . (3)

The estimation of the ground state for a Hamilto-
nian H(~x) is predicated upon measurement outcomes
~b. State tomography is effectuated through two distinct
methodologies: direct POVM measurement and classical
shadow, with supplementary information provided in the
Appendix.

In the realm of Hamiltonian learning, the em-
phasis is placed upon the ground states ρ(~x) of
quantum systems that exhibit a particular struc-
ture. The Hamiltonian parameters are represented
by a vector ~x = (x1, . . . , xn), akin to the previ-
ously mentioned measurement outcomes. The dataset,

D =
(
P (~b(1)|~x(1)), ~x(1)

)
, . . . ,

(
P (~b(Ns)|~x(Ns)), ~x(Ns)

)
,

comprises the probability distribution of measurement

outcomes P (~b). The objective is to deduce Hamiltonian
parameters ~x corresponding to a given ground state ρ(~x)

based on the observations ~b:

pθ

(
x1, . . . , xn | P (~b|~x)

)
=

n∏
i=1

pθ

(
xi | xi−1, . . . , x1, P (~b|~x)

)
.

(4)
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B. Translator Model

In this study, we introduce a sophisticated model based
on the Transformer architecture, ingeniously engineered to
establish a bidirectional relationship between Hamiltonian
parameters and the measurement outcomes associated
with the system’s ground state. As depicted in Fig. 2, the
proposed model encompasses an encoder and a decoder,
wherein the encoder skillfully transmutes continuous vari-
able inputs into concise, fixed-length representations that
encapsulate the input correlations. Moreover, the decoder
generates the target sequence output, which may incor-
porate discrete Hamiltonian parameters or measurement
expressions in hitherto undefined languages.

To accomplish the intended outcome, our model em-
ploys an embedding neural network that transforms each
input into a vector representation, encapsulating the
essence of individual elements. The model then leverages
self-attention to concentrate on various portions of the
encoder input while generating the final output, thereby
capturing the most pertinent information from the inputs
when producing the target measurements or parameters.

In our approach, we employ a multilayer neural network
as the embedding layer for those two tasks, transform-
ing continuous Hamiltonian parameters ~x or probability

distribution P (~b|~x) of local measurements into learned

vector representations. Since the POVM sequence ~b is
discrete and amenable to linguistic processing, and we dis-
cretize the Hamiltonian parameter ~x, we utilize the word
embedding technique, widely used in natural language
processing (NLP), to map each label to its corresponding
learned vector representation. In our approach, we encode
distinct local measurement outcomes into discrete tokens
in a vocabulary list V, with |V| = Nm + 3,

V ≡ { sos, eos, pad , 3, . . . , Nm + 3}. (5)

This list is then used to encode any measurement outcome
or parameter of an n-qubit quantum system into a word
sequence. Ultimately, the model generates the probability

distribution P (~b|~x) for the ground state under varying pa-
rameters of the given Hamiltonian H(~x) or generates the

probability distribution P (~x|P (~b)) for the Hamiltonian

parameters of the given probability observation P (~b|~x)
along with its ground state.

It is important to note that in both tasks there is no
need for any modifications to the underlying architecture
or parameters of the model (as illustrated in Fig. 2).
The only requirement for the successful application of
this approach is the careful selection and preparation of
the training data, which plays a crucial role in enabling
the model to effectively learn the intricate relationships
between quantum states and Hamiltonian.

Throughout the training process, we implement teacher
forcing to train our translation model. Teacher forcing is
a prevalent training technique for neural machine trans-
lation that utilizes the actual output rather than the
predicted output from the previous timestamp as inputs

during training. This approach expedites the training
process. In our problem, we input the training data into
the encoder and the training label into the decoder. The
output is compared through auto-regression, which refers
to a time series model that employs observations from
previous time steps as input to a regression equation to
predict the value at the next time step.

The training objective involves minimizing the average
negative log-likelihood loss across the training data, as
follows:

min
θ
L(θ) :=

1

Ns

∑
D
− log pθ. (6)

III. NUMERICAL RESULTS

We now apply our algorithm to study some quantum
state tomography and Hamiltonian estimation problems.

A. 2-qubit Toy Model

In this section, we present a simplistic model to elu-
cidate the dynamics of a two-qubit Hamiltonian. This
model encompasses a singular scenario with only one
parameter, and the Hamiltonian is expressed by Eq. 7,
incorporating both the Pauli-X and Pauli-Z operators.

H(θ) = cos(θ)X1X2 + sin(θ)Z1I2. (7)

The parameter θ governs the interplay between the two
terms, effectively dictating the system’s behavior. No-
tably, when projected onto the basis composed of Pauli
operators X1X2 and Z1I2, with the subscript denoting
the qubit number, the ground state adopts a circular con-
figuration, as depicted in Fig. 3. Our primary objective
is to investigate the extent to which the POVM measure-
ments, generated by our model-based learning approach,
can be honed to accurately represent the genuine ground
state when projected onto the specified basis. This is to
be accomplished while accommodating arbitrary opera-
tor coordinate systems and adjustments to the system
parameters.

We extract 100 uniformly distributed data points from
the interval θ ∈ [0, 2π] to obtain the learning data. The
training and testing data sets comprise 80 and 20 data
points, respectively. For each θ, we collect 1000 ground
state measurements, resulting in an Ns = 100000 data
set of randomized Pauli measurements. Our experimental
results, showcased in Fig. 3, indicate that the trained
model achieves exceptional accuracy in estimating the
ground state, even without knowledge of the Hamiltonian
parameters. Furthermore, by reconstructing the measure-
ments into quantum states and projecting them onto the
designated space, we establish that the relationship can
be approximated as a circle.
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Figure 2: Bidirectional Refined Transformer Architecture: The model consists of an encoder and decoder, with the
encoder designed for processing continuous Hamiltonian parameters ~x or local measurement probability distributions

P (~b|~x), replacing the conventional word embedding layer with a multilayer neural network. The decoder follows the
original transformer design, handling discrete inputs like discretized Hamiltonian parameters ~x or vocabulary tokens

for quantum state tomography outcomes ~b. Dashed arrows represent sampling from a given distribution.
Auto-regression is used for output comparison, with prior observations informing predictions. Notably, only input and

output data modifications (red and blue arrows) are needed, preserving the core model architecture.

Following this, we reformulate the training data to
facilitate Hamiltonian learning, with the aim of determin-
ing whether the algorithm can generate the appropriate
Hamiltonian parameters when provided with the ground-
state distribution comprising varying Hamiltonian param-
eters. To achieve this, we utilize a statistical distribution
of 1000 samples as input, while the output comprises
discrete Hamiltonian parameters corresponding to local
terms X1X2 and Z1I2, resulting in a dataset mirroring the
QST task with Ns = 100. The Hamiltonian parameters
are characterized by a vocabulary Nm of size 50. Fig. 4
confirms that our algorithm yields a negligible deviation
between the output and the true Hamiltonian parameters
for a given distribution of unknown quantum states.

B. 2D anti-ferromagnetic random Heisenberg
model

In the second example explored, we investigate the two-
dimensional (2D) antiferromagnetic random Heisenberg
model, in which qubitsspecifically, spin-1/2 particlesare
arranged on a square lattice. We primarily focus on the
ground state of the Hamiltonian:

H(x) =
∑
〈ij〉

xij (XiXj + YiYj + ZiZj) , (8)

where 〈ij〉 denotes nearest-neighbor interactions, and the
summation encompasses all possible pairs on the lattice.
For each pair 〈ij〉, the corresponding interaction strength
xij is uniformly sampled from the interval [0, 2]. The
Hamiltonian in Eq. 8 can be represented by a weighted
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and the horizontal axis is the index number of the total
data set. We sampled 20 of the 100 total data sets as test
data. The solid lines are the real Hamiltonian parameters

and the dots are the predictions of our model.

undirected graph without any loss of information. Each
qubit appears as a node, and the coupling strength be-
tween two sites corresponds to a weighted edge in the
graph. Denoting the adjacency matrix of the graph as

g(~x), we designate ρ(g(~x)) for the ground states of the
Hamiltonian corresponding to the grid lattice defined by
the graph g(~x).

Taking into account the exponential relationship be-
tween accuracy and the number of measurements for
multi-qubit systems, as well as the significance of physical
observable behavior in quantum many-body systems, we
utilize the classical shadow methodology in this study to
observe and retrieve the physical observables of interest.
In the context of the quantum state tomography task,
we assess the similarity between the predicted quantum
state, obtained from the classical shadow of the ground
state, and the true state by scrutinizing the expectation
value of the two-point correlation function, denoted as
〈Cij〉.

Cij =
1

3
(XiXj + YiYj + ZiZj). (9)

As a point of comparison, we utilize the classical ma-
chine learning kernel approach to predict the correlation
functions of the test set. To gauge the difference between
the methods, we select the root mean square error (RMSE)
for comparison:

RMSE =

√∑
i,j

(
〈C Predicted

ij 〉 − 〈C Actual
ij 〉

)2
n2

. (10)

The dataset utilized for training and evaluation is de-
rived from classical simulations. We generate 100 random
Hamiltonians by sampling coupling constants uniformly
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Figure 5: Predicting correlation functions of ground states of the 2D random antiferromagnetic Heisenberg model. (a)
A stochastic coupling graph from the test set defining the 2D random Heisenberg model Eq.8 and utilized for

translation in our model. The thickness and color of the edges in the graph indicate the strength of the interaction,
with thicker and darker edges representing higher interaction strengths. (b) A comparison between the authentic and
predicted two-point correlation functions Eq.9 for a ground state from the test set, encoded by our translator model

given the coupling graph.

at random, xij
iid∼ U [0, 2], and ascertain the ground state

through exact diagonalization. For each randomly sam-
pled Hamiltonian, we gather 1000 ground state measure-
ments, yielding a dataset consisting of 100000 randomized
Pauli measurements. In a manner akin to the previous sec-
tion, we train our model on 80 Hamiltonians and allocate
the remaining 20 Hamiltonians to the test set in order to
assess the generalization capabilities of our models with
respect to unfamiliar lattice structures.

In Fig. 5b, we display both the genuine and predicted
correlation functions corresponding to the Hamiltonian
characterized by the random coupling graph depicted in
Fig. 5a. These predictions are obtained by conditioning
the translation model on the coupling graph and subse-
quently generating new samples (i.e., POVM outcomes)
to reconstruct a classical shadow. Using the obtained
classical shadow, we estimate the observables related to
the correlation functions by employing Eq.9. In Fig.6,
we present the root-mean-square error (RMSE) between
the predicted and actual correlation functions for various
methods. Each data point in the figure represents the
prediction error observed in the test set. We also include
the prediction inaccuracies for the Neural Tangent Kernel
approach [55], specifically designed to predict the function
~x 7→ 〈Cij〉ρ(~x) for a particular pair i, j (i.e., requiring the

training of a separate model for each site pair i, j). The
figure demonstrates that the model can effectively en-
code a state with a correlation function closely resembling
the true correlation function, exhibiting a high level of
accuracy.

To explore the task of Hamiltonian learning, we ex-
amine the adjacency matrix generated by the coupling
graph corresponding to the Hamiltonian. We employ a
comparative analysis using the root-mean-square error
(RMSE), as expressed in Eq. 10. This approach enables us

Translator Neural tangent kernal

Methods

0.00
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0.10

0.15

0.20

0.25

0.30

0.35
R

M
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E

Figure 6: Violin plot with stripplot of RMSE between
authentic and estimated correlation functions, for our

translator model (blue) and Neural Tangent Kernel (red).
Each point in the plot signifies the error of correlation

predictions from the test set. Three dashed lines
represent the quartiles of the data distribution. The

middle dashed line is the median (50%), while the other
two dashed lines are the lower quartile (25%) and the
upper quartile (75%). The outline of the violin plot

represents the estimated probability density of the data
at different values.

to evaluate the efficacy of our model in predicting Hamil-
tonians and their properties, emphasizing its potential
contributions to the field of quantum many-body systems
and providing valuable insights for both theoretical and
experimental studies.
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In a practical context, we obtain coupling constants
by sampling them in an independent and identically dis-

tributed manner, xij
iid∼ U [0, 2], wherein each interaction

strength is discretized using Nm = 20. This results in a
parameter space of Hamiltonian parameters on the order
of 207 ≈ 109. Consequently, we collect a total dataset of
100000 Hamiltonians by sampling this quantity, ensuring
consistency with the QST task. We assign 99980 samples
to the training set, while reserving a mere 20 for the test-
ing set. In Fig.7a, we exhibit the authentic and predicted
coupling graph for the Hamiltonian in the test set. In
Fig.7b, we illustrate the RMSE between the predicted
and true adjacency matrices from the coupling graph for
various methods. Each point in the figure corresponds to
the prediction error in the test set. As the majority of
techniques in Hamiltonian learning are difficult to com-
pare, given that the training set also functions as the test
set in our case, we exclusively provide the error associated
with our approach. The figure reveals that the model can
effectively encode the coupling graph with a high degree of
accuracy, demonstrating its robustness and applicability
in predicting the underlying structure of Hamiltonians.

C. Salable Few-Shot Learning

In this section, we implement a scalable few-shot learn-
ing strategy to predict properties of large-scale models
using a limited amount of training data.

Initially, we take advantage of the easy accessibility of
small-scale model data to educate our translation mod-
els on these smaller-scale examples. Specifically, we use
ground state measurements from the magnitudes of the
Hamiltonian with 2× 2, 2× 3, and 2× 4, with 100 ground
states each, totaling 300 ground states for learning. Sub-
sequently, we select 20 ground states from 2× 5 random
Hamiltonians for further training and 10 for testing. This
process incorporates a limited number of samples with
target data, exemplifying the few-shot learning approach.

As depicted in Fig.8 and Fig9, our translation model
demonstrates its ability to generate predictions for larger-
scale models after being trained on a sparse dataset. This
notable capability is achieved through the extrapolation
skills developed in the model via its education on the
small examples, which equips the model with the ability
to generalize to configurations of greater scale and com-
plexity. The effectiveness and versatility of this scheme
are evidenced by the model’s proficiency in predicting the
two-point correlation functions for the unseen Heisenberg
model of scale 2×5, producing predictions consistent with
the ground truths.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this study, we demonstrate a novel approach that
utilizes language translation models to effectively tackle

quantum state tomography and Hamiltonian learning in
a unified framework, an idea not previously investigated.
By leveraging the inherent attention mechanism in trans-
former models, our method unifies QST and Hamiltonian
learning tasks without the need for modifications to the
underlying model’s architecture or parameters. The single
requirement is the careful preparation and selection of
training data, enabling the model to proficiently decipher
the intricate relationships between quantum states and
Hamiltonians.

Our approach exhibits the ability to adapt to learning
from various techniques while simultaneously reducing
the computational resources needed for both quantum
state tomography and Hamiltonian learning. The data
acquisition process is streamlined, necessitating a unidi-
rectional generation process originating from state tomog-
raphy. This strategy bypasses the obstacles associated
with acquiring data for Hamiltonian learning tasks. The
successful application of our method to a diverse range
of quantum systems, encompassing elementary 2-qubit
scenarios and complex 2D antiferromagnetic Heisenberg
models, establishes a promising theoretical basis for pursu-
ing practical quantum advantages with machine learning.

Another significant benefit of our approach resides in its
scalability and few-shot learning capabilities, which create
opportunities for potentially minimizing the resources re-
quired for characterizing and optimizing quantum systems.
Additionally, our method furnishes valuable insights into
the interplay between Hamiltonian structure and quantum
system behavior, an essential aspect for understanding
and advancing innovative quantum technologies. As quan-
tum systems grow in size and complexity, the ability to
efficiently learn and predict relationships between quan-
tum states and Hamiltonians becomes increasingly vital.
In conclusion, our work contributes to the field of quan-
tum information by introducing an innovative, unified,
and scalable technique for QST and Hamiltonian learning.
This establishes a robust foundation for further investi-
gations into the study of quantum systems and propels
the convergence of quantum and artificial intelligence
technology development for near-term devices.
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Appendix A: Transformer Model and Self-attention mechanism

In this section,we delve deeper into the specifics of the transformer model, a groundbreaking architecture that has
transformed the landscape of natural language processing, machine translation, and many other fields. For physicists
seeking to gain an in-depth understanding of this pioneering model, we provide a detailed description of its components,
including the encoder, decoder, positional encoding, attention mechanism, and feedforward layers.

The transformer model was introduced by Vaswani et al. in their 2017 paper, ”Attention is All You Need” [37].
It is founded on the concept of self-attention, which enables the model to selectively focus on different parts of a
sequence. In contrast to traditional recurrent neural networks (RNNs) and convolutional neural networks (CNNs),
the transformer architecture achieves superior performance with significantly reduced training time by leveraging
parallelization and self-attention mechanisms.

Masked
Multi-Head
Attention

Add & Norm

Output
Embedding

Multi-Head
Attention

Add & Norm

Positional 
Encoding

Multi-Head
Attention

Add & Norm

Input
Embedding

Feed
Forward

Add & Norm
Feed

Forward

Add & Norm

Linear

M×
M×

Positional 
Encoding

Input Output
（shifted right）

Softmax

Output
probabilities

Masked
Multi-Head
Attention

Add & Norm

Output
Embedding

Multi-Head
Attention

Add & Norm

Input
Embedding

Feed
Forward

Linear

M×
M×

Input Output
（shifted right）

Softmax

Output
probabilities

Encoder

Input pre-
processing

Decoder

Input pre-
processing

Output post-
processing

Figure 10: (left) The Transformer architecture. (right) An abstracted version of the same for better understanding.

The transformer architecture comprises two primary components: an encoder and a decoder. The encoder is
responsible for processing the input sequence and generating a continuous representation, while the decoder generates
the output sequence based on the encoder’s representation. Each component is constructed from multiple layers, which
are composed of several subcomponents. These subcomponents include the multi-head self-attention mechanism, the
position-wise feedforward network, and the residual connections with layer normalization.

The Algorithm 1 illustrates the training procedure for the translation task using the transformer model, as described
in the main text. The training dataset is denoted as D, which contains individual tasks. For QST task, the input data

consists of Hamiltonian parameters ~x, while the output data comprises the measurement outcomes ~b. The objective of
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the model is to accurately predict the conditional probability P (~b|~x). In the case of the Hamiltonian learning task, the

input data is represented by the distribution of measurement outcomes P (~b|~x), and the output data consists of the

Hamiltonian parameters ~x. The model aims to predict the true value of the probability P (~x|P (~b|~x)).

Algorithm 1 Training the Translator Model

1: procedure Train Translator(train data, transformer model, optimizer, loss function, num epochs)
2: for epoch← 1 to num epochs do
3: for all (input data, output data) ∈ train data do
4: encoder input← encoder pre-processing(input data)
5: encoder output← encoder(encoder input)
6: decoder output← decoder(decoder pre-processing(output data), encoder output)
7: probabilities← output post-processing(decoder output)
8: loss← loss function(probabilities, output data)
9: optimizer.zero grad()

10: loss.backward()

11: optimizer.step()

12: end for
13: end for
14: end procedure

The encoder leverages an embedding layer to convert the input sequence into acquired vector representations of
dimension dmodel. In the decoder, a same embedding layer maps one-hot encoded input tokens to learned embeddings.
In both the encoder and decoder, positional information is incorporated via a positional encoding layer, enabling
the model to utilize both relative and absolute positions of tokens within a sequence. The positional encoding is
crucial for the model to capture the sequential nature of the input data, as the self-attention mechanism is inherently
permutation-invariant.

Positional encodings are generated using sine and cosine functions of varying frequencies, dependent on the dimension
and position k in the sequence:

pe(k, 2i) = sin

(
k

100002i/dmodel

)
, pe(k, 2i+ 1) = cos

(
k

100002i/dmodel

)
, (A1)

where i denotes the dimension. The sine and cosine functions ensure that the positional encoding remains differentiable
and allows the model to learn and generalize to sequences of varying lengths. The embedded input tokens and positional
encodings are summed before being passed to the subsequent layers.

One of the most critical components of the transformer model is the attention mechanism. An attention function
maps a query Q and a collection of key-value pairs K,V to an output, computed as a weighted sum with weights
determined by the query and key. The transformer architecture employs a specialized attention function called scaled
dot-product attention:

Attention(Q,K, V ) = softmax

(
QKT

√
dk

)
V (A2)

where Q,K, and V are linear transformations of the input vectors:

Q = XWQ, K = XWK , V = XWV . (A3)

Here, X ∈ Rn×dmodel symbolizes the matrix of n embedded input tokens with dimension dmodel and the projections
are parameter matrices WQ ∈ Rdmodel ×dq , WK ∈ Rdmodel ×dk , WV ∈ Rdmodel ×dv .

The scaled dot-product attention mechanism calculates the similarity between the query and the key, which is then
used to determine the weight of each value in the output. This allows the model to selectively focus on the most
relevant parts of the input sequence during processing.

As delineated in [37], the transformer model adopts multi-head attention, in which the input vectors are linearly
projected nh times into query, key, and value vectors, resulting in nh attention vectors. These vectors are subsequently
concatenated and projected once more to produce the final output of the multi-head self-attention module:

MultiHead(Q,K, V ) = Concat (head1, . . . ,headnh
)WO

where headi = Attention
(
QWQ

i ,KW
K
i , V W

V
i

)
.

(A4)
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The multi-head attention mechanism allows the model to capture different aspects of the inputdata by focusing on
various features simultaneously. This leads to a richer understanding of the relationships between different parts of the
sequence, ultimately enhancing the model’s performance.

Following the multi-head attention layer, a position-wise feedforward network is employed, consisting of a fully
connected neural network with two linear transformations and a ReLU activation applied discretely and identically to
each position. This feedforward network is used to process the output of the multi-head attention layer and extract
higher-level features from the input data.

Each sublayer within the encoder and decoder components (i.e., self-attention or position-wise feedforward) incorpo-
rates a residual connection, which helps mitigate the vanishing gradient problem commonly encountered in deep neural
networks. A residual connection computes the element-wise sum of the sublayer’s input and output, allowing the
gradient to flow more smoothly during backpropagation. Each residual connection is followed by layer normalization, a
technique that normalizes the output across the layer to improve training stability and convergence.

The encoder is composed of a stack of identical layers, each containing a multi-head self-attention sublayer followed
by a position-wise feedforward network sublayer. Similarly, the decoder also consists of a stack of identical layers but
with an additional multi-head attention sublayer inserted between the self-attention and feedforward sublayers. This
additional attention sublayer in the decoder is responsible for attending to the output of the encoder, providing a
bridge between the input and output sequences.

The output of the final decoder layer is passed through a linear projection and a softmax layer, producing a probability
distribution over the target vocabulary. During training, the model is optimized to minimize the cross-entropy loss
between the predicted output and the ground truth target sequence.

The transformer architecture is highly modular and can be easily scaled to accommodate larger datasets and more
complex tasks. One such example is the BERT model [38], which builds upon the transformer architecture to create a
bidirectional representation of the input text. BERT has achieved state-of-the-art performance on a wide range of
natural language processing tasks, demonstrating the flexibility and power of the transformer model. Another notable
example is the Generative Pre-trained Transformer (GPT) series [39–42], which leverages a unidirectional transformer
architecture and focuses on language modeling and generation. GPT models are pretrained on vast amounts of text
data, enabling them to generate coherent and contextually relevant text based on a given input prompt. The GPT
series has been applied to various tasks, such as machine translation, summarization, question-answering, and even
conversational AI, showcasing the immense adaptability and potential of the transformer model in addressing diverse
challenges in natural language processing and beyond.

Appendix B: Pauli-6 POVM

The single-qubit Pauli-6 POVM has six outcomes corresponding to sub-normalized rank-1 projections

MPauli-6 = {M (0) =
1

3
× |0〉〈0|,M (1) =

1

3
× |1〉〈1|,M (2) =

1

3
× |+〉〈+|,

M (3) =
1

3
× |−〉〈−|,M (4) =

1

3
× |r〉〈r|,M (5) =

1

3
× |l〉〈l|},

(B1)

where {|+〉, |−〉}, {|+ i〉, | − i〉} and {|0〉, |1〉} are the eigenbases of the Pauli operators X, Y and Z, respectively. It is
worth noting that each Pauli matrix, as well as the identity matrix, can be obtained from real linear combinations of
the projections in MPauli-6 . Therefore, the single-qubit Pauli-6 POVM, which is comprised of the POVM elements in
MPauli-6 , spans the space of 2× 2 Hermitian matrices. By taking n-fold tensor products of the POVM elements in
MPauli-6 , the Pauli-6 POVM on n qubits is formed, and it is informationally complete.

Appendix C: CONSTRUCTING DENSITY MATRIX FROM THE PROBABILITY DISTRIBUTION

In this section, we elucidate the methodology for transmuting a probability distribution P (~b) into a density matrix

ρ. Owing to Born’s rule, the probability distribution P (~b) spanning measurement outcomes ~b = {b1, b2, . . . , bn} on a

quantum state ρ, characterized by P (~b) ≥ 0 and
∑
~b P (~b) = 1, is furnished by the linear expression P (~b) = Tr

[
M (~b)ρ

]
.

The density matrix can be unambiguously deduced from the probability distribution of measurement outcomes. This

relationship can be succinctly articulated when the overlap matrix T , comprising elements T~b,~b′ = Tr
[
M (~b)M(~b′)

]
, is
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invertible:

ρ =
∑
~b,~b′

P (~b)T−1~b,~b′
M(~b′) = E~b∼P

∑
~b′

T−1~b,~b′
M(~b′)

 , (C1)

where E~b∼P denotes the expectation value over ~b distributed in accordance with P .

Appendix D: CLASSICAL SHADOWS

Here we introduce the method of Shadow Tomography [52, 53]. First, apply a random unitary to rotate the state
(ρ 7→ UρU†) and perform a computational-basis measurement. Then, after the measurement, they apply the inverse

of U to the resulting computational basis state. This procedure collapses ρ to a snapshot U†|b̂〉〈b̂|U , producing a
quantum channel M, which depends on the ensemble of (random) unitary transformations.

If the collection of unitaries is defined to be tomographically complete, namely, if the condition i.e. for each σ 6= ρ,
there exist U ∈ U and b such that

〈
b
∣∣UσU†∣∣ b〉 6= 〈

b
∣∣UρU†∣∣ b〉 is met, then U viewed as a linear map has a unique

inverse U−1. As [52] set

ρ̂ =M−1
(
U†|b̂〉〈b̂|U

)
. (D1)

For local measurements, the inverse channel for the n-qubit system can be written as

M−1n =

n⊗
j=1

M−11 . (D2)

We can now reformulate the shadows with our overcomplete POVM set and its corresponding channel. For Pauli-6
POVM, we will get

ρ̂ =

n⊗
j=1

M−11 (|ψa,j〉 〈ψa,j |) , (D3)

where M−11 (X) = 3X − tr(X)I and X = (x0I + ~r · ~σ) is a 2 dimensional (single-qubit) quantum operation with the
Bloch representation ρ = 1

2 (I + ~r · ~σ). Note that the 2n × 2n matrix ρ need not be constructed explicitly. We just need
to store |ψa,j〉 for each qubit j.

Appendix E: Kernel Methods and the Neural Tangent Kernel

Kernel methods constitute a class of classical machine learning algorithms that employ a kernel function to implicitly
transform input data into a higher-dimensional representation. The fundamental premise is that mapping the data
to this higher-dimensional space facilitates the discovery of linear patterns within the data, which can ultimately be
harnessed for tasks such as classification or regression.

The Neural Tangent Kernel (NTK) is a kernel method explicitly tailored for neural networks. It is derived from
the tangent kernel, which represents a linear approximation of the neural network’s function surrounding the current
parameters [56]. The NTK encapsulates the behavior of the neural network during training, enabling the examination
of training dynamics and the formulation of predictions using the kernel method. The NTK is defined as the inner
product between two gradient vectors, which can be expressed as:

K(~x, ~x′) =

M∑
m=1

∂h(~x, ~θ)

∂θm
· ∂h(~x′, ~θ)

∂θm
(E1)

where h(~x, ~θ) is the output of the neural network with input ~x and parameters ~θ and M represents the number of
parameters in the neural network.
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Given N training data points ~x(1), . . . , ~x(N) and corresponding target values y(1), . . . , y(N), the NTK regression
model can be written as follows:

f(~x) = a0 +

N∑
n=1

anK(~x(n), ~x), (E2)

where a0, . . . , aN are the regression coefficients. To obtain the coefficients ~a, we can solve the following optimization
problem:

min
~a

1

N

N∑
n=1

(yn − f(~x(n)))2 + λ

N∑
n=0

a2n, (E3)

where λ is a regularization parameter that controls the trade-off between fitting the data and preventing over-fitting.
This optimization problem can be solved using standard techniques such as ridge regression. To make a prediction for
a new input ~x, we first compute the kernel function between ~x and each training point ~x(n), and then use these kernel
values along with the regression coefficients ~a to compute the predicted output f(~x).

In this study, the NTK method is employed to make predictions for comparison with our translator model. For
instance, we apply the NTK method to predict the ground state properties of 2D antiferromagnetic random Heisenberg
models. Specifically, to predict the expectation value of the correlation function 〈Ci,j〉 for each site pair i, j in the
Heisenberg model, we train a distinct NTK model fi,j by adjusting the regularization parameter λi,j .

For each pair i, j, we use a training dataset Di,j =
(
〈Ci,j〉(1), ~x(1)

)
, . . . ,

(
〈Ci,j〉(N), ~x(N)

)
comprising N samples,

where ~x(n) represents the Hamiltonian parameters for the n-th training sample. To ensure consistency with our
translation model, the training data here is collected based on the classical shadow formalism. For a given set of
Hamiltonian parameters ~x, the corresponding ground state ρ(~x) can be prepared using the specified Hamiltonian

H(~x). Subsequently, the probability distribution of measurement P (~b|~x) can be obtained using the classical shadow

technique with the ground state ρ(~x). We remark that the dataset D =
(
~b(1), ~x(1)

)
, . . . ,

(
~b(N), ~x(N)

)
, which consists

of N samples, serves as the training dataset for our translation model. The classical shadow representation for ground

state ρ̂(~x) then can be reconstructed from the probability distribution of measurement P (~b|~x). For each site i, j in the
Heisenberg model, the expected correlation function 〈Ci,j〉 can be obtained by 〈Ci,j〉 = Tr [Ci,jρ(~x)], which serves as
the target value for the NTK model fi,j .

For the ground state property prediction task, it is crucial to recognize that the NTK model learns a classical-classical
mapping, in which the Hamiltonian parameters are mapped to the expectation value of a specific observable [55]. This
suggests that the NTK model does not rely on quantum data during training. To predict the expectation value of a
new observable of interest, a new corresponding training dataset must be generated, and a new NTK model needs to
be trained following the aforementioned procedure. In contrast, our translation model leverages quantum measurement
data to learn the relationship between the Hamiltonian parameters and the corresponding ground state, and it does
not necessitate the collection of a new training dataset for a new observable of interest.
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