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We develop an interpretable, data-driven framework to quantify how single-particle band geometry governs
the stability of fractional Chern insulators (FCIs). Using large-scale exact diagonalization, we evaluate an
FCI metric that yields a continuous spectral measure of FCI stability across parameter space. We then train
Kolmogorov–Arnold networks (KANs)—a recently developed interpretable neural architecture—to regress this
metric from two band-geometric descriptors: the trace violation T and the Berry curvature fluctuations σB.
Applied to spinless fermions at filling ν = 1/3 in models on the checkerboard and kagome lattices, our approach
yields compact analytical formulas that predict FCI stability with over > 80% accuracy in both regression and
classification tasks, and remain reliable even in data-scarce regimes. The learned relations reveal model-dependent
trends, clarifying the limits of Landau-level-mimicking heuristics. Our framework provides a general method
for extracting simple, phenomenological “laws” that connect many-body phase stability to chosen physical
descriptors, enabling rapid hypothesis formation and targeted design of quantum phases.

I. INTRODUCTION

Fractional quantum Hall (FQH) physics constitutes a strik-
ing example of emergence and topological order in many-body
physics. In two-dimensional (2D) electron gases with partially
filled lowest Landau level (LL), the holomorphic structure of
single-particle wavefunctions enables precise analytical de-
scriptions, such as ansatz wavefunctions [1] and exact pseu-
dopotential arguments [2–4]. The discovery of fractional Chern
insulators (FCIs) [5–14] extended this physics to lattice systems
without magnetic fields, where topologically ordered states
arise from partially filled Chern bands. Recent experiments in
moiré superlattices [15–28] have provided compelling evidence
for the existence of such states.

However, partially filling a nearly flat Chern band alone
does not guarantee an FCI ground state. Recently, the role
of single-particle band geometry in stabilizing FCIs has been
elucidated [5, 7, 29–40]. In particular, two geometric quantities
have been found to be the most relevant: the “trace violation”
T , which quantifies deviations from the lowest LL relation
between the Fubini–Study metric and Berry curvature; and the
Brillouin zone fluctuations of the Berry curvature σB. These
metrics quantify similarities to the algebra of projected density
operators in the lowest LL [29, 41], and their single-particle
nature means they are computationally efficient surrogates for
costly many-body computations. In practice, however, these
quantities vary together, making it difficult to disentangle their
individual roles or assess their predictive power. This lack
of quantitative understanding limits both the interpretation of
numerical results and the ability to design systems optimized
for fractionalized ground states.
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In this work, we take a step toward filling this gap by devel-
oping a data-driven approach to evaluate how well these geo-
metric heuristics predict FCI stability. We use high-throughput
exact diagonalization (ED) to evaluate the FCI quality [42]
across parameter space, which is a continuous metric quanti-
fying the stability of, or distance from, an FCI phase. We then
employ Kolmogorov–Arnold networks (KANs) [43]—a sym-
bolic, interpretable machine-learning (ML) architecture—to
extract simple and accurate symbolic formulas, akin to phe-
nomenological “laws” for how this quality metric depends on
band geometry. We apply our pipeline to two prototypical tight-
binding models for spinless fermions on the checkerboard and
kagome lattices at filling ν = 1/3. Strikingly, we find that sim-
ple formulas involving only T and σB predict FCI stability with
over 80% accuracy in both regression and classification tasks.
The learned relations also reveal model-dependent behavior:
while large σB destabilizes the kagome FCI, it enhances sta-
bility in the checkerboard lattice, highlighting the limitations
of heuristics that solely mimic LLs. Moreover, our approach
remains suitable even in data-scarce regimes, accurately captur-
ing these trends with as few as ∼ 102 ED samples. Our results
offer an interpretable framework for evaluating the stability of
many-body quantum phases as a function of arbitrary physical
quantities of interest.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section II, we describe
the dataset, define the FCI quality metric, and detail the lat-
tice models and band-geometric predictors. Section III reviews
Kolmogorov–Arnold networks (KANs) and outlines the eval-
uation pipeline used to extract symbolic formulas. Section IV
presents our main results, including representative formulas,
model-dependent trends, and their physical interpretation. Fi-
nally, Section V concludes with discussions of our results and
outlook.
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II. BACKGROUND AND DATASET

A. Exact diagonalization and FCIs

In the exact diagonalization (ED) method, one directly con-
structs and computes the low-energy spectrum of a many-body
Hamiltonian H(p), typically a function of physical parame-
ters p. Numerical efficiency can be achieved by exploiting
symmetries to block-diagonalize H(p), in which each block
corresponds to a symmetry sector and can therefore be labeled
by quantum numbers Ki. For example, in a 2D system with
discrete translational symmetry, the components of the center-
of-mass momentum along each primitive lattice vector are
good quantum numbers. Consequently, the Hamiltonian can
be constructed and diagonalized within each irreducible repre-
sentation of the translation group. A typical ED spectrum then
consists of eigenenergies as a function of discrete quantum
numbers, {EKi (p)}.

Although the Hilbert-space dimension within each sector
grows exponentially with system size, this symmetry resolution
greatly reduces the computational cost and provides insights
into the ground state and excitation spectra, making ED an
indispensable tool for strongly correlated systems. Due to the
physics of FCIs being typically dominated by short-range cor-
relations [1–4], FCI ground states can be resolved at modest
system sizes, and therefore ED has been extensively employed
to study their behavior. In finite clusters at fractional fillings,
FCIs are identified in ED through a combination of signatures:
a quasi-degenerate ground-state manifold separated by a clear
spectral gap, a characteristic spectral flow under adiabatic flux
insertion, and an entanglement gap and a peculiar level count
in the particle-cut entanglement spectrum [6, 7]. Based on this
numerical evidence, ED has been used to identify FCI ground
states in a variety of lattices [8, 11–14, 44], as well as in models
in the continuum [45–51].

B. FCI quality metric

We now introduce a metric that turns the low-energy spec-
trum {EKi (p)} of an ED calculation into a continuously vary-
ing stability measure for FCIs. For this, we employ a modi-
fied version of the recently introduced “target-phase loss func-
tion” [42], which we now briefly review.

Being topologically ordered phases, FCIs are known to dis-
play ground state degeneracy on a torus, which becomes a
quasi-degeneracy due to finite-size splitting. The ground-state
manifold can then be labeled by a set of symmetry sectors {K∗i },
with corresponding degeneracies {d∗i }. For a particular FCI, the
data {(K∗i , d∗i )} is known beforehand for any system size with
N1 × N2 unit cells along primitive lattice vectors [12, 52, 53].
Then, we split {EKi (p)} into two sets, which we call the target
and complement manifolds. The former consists of the lowest
d∗i energy levels in each K∗i sector, and the latter comprises all

remaining energy levels. We now introduce the function

ℓ̃(p,Φ) = max
E∈ target

E(p,Φ) − min
E∈ complement

E(p,Φ), (1)

which, at a given threaded magnetic flux Φ, is simply the gap
between the ground state energy of the complement manifold
and the highest excited state energy in the target manifold. If
ℓ̃(p,Φ) < 0, then the system at point p and fluxΦ is in the target
phase at p with associated many-body gap −ℓ̃. If ℓ̃(p,Φ) > 0,
the loss function encodes the spectral distance from an FCI
ground state. We then ensure that the many-body gap stays
open under adiabatic flux insertion [54] by defining

L̃(p) = max
{Φ j}

ℓ̃(p,Φ j), (2)

where the maximum is taken over a finite user-defined sampling
of flux values {Φ j}. Since the max function is negative if and
only if all of its arguments are negative, L̃(p) < 0 signals that
the many-body gap remains finite for every flux in the set {Φ j}.

These definitions provide an initial basis for defining the
quality of (L̃ < 0) or distance from (L̃ > 0) an FCI ground
state. However, the regime in which ℓ̃(p,Φ) < 0 only contains
information about the many-body gap. In practice, the quality
of an FCI should also account for the energy spread of the
ground state quasi-degeneracy, defined as

δ(p,Φ) = max
E∈ target

E(p,Φ) − min
E∈ target

E(p,Φ), (3)

with smaller values of δ(p,Φ) denoting more stable FCIs. How-
ever, note that it is not enough to simply take the ratio of Eq. (1)
and Eq. (3), since δ(p,Φ) is not meaningful in the case where
ℓ̃(p,Φ) > 0. To ensure δ(p,Φ) is accounted for only when
the ground state is an FCI, we divide ℓ̃ by a function which
smoothly interpolates between δ and unity when ℓ̃(p,Φ) goes
from negative to positive. In particular, we choose

ℓ(p,Φ) =
ℓ̃(p,Φ)

δ(p,Φ) + (1 − δ(p,Φ))σ(ℓ̃(p,Φ)/δ(p,Φ))
, (4)

where σ(x) = (1 + exp(−x))−1 is the sigmoid function. Since
σ(x) → 1, 0 for x → ±∞, ℓ(p,Φ) → ℓ̃(p,Φ) for large posi-
tive ℓ̃(p,Φ), but ℓ(p,Φ) → ℓ̃(p,Φ)/δ(p,Φ) for large negative
ℓ̃(p,Φ), on the scale of the spread, as desired. Finally, we define
the FCI quality metric to be

L(p) = max
{Φ j}

ℓ(p,Φ j). (5)

Note that the division by δ(p,Φ) in the case ℓ̃(p,Φ) < 0 means
that datasets are typically imbalanced, with negative values of
L(p) showing absolute values much larger than those points
with positive L(p), which is suboptimal for ML methods. We
address this imbalance in Section III.
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C. Models

Here, we focus on two well-known tight-binding models that
have been shown to host FCIs, the first on the checkerboard
lattice [12] and the second on the kagome lattice [44]. Their
varying numbers of sublattices and connectivities produce dis-
tinct band geometries and interaction matrix elements, making
them ideal for exploring universal versus model-specific FCI
behavior.

The Hamiltonian we consider on the checkerboard lattice is

H = Hkin + Hint,

Hkin = −
∑
⟨i, j⟩

t1 exp(iνi jϕ)c†i c j −
∑
⟨⟨i, j⟩⟩

t2νi jc
†

i c j +
∑

i

Mµi ni,

Hint = V1

∑
⟨i, j⟩

:ni n j :,

(6)

where ci (c†i ) is the fermion annihilation (creation) operator
at site i, ni = c†i ci is the density operator, and : : indicates
normal ordering. The nearest-neighbor (NN) and next-nearest-
neighbor (NNN) sites are represented by ⟨i, j⟩, ⟨⟨i, j⟩⟩. t1 and ϕ
parameterize the absolute value and phase of the NN hopping;
t2 parameterizes the purely real NNN hopping, with νi j = ±1
encoding a chosen chirality for complex hoppings, as shown in
Figure 1a; M is a mass term with alternating sign µi = ±1 for
different sublattices. Interactions are included through repulsive
NN density-density terms with strength V1. Throughout, we set
V1 = 1 to fix the energy scale.

The second model, on the kagome lattice, has the same in-
teraction Hamiltonian Hint as above but with the kinetic Hamil-
tonian given by

Hkin = −
∑
⟨i, j⟩

(t1 + iνi jλ1)c†i c j −
∑
⟨⟨i, j⟩⟩

(t2 + iνi jλ2)c†i c j, (7)

where t1 and λ1 parameterize the real and imaginary parts of
the NN hopping, t2 and λ2 parameterize the real and imaginary
parts of the NNN hopping, and νi j = ±1 is a chirality chosen
in the same convention as Figure 1b. As in the checkerboard
model, we fix V1 = 1.

Since we are entirely focused on the role of band geometry,
we remove energy dispersion effects by flattening the lowest
single-particle band and projecting the interactions to it, which
effectively amounts to sending single-particle gaps to infin-
ity without altering the band geometry [6]. In this projected
regime, only the single-particle eigenstates enter the many-
body calculation, so one may also set t1 = 1 for both mod-
els. Consequently, the parameter spaces are three-dimensional
(3D), pCB = (ϕ, t2, M) for the checkerboard model and pKM =

(λ1, t2, λ2) for the kagome model. Previous work [12, 44] has
shown that the points around pCB = (π/4, 1 −

√
2−1, 0) and

pKM = (1, 0, 0) host FCI ground states. All ED calculations in
our dataset are carried out at filling ν = 1/3 of the lowest band.
We use clusters with sizes N1 = 3, N2 = 6, since the resulting

t1 + iλ1t2 + iλ2

V1

-t2

V1
V1

t2

t1

(a)

(b)

Checkerboard model

Kagome model

∅

σ B
σ B

T

T
10-2 10-1 100 101

10-2 10-1 100 101

103

102

101

103

102

101

100

100

0 10-2 10-1 100 101-101 -100
FCI

-10-1 -10-2

-M

+M

non-FCI

Figure 1. Log-log plots of the dataset used for ML analysis, rep-
resenting the distribution of trace violation T and Berry curvature
deviation σB , colored by the corresponding FCI quality metric L.
Data is generated from ED calculations using the Hamiltonian on
(a) the checkerboard lattice (Eq. (6) and (b) kagome lattice (Eq. (7)).
Insets show a schematic representation of the lattice models, with
arrows indicating hoppings with positive phase.

momentum grid includes all high-symmetry momentum points,
and therefore our calculations can resolve competing orders
such as charge density waves. For evaluations of the FCI quality
metric, we sample the two extremal flux values {Φ j} = {0, π}.

D. Single-particle metrics

As inputs to our ML pipeline, we calculate two single-
particle band-geometric quantities on the partially filled lowest
band: the trace violation T between the Fubini–Study metric
and Berry curvature, and the Berry curvature fluctuations σB
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across the Brillouin zone (BZ). The quantum geometric tensor
is

η
µν
n (k) =

∑
n

⟨∂kµun(k)|Q(k) |∂kνun(k)⟩ , (8)

where un(k) is a cell-periodic Bloch state in band n and
Q(k) = 1 −

∑
n |un(k)⟩ ⟨un(k)|. Its real and imaginary parts are

the Fubini–Study metric and Berry curvature, respectively:

gµνn (k) = Re ηµνn (k), Fn(k)εµν =
1
2

Im η
µν
n (k), (9)

with εµν the 2D Levi–Civita symbol. Finally, by focusing
on the lowest band, the single-particle metrics of interest are
defined as follows:

T =
1

2π

∫
BZ

d2k T (k), T (k) = Tr gµν(k) − |F (k)|,

σB =

√∫
BZ

d2k
ABZ

(
F (k)
F0
−C

)2

.

(10)

where ABZ is the BZ area, FBZ = 2π/ABZ and C the Chern
number of the lowest band. Both quantities are normalized to
be dimensionless and vanish for the lowest LL. We also include
the band gap ∆ as an input, which controls band mixing when
compared to interaction scales and the bandwidth. However, be-
cause we work in the flattened projected limit, ∆ is effectively
sent to infinity as discussed previously, and therefore is irrel-
evant for the FCI stability. We shall see below that, although
∆ is treated as an input, our ML method is able to detect its
irrelevance.

Motivated by the algebra of projected density operators in
LLs [29, 41], these geometric metrics are expected to serve as
efficient surrogates for FCI stability, although in some cases
their role has been challenged [36, 37, 42, 55–57]. The assem-
bled dataset of paired geometric inputs and FCI quality labels
{(T ,σB,∆;L)} constitute the dataset for our ML analysis. We
note that, in general, the FCI quality metric cannot be expressed
as a sole function of any collections of single-particle quantities.
Our goal here instead is to quantitatively and systematically
assess to what extent are T and σB reliable predictors of an
FCI ground state in the parameter regions we study, and derive
heuristic laws describing their relationship.

For the dataset, we focus on the behavior of L near and
within a region of parameter space where the ground state
is an FCI. Therefore, we generate the data for each model
by sampling parameter points in a 3-sphere centered at pCB
and pKM , with radii chosen such that there is a roughly equal
number of FCIs and non-FCIs in the dataset, i.e., points with
L(p) < 0 and L(p) > 0, respectively. In Figure 1 we plot the
datasets used for each model as a function of T and σB.

III. KOLMOGOROV–ARNOLD NETWORKS

A. Introduction

Neural networks (NNs) are a class of ML models designed to
approximate complex, nonlinear mappings between inputs and
outputs. The predictive capability of a NN arises from multiple
compositions of linear transformations and nonlinear activation
functions, the depth of which relates to its expressivity, i.e., the
complexity of functions it can approximate. During training,
the coefficients of these transformations are adjusted in order
to minimize a user-defined loss function, which quantifies the
discrepancy between predicted outputs and ground-truth values.
Training typically proceeds via gradient-based optimization:
the gradient of the loss with respect to each parameter is com-
puted using backpropagation, and the parameters are iteratively
updated in a direction that reduces the loss. This procedure en-
ables the network to adapt its internal representation to capture
the underlying functional relationship in the data.

Among the most fundamental architectures are multilayer
perceptrons (MLPs). An MLP consists of a sequence of layers,
each comprising multiple nodes. Denoting the inputs and out-
puts of the j-th node of a layer as x and y j, the computation
performed at a node can be represented as:

y j(x) = ψ

∑
i

wi jxi + b j

 , (11)

where wi j, b j are the node’s weights and bias and ψ(x) is a
fixed nonlinear activation function. By stacking multiple such
layers, an MLP is able to construct increasingly abstract feature
representations, making it capable of approximating arbitrary
continuous functions.

On the other hand, Kolmogorov–Arnold networks
(KANs) [43] are a novel neural network architecture based on
the Kolmogorov–Arnold representation theorem, which states
that, under mild assumptions, a continuous multi-variable
function f (x) can be represented as a finite composition of
continuous single-variable functions and additions:

f (x) =
∑

q

Φq

∑
p

ϕq,p(xp)

 , (12)

which can be seen as a 2-layer network parametrized by single-
variable functions (Φq, ϕq,p). However, in general such func-
tions can be pathological, which disallows gradient-based meth-
ods for function approximation. The KAN architecture instead
employs multiple layers of smooth single-variable functions,
which are then added or multiplied together at each node, and
composed between layers as shown in Figure 2.

Intuitively, KANs can be understood as generalizations of
MLPs, where the nonlinear activation functions are train-
able rather than fixed. The activation functions ψ(x) are
parametrized as a combination of B-splines Bi(x):
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x1 x2 x3

y1
Sum operation

Multiplication 
operation

Inputs

Outputs

t-1t0 t1 t2 t3 t4…tn

B0(x) B4(x)B2(x) Bn(x)…

Trainable activation functions 
on edges parametrized using 

B-spline functions

Figure 2. Example of a KAN [3,[1,1],1] architecture. In KAN nota-
tion, an architecture with n layers is described by a list of n entries,
with the i-th entry specifying the number of addition nodes in the
i-th layer. Layers with two numbers (i.e. [1,1]) indicate the number
of additive and multiplicative nodes at that layer, respectively.

ψ(x) = ωb
x

1 + e−x + ωs

∑
i

ciBi(x), (13)

where the parameters ci, ωs and ωb can be trained with
standard backpropagation methods to fit any nonlinear relation.

The use of KANs in this work is motivated by their notice-
able advantages over MLPs in terms of compactness and inter-
pretability. While the typically high connectivity of MLPs hin-
der the extraction of general insights from the architecture, the
trainable parameters in KANs are packaged within each edge
rather than through increasing the network complexity, often
leading to simpler networks for a given accuracy. Furthermore,
KANs are trained with sparsity enforcement in the loss function
followed by pruning, in which unnecessary edges and nodes
are iteratively dropped from the network to reduce its size and
complexity. This allows for fitting simple, single-variable func-
tions to the nonlinear activation functions after training. This
fitting procedure is typically done by choosing functions for
each edge from a predetermined library of candidates, which
can be compared through their R2 values. Therefore, KANs
allow for the integration of both NN-based predictions and
symbolic regression into a single model, making it particularly
useful for this problem, achieving both accurate prediction of
L as well as simple, interpretable symbolic formulas for its ap-
proximate dependence on (T ,σB,∆). The full training process,
which includes many design choices such as sparsity tuning, op-
timizer selection, specific training loss, hyperparameter tuning
and pruning schedule, is crucial for achieving optimal results
and is discussed in detail below and in Appendix A.

In order to evaluate the model performance on our FCI

dataset, we use the root mean square error (RMSE) and ac-
curacy, defined as

RMSE =

√√
1
n

n∑
i=1

(yi − ŷi)2,

Accuracy =
Correctly classified samples

Total number of samples
,

(14)

where ŷi and yi denote the ground-truth and predicted labels.
“Correctly classified sample” is defined as the number of sam-
ples in which the sign of the FCI metricL is predicted correctly
by the KAN model.

The clear data trends in Figure 1, with distinct clusters for
FCI and non-FCIs visible and reasonably low overlap, suggest
that KAN models should be able to distinguish between the two
classes using the input variables and simple symbolic functions
alone.

B. Pipeline for formula extraction

We use a comprehensive pipeline to integrate the model
training, evaluation, formula selection and final evaluation. The
steps are the following, which are depicted visually in Figure 3a
and expanded upon in Appendix A:

1. Hyperparameter selection: based on iterative tests and
experimentation, a comprehensive set of hyperparameter
values, including a range of possible architecture sizes,
are selected to train multiple candidate KANs. These hy-
perparameters are chosen according to their performance
in terms of prediction loss and accuracy, while favor-
ing those architectures that offer the greatest network
simplicity in terms of connectivity and compactness.

2. Model evaluation: once the models are trained, the best
networks are chosen, with performance characterized by
a balance between low RMSE, high accuracy and low
network size.

3. Candidate formula generation: based on the selected
models and a predetermined library of candidate func-
tions, each of the models is adjusted to multiple formulas,
with each edge having a high R2 fit coefficient. The list of
candidate formulas is then chosen to ensure high perfor-
mance with the fewest and simplest candidate functions.

4. Formula evaluation: once the formulas are selected,
we evaluate them on the regression and classification
metrics. Out of the many possible candidates, a final
representative for each model is selected, based on per-
formance and formula simplicity.

We shall see that KANs are able to meet these stringent
requirements for high accuracy, low network size and high
sparsity, allowing for physically meaningful insights to be ex-
tracted from the final architectures through symbolic regression.
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Figure 3. (a) ML pipeline for training KANs and extracting accu-
rate symbolic formulas. (b) Representative KAN networks for the
checkerboard and kagome models. The momentum-space func-
tions T (k) and F (k) (plotted respectively in blue and red, in each
Brillouin zone) are used to compute T and σB , which are then fed
into the networks as inputs, with output the FCI metric L. (c) Re-
gression and classification performance of networks and symbolic
formulas, measured in terms of the RMSE and accuracy, respec-
tively.

In Figure 3b we show illustrative KAN networks obtained after
training, which capture the dependence of L on band geometry.

IV. RESULTS

On training KANs on our FCI dataset, we first find that
KANs effectively distinguish between relevant and irrelevant
variables, systematically dropping the single-particle gap ∆
whenever it was included as an input parameter. As discussed
previously, in a band-projected ED calculation, any band mix-

ing effects are completely removed, and therefore ∆ plays no
direct role in determining the ground state, being relevant only
insofar as it affects the distribution of T (k) and F (k), which is
already captured by T and σB.

Table I presents representative formulas and associated coef-
ficients for each of the models. Although all of the expressions
obtained are simple and interpretable, they are also accurate
both in regression and classification metrics, as shown in Fig-
ure 3c. In particular, the KAN models and symbolic formulas
for both lattice models scored above 80% in accuracy, even
reaching above 90% for the kagome model. This is a testament
to both the suitability of our KAN pipeline, as well as the pre-
dictive power of band-geometric properties in the likelihood
and stability of an FCI ground state. The fact that the RMSEs
show greater discrepancy between the models can be explained
by noting the wider range of values of L in the kagome model
(Figure 1), which leads to larger errors due to outliers that
amplify the overall mean. This aspect was partially mitigated
with a sigmoid transformation performed within the training
pipeline, which is detailed in Appendix A.

Overall, these formulas allow us to take the usual FCI heuris-
tics one step further and quantitatively evaluate general trends
of the FCI quality for each model. In the formula for the
checkerboard model, L is lowered, thereby resulting in a more
stable FCI, if T is decreased but if σB is increased, although
the functional dependencies are such that L is far more sen-
sitive to changes in T than to in σB. In contrast, the formula
for the kagome model shows the same exponential dependence
on both variables, such that an FCI ground state is favored if
both T and σB are decreased. Although the specific functional
dependencies on band geometry are formula-dependent and
therefore not universal, in Appendix B we show that the gen-
eral trends discussed above are consistent across formulas. The
behavior of the checkerboard model, favoring increases in σB
for more stable FCIs, is in contrast to the traditional expectation
for FCIs, but it aligns with more recent work which has pointed
out that a low σB can be irrelevant [37] or even detrimental [36]
to the stability of an FCI. Here, we provide evidence for and
partially recover these results in a purely data-driven manner.

Finally, the intrinsic exponential complexity of ED calcula-
tions typically hinders the generation of sizable, high-quality
datasets. This motivates us assess the performance of KANs in
data-scarce scenarios. We do so by training KANs on a small
set of sampled points with the same distribution of FCIs and
non-FCIs, and testing the performance of the final network
and symbolic expressions on unseen data. As shown in Fig-
ure 4, the regression and classification metrics remain robust
for small datasets, with performance on the kagome model
largely unchanged down to as few as ∼ 102 ED spectra. These
trends demonstrate that KANs retain strong predictive power in
data-scarce settings, delivering stable statistical metrics without
requiring a large number of data points.
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Model Formula Params
Checkerboard L(T ,σB) = −w0 + w1T + (w2σB + w3)−1 w0 = 0.461, w1 = 0.765, w2 = 0.454, w3 = 2.010

Kagome L(T ,σB) = w0 − w1 exp (−w2T ) − w3 exp (−w4σB) w0 = 0.112, w1 = 0.175, w2 = 4.109, w3 = 0.311, w4 = 1.542

Table I. Representative formulas for the FCI metric L as a function of single-particle band geometric quantities, with learned parameters
wi also shown.

Figure 4. Average RMSEs and accuracies as a function of training
dataset size, with error bars in grey.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have addressed a key challenge in the study
of fractional Chern insulators (FCIs) using a data-driven ap-
proach: developing interpretable and quantitative heuristics that
link single-particle band geometry to FCI stability. To achieve
this, we combined large-scale exact diagonalization with a
physically motivated FCI metric L [42] and interpretable ma-
chine learning via Kolmogorov–Arnold networks (KANs) [43].
This pipeline allowed us to extract symbolic formulas that con-
nect the trace violation T and Berry curvature fluctuations σB
to FCI stability.

Our results show that remarkably simple formulas for L
involving only T and σB can predict whether an FCI is the
ground state of the system and quantitatively capture its stabil-
ity, with high accuracy across two representative models on the
checkerboard and kagome lattices. Both models exhibit strong
nonlinear but learnable relationships in the (T ,σB) plane, with
the extracted formulas achieving over 80% classification ac-
curacy and competitive regression performance. Interestingly,
we find model-dependent trends: while large σB is detrimental
to stability in the kagome model, it plays a stabilizing role
in the checkerboard lattice, in line with recent theoretical re-
sults [36, 37]. Therefore, KANs were able to surface unusual
trends in the stability dependence on σB in a purely data-driven
approach, without the need for fine-tuned models where T and
σB can be separately controlled. The extracted symbolic expres-
sions also offer insights into the ground state of these quantum

systems and the crucial role of single-particle physics, deliver-
ing accurate and predictive results even for small-scale datasets,
a crucial requirement in numerical many-body physics.

Looking ahead, this framework provides a general method-
ology for exploring and discovering complex dependencies of
many-body states on arbitrary physical quantities. Our findings
illustrate the unique potential of KANs and ML in accelerat-
ing exploration in the physical sciences through hypothesis
formulation and testing.
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VII. APPENDIX A: TRAINING PIPELINE DETAILS

Here we detail the training process, including choices of
optimizer, hyperparameters and initial KAN architectures. As
is typical in ML problems, such choices are essential to achieve
optimal model performance. The following configuration was
used to train the final models within PyTorch:

• AdamW optimizer with the default configuration.

• smoothL1 loss over N samples: L = 1
N

∑N
i=1 L(ŷi, yi),
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Model Formula Params RMSE Acc.
Checkerboard L = w0 − (w1T + w2)−1 + (w3σB + w4)−1 w0 = 1.157, w1 = 0.317, w2 = 0.617, w3 = 0.489, w4 = 2.007 0.98 83.19 %

L = w0 − (w1T + w2)−1 + w3 exp (−w4σB) w0 = 1.237, w1 = 0.321, w2 = 0.617, w3 = 0.399, w4 = 0.194 0.98 81.78 %
Kagome L = w0 − w1 exp (−w2T ) − (w3σB − w4)−1 w0 = 0.129, w1 = 0.175, w2 = 4.091, w3 = 12.967, w4 = 0.913 3.91 91.66 %

Table II. Additional formulas for the FCI metric L as a function of single-particle band geometric quantities, and associated learned
parameters wi , RMSE and accuracies.

where

L(ŷ, y) =

0.5(ŷ − y)2, if |ŷ − y| < 1
|ŷ − y| − 0.5, otherwise

• 120 training epochs with pruning every 20 epochs.

• Exponential decay scheduler with starting learning rate
lr = 5 × 10−3 and weight decay γ = 0.98.

For data sampling and transformation, we chose:

• 105 training samples extracted from each dataset, with
2 × 104 validation samples and 105 test samples for a
uniform final evaluation.

• 103 samples per batch, for a total of 102 batches per
epoch.

• Metric transformation: In order to address the wide
data range of FCI metrics, we applied the transforma-
tion L′ = 2σ(aL) − 1, mapping the metric to the range
L′ ∈ (−1, 1). This transformation was performed on the
predicted and ground-truth values after the prediction.
After experimentation, the value for a = 20 was chosen
for both the kagome and checkerboard models, based on
an ablation study performed on the variable.

• Uniform sampling: samples were binned according to
their transformed value for the FCI metric into 102 dif-
ferent bins, with a roughly equal amount of samples
selected from each bin to avoid oversampling some re-
gions of the (T ,σB) plane.

The KAN-specific choices of architecture and hyperparame-
ters were:

• Architecture: we initialized KANs using the following
sizes: [2,1]; [2,2,1]; [2,5,1]; [2,[2,2],1]; [2,2,2,1];
[2,[2,2],[2,2],1]; [2,5,5,1]; [2,[2,2],[2,2],[2,2],1];
[2,10,1]; [2,10,10,1].

• Sparsity configuration: 3 configurations were tested,
introducing sparsity to the network at different rates (see
definition of coefficients in [43]):

1. λ = 10−3, λe = 0.1, λcoe f f di f = 0.1, λl1 = 0.1,
λcoe f = 0.01

2. λ = 5 · 10−3, λe = 0.25, λcoe f f di f = 0.25, λl1 = 0.2,
λcoe f = 0.01

3. λ = 10−2, λe = 0.5, λcoe f f di f = 0.5, λl1 = 0.4,
λcoe f = 0.01

• KAN model parameters: we initialized KANs with the
following set of parameters:

– Grid size: 20

– k: 3

– gridϵ: 0.01

For the symbolic regression part, a list of possible candidate
functions was selected to be used when fitting each edge. After
multiple rounds of evaluation considering the complexity and
performance of the different candidates, the final list contained
the following single-variable functions: x, x2, x3, 1

x , ex and 0,
which we have found to be sufficient for providing meaningful
and accurate expressions.

For each edge, these formulas were fitted to the trained
non-linear activation by tuning the affine parameters, and then
compared through their R2 value, where

R2 =

∑
i(ŷi − ȳ)2∑
i(yi − ȳ)2 . (15)

A threshold of 0.95 for the R2 values was used, with all candi-
dates above that value considered for each edge. If none were
above the threshold, only the single best function was consid-
ered. All possible candidate combinations were considered in
the final step, in which the formula quality was evaluated.

VIII. APPENDIX B: ADDITIONAL METRIC FORMULAS

In Table II we show additional symbolic formulas generated
for each model through the KAN pipeline, along with their
statistical metrics. We note that, although the specific functions
can vary depending on training details, they all show similar
trends and dependencies.
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lattices, Phys. Rev. Res. 3, L032070 (2021).

[51] A. P. Reddy, F. Alsallom, Y. Zhang, T. Devakul, and L. Fu, Frac-
tional quantum anomalous hall states in twisted bilayer mote2

and wse2, Phys. Rev. B 108, 085117 (2023).
[52] B. A. Bernevig and N. Regnault, Emergent many-body transla-

tional symmetries of Abelian and non-Abelian fractionally filled
topological insulators, Phys. Rev. B 85, 075128 (2012).

[53] E. Ardonne, E. J. Bergholtz, J. Kailasvuori, and E. Wikberg,
Degeneracy of non-Abelian quantum Hall states on the torus:
domain walls and conformal field theory, J. Stat. Mech. 2008,
P04016 (2008).

[54] M. Oshikawa, Commensurability, excitation gap, and topology
in quantum many-particle systems on a periodic lattice, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 84, 1535 (2000).

[55] S. H. Simon, F. Harper, and N. Read, Fractional Chern insulators
in bands with zero Berry curvature, Phys. Rev. B 92, 195104
(2015).

[56] W. Yang, D. Zhai, T. Tan, F.-R. Fan, Z. Lin, and W. Yao, Frac-
tional quantum anomalous Hall effect in a singular flat band,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 134, 196501 (2025).

[57] Z. Lin, W. Yang, H. Lu, D. Zhai, and W. Yao, Fractional Chern
insulator states in an isolated flat band of zero Chern number,
arXiv:2505.09009 (2025).

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.110.245112
https://arxiv.org/abs/2503.15900
https://arxiv.org/abs/2503.15900
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.33.2481
https://arxiv.org/abs/2509.10438
https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.19756
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.85.075116
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.124.106803
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.023238
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.103.125406
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.107.L201109
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.107.L201109
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.026801
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.3.L032070
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.108.085117
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.85.075128
https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1742-5468/2008/04/P04016
https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1742-5468/2008/04/P04016
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.84.1535
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.84.1535
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.92.195104
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.92.195104
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.134.196501
http://arxiv.org/abs/2505.09009

	Refining Heuristic Predictors of Fractional Chern Insulators using Machine Learning
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Background and dataset
	Exact diagonalization and FCIs
	FCI quality metric
	Models
	Single-particle metrics

	Kolmogorov–Arnold networks
	Introduction
	Pipeline for formula extraction

	Results
	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	Appendix A: training pipeline details
	Appendix B: additional metric formulas
	References


