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Abstract

The computational complexity of calculating phase diagrams for multi-parameter
models significantly limits the ability to select parameters that correspond to
experimental data. This work presents a machine learning method for solving
the inverse problem – forecasting the parameters of a model Hamiltonian for a
cuprate superconductor based on its phase diagram. A comparative study of
three deep learning architectures was conducted: VGG, ResNet, and U-Net.
The latter was adapted for regression tasks and demonstrated the best per-
formance. Training the U-Net model was performed on an extensive dataset
of phase diagrams calculated within the mean-field approximation, followed
by validation on data obtained using a semi-classical heat bath algorithm
for Monte Carlo simulations. It is shown that the model accurately predicts
all considered Hamiltonian parameters, and areas of low prediction accuracy
correspond to regions of parametric insensitivity in the phase diagrams. This
allows for the extraction of physically interpretable patterns and validation
of the significance of parameters for the system. The results confirm the
promising potential of applying machine learning to analyze complex physi-
cal models in condensed matter physics.
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Introduction

Modern microscopic models of complex materials with non-trivial proper-
ties are typically multi-parametric, and the direct calculation of their phase
diagrams is computationally expensive. The problem of computational com-
plexity becomes especially critical when solving the inverse problem, which
involves finding the model parameters that best reproduce an experimentally
observed effect or a phase diagram.

An example of such a multi-parametric system is the previously pro-
posed [1, 2, 3] pseudospin model of high-temperature superconducting (HTSC)
cuprate. For this model, we derived equations for the critical temperatures
of various ordered phases in mean-field approximation (MFA) [4] and con-
structed temperature phase diagrams [5, 6] – dependencies of the phase state
on temperature and consentation. The possibility of simulating this system
using the classical Monte Carlo method was also discussed in [7, 8].

Due to the large number of independent model parameters, solving the
inverse problem of finding a parameter set that reproduces the experimental
phase diagrams for such a system is extremely challenging. In this regard, it
is feasible to explore the possibility of applying machine learning to reduce
the required number of phase diagram calculations.

Previously, machine learning methods have been used to predict phase
boundaries on experimentally and theoretically determined phase diagrams [9,
10], to identify stable phases and predict phase diagrams [11, 12, 13, 14], and
to study phase transitions [15, 16, 17]. Specialized neural networks have
been developed for analyzing images of magnetic domains to quantitatively
estimate Hamiltonian parameters [18], while convolutional networks have
successfully constructed detailed phase diagrams for systems with skyrmions
and other topological phases [19, 20]. In the context of HTSC research, ma-
chine learning has been successfully applied to predict critical temperatures
of various systems [21, 22, 23, 24]. In this work, we developed and tested
a machine learning method based on a U-Net convolutional neural network
to solve the inverse problem: predicting the parameters of a model HTSC
cuprate from its theoretical phase diagram. The primary goal of this work
is to overcome the computational complexity of calculating phase diagrams
and to develop an efficient method for predicting model parameters. This
research focuses not only on demonstrating the principal feasibility of apply-
ing machine learning but also on analyzing the physical interpretability of
the obtained results.
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The article is organized as follows. The first section introduces the phys-
ical model of the HTSC cuprate and the modeling methodology. The second
section compares different learning architectures and discusses their features.
The third section presents the results of numerical experiments conducted us-
ing the U-Net architecture to predict model parameters.

Physical model and modeling methods

The rich phase diagram of HTSC cuprates makes the direct statistical
modeling of these systems within an effective pseudospin framework highly
relevant [3].

The fundamental structural elements of HTSC cuprates are the CuO2

planes, composed of square CuO4 clusters connected via shared oxygen atoms.
Within the effective pseudospin model for cuprates, the basis of the local
Hilbert space for a CuO4 cluster is chosen as a quartet of states |1Msm⟩.
In the effective pseudospin model for cuprates, the basis of the local Hilbert
space formed by the quartet of states |1Msm⟩. The projectionsM = −1, 0, +1
of pseudospin S = 1 correspond to three multi-electronic states of the cluster
[CuO4]7−,6−,5−. States with M = ±1 are spin singlets (s = 0), while the state
with M = 0 is a spin doublet with s = 1/2.

The Hamiltonian of the model cuprate can be written as follows:

Ĥ = Ĥch + Ĥexc + Ĥ
(1)
tr + Ĥ

(2)
tr − µ

∑
i

Ŝz,i. (1)

The first term
Ĥch = ∆

∑
i

Ŝ2
z,i + V

∑
⟨ij⟩

Ŝz,iŜz,j (2)

describes local (with ∆ = U/2, where U is the correlation parameter) and
non-local (V > 0) density-density correlations. Here, the operator Ŝz repre-
sents the z-component of the pseudospin S = 1. The summation runs over
N sites of a square lattice, and ⟨ij⟩ denotes nearest neighbors. The operator

Ĥexc = Js2
∑
⟨ij⟩

σ̂iσ̂j (3)

describes the antiferromagnetic (J > 0) Heisenberg exchange interaction for
[CuO]6−4 centers, where operators σ̂ = P̂0 ŝ/s account for the spin density on
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the site, with P̂0 = 1− Ŝ2
z , and ŝ is the spin operator with s = 1/2 [25]. The

operator

Ĥ
(1)
tr = −

∑
⟨ij⟩m

[
tpP̂

+
m,iP̂m,j + tnN̂

+
m,iN̂m,j

+
tpn
2

(
P̂+
m,iN̂m,j + N̂+

m,iP̂m,j

)]
+ h.c. (4)

describes three types of correlated single-particle transport [1, 2]: terms
proportional to tp (tn) describe the transport of [CuO]5−4 ([CuO]7−4 ) cen-
ters across the [CuO]6−4 lattice; terms proportional to tpn correspond to
disproportionation and recombination processes: [CuO]6−4 + [CuO]6−4 ←→
[CuO]7−4 + [CuO]5−4 . The spin projection m = ±1/2 refers to the s = 1/2
spin states;, the orbital parts of the operators P̂ and N̂ are expressed via
the S = 1 pseudospin operators: P̂+ =

(
Ŝ+ + T̂+

)
/2, N̂+ =

(
Ŝ+ − T̂+

)
/2,

T̂+ = ŜzŜ+ + Ŝ+Ŝz, Ŝ+ =
(
Ŝx + iŜy

)
/
√
2. The operator

Ĥ
(2)
tr = −tb

∑
⟨ij⟩

(
Ŝ2
+iŜ

2
−j + Ŝ2

+jŜ
2
−i

)
(5)

describes two-particle transport (transport of a local composite boson [1, 2]):
[CuO]5−4 + [CuO]7−4 ↔ [CuO]7−4 + [CuO]5−4 . The last sum with the chemical
potential µ allows us to take into account the condition of constant charge
density:

n =

〈∑
i

Ŝz,i

〉
/N = const. (6)

In the mean-field approximation (MFA), equations for the critical temper-
atures of ordered phases were derived in [4], considering cases where only one
of the possible order parameters is non-zero. The charge-ordered (CO) phase
is characterized by a non-zero order parameter L =

(
Sz,A − Sz,B

)
/2, where

Sz,A and Sz,B are the statistical averages of the Ŝz operator on sublattices A
and B, which describe a checkerboard subdivision of the square lattice con-
structed from [CuO]4 clusters. Analogous to the model of local (hard-core)
bosons [26], the phase with a non-zero average

〈
Ŝ2
+

〉
can be termed a Bose

superfluid (BS) phase. For the antiferromagnetic (AFM) phase, the order pa-
rameter is the magnitude of the antiferromagnetic vector l =

(
σA − σB

)
/2,
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where σA and σB are the statistical averages of the spin operators (σ̂) on
sublattices A and B. In phases with non-zero order parameters

〈
P̂+
m

〉
(P

phase) and
〈
N̂+

m

〉
(N phase), correlated single-particle transfer of hole (P) or

electron (N) type is realized.
Numerous experimental data indicate the key role of the competition

between different phases and the formation of complex phase states in HTSC
cuprates [27]. Investigating these issues with analytical methods remains
challenging; however, within the effective pseudospin model, it is possible to
address this problem using numerical statistical modeling techniques.

For numerical modeling, we use the heat bath Monte Carlo algorithm [28],
which we previously applied to model orthonickelates [29]. A brief description
of the algorithm for the HTSC cuprate model (1) is provided below; details
can be found in the preprint [30]. The system’s wave function is written as
a product of the wave functions on individual clusters:

|Ψ⟩ =
∏
ν

|ψν⟩ , |ψν⟩ =
∑
Mm

aνMm |1Msm⟩ . (7)

This allows for the construction of the Hamiltonian for a single cluster ν
by averaging over the states of all other clusters µ ̸= ν:

Ĥν =
〈
Ψ̃ν

∣∣Ĥ∣∣Ψ̃ν

〉
,

∣∣Ψ̃ν

〉
=

∏
γ ̸=ν

|ψγ⟩ . (8)

Subsequently, the cluster’s state is updated according to the heat bath
algorithm. For this, an eigenvalue problem is solved:

Ĥν |ψν,k⟩ = εk |ψν,k⟩ , k = 1, . . . 4, (9)

and based on the obtained spectrum {εk}, a distribution function is con-
structed:

F (n) =
n∑

k=1

pk, pk =
e−βεk∑
i e

−βεi
. (10)

Based on the inequality F (n − 1) < ξ ⩽ F (n), where ξ is a random
variable uniformly distributed over the unit interval, a new state |ψν,n⟩ for
cluster ν is determined. Next, utilizing the wave function (7) corresponding
to the current system state, we compute the necessary quantum-mechanical
averages and collect statistics over MC steps in the standard manner.
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The structure of Ĥν corresponds to the Hamiltonian of the ideal system
in MFA; however, the heat bath algorithm explicitly accounts for the in-
homogeneous nature of the molecular fields, which are determined by the
current state of the system. This allows for a more accurate treatment of
temperature fluctuations and results in lower critical temperatures of phase
transitions compared to MFA predictions. Additionally, numerical calcu-
lations reveal the instability of homogeneous AFM and P phases and the
existence of phase-separation (PS) regions. The ability to determine the
phase boundaries of this region is a distinctive feature of the employed MC
method.

A comparison of the results from MFA and numerical modeling using the
heat bath algorithm is shown in Figure 1. A limitation of the algorithm is
the high computational cost of an elementary MC step, associated with the
necessity of solving an eigenvalue problem at each step.

In the simulation, the parameter J in the Hamiltonian (1) was set to
1. Consequently, the physical model under consideration possesses six in-
dependent parameters. To simplify the prediction task, we restricted the
analysis to four parameters: ∆, V , tb, and tp, given the weak influence of the
parameters tn and tpn on the phase diagram [5].

Selecting a machine learning model

Predicting model parameters from spatial distributions is a classic re-
gression problem. To address this, we initially selected two deep learning
architectures known for handling complex spatial dependencies: VGG [31]
and ResNet [32].

First, we employed the VGG16BN architecture, a modification of VGG16
incorporating batch normalization (BN) layers to stabilize training and accel-
erate convergence. Its sequential application of 3× 3 convolutions efficiently
captures local spatial features within an image. Each convolutional block
is followed by a pooling layer, which progressively reduces the spatial di-
mensions while increasing the number of filters. With 16 weight layers (13
convolutional and 3 fully connected), VGG16 requires a large number of pa-
rameters, making it computationally expensive. Furthermore, the aggrega-
tion of spatial information in fully connected layers can disrupt fine-grained
details, potentially hindering accurate regression. To mitigate these limita-
tions, we also evaluated two variants of the ResNet architecture: ResNet18
and ResNet50. A defining feature of ResNet is the use of skip connections,
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Figure 1: Comparison of the results from MFA and numerical modeling using the heat
bath algorithm. The boundary between the non-ordered (NO) and corresponding ordered
phases is shown by a dashed line in MFA, and by a solid line in the heat bath algorithm.
The boundary of the PS region is indicated by a dotted line. The values of the non-zero
model parameters are: ∆ = 0.1, (a) J = 1; (b) tb = 1; (c) V = 1; (d) tp = 1.
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which alleviate the vanishing gradient problem and enable the effective train-
ing of deep networks. The fundamental component, the residual block, adds
the input directly to the output of the convolutional layers. ResNet18 is a
comparatively lightweight model suitable for problems with limited compu-
tational resources, while ResNet50 offers higher performance through bottle-
neck blocks that optimize depth and parameter efficiency.

Preliminary results indicated that the VGG and ResNet models per-
formed poorly for our specific task. We attribute this to the fact that these
models were originally designed for classification, which often does not re-
quire the preservation of detailed spatial context. Consequently, we turned
to the U-Net architecture, adapting it for the regression task.

U-Net was originally developed for biomedical image segmentation tasks,
where pixel-level accuracy is critical [33, 34]. Over time, its application
has expanded beyond medicine, as evidenced by successful implementations
in condensed matter physics [35, 36, 37, 38]. Previous work also includes
examples of U-Net adapted for regression tasks [39, 40, 35, 38].

In this study, we propose a modified U-Net architecture combined with a
two-stage training scheme. The operating diagram is shown in Figure 2. In
the first stage, a model with an U-Net-like architecture is pre-trained to op-
erate as an autoencoder, allowing for the identification of common features
and patterns in phase diagrams. In the second stage, transfer learning is
performed using frozen encoder weights, followed by further training of the
regression head with L2 regularization. For this stage, the standard U-Net
output layers are replaced with several fully connected layers that transform
the feature maps into the four numerical values of the Hamiltonian param-
eters (1). The proposed modification also eliminates skip connections from
the original architecture to prevent excessive model complexity and focus on
the most informative features essential for the regression task.

The dataset was partitioned with 60% for training, 20% for validation,
and the remaining 20% for testing. To comprehensively evaluate the pre-
dictive accuracy for the four parameter (∆, V , tb, tp), we employed a set of
metrics including MAE (Mean Absolute Error), RMSE (Root Mean Squared
Error), and R2 (coefficient of determination). Table 1 presents the combined
results for the U-Net, VGG, and ResNet models, evaluated using the R2 met-
ric on phase diagrams generated with MFA. The dataset size was consistent
across all models, consisting of 10,000 phase diagrams.

The results for R2 convincingly demonstrate that the U-Net-based archi-
tecture is optimal for this task. Although VGG16BN achieves comparable
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Stage 2

Convolutional Layers + Pooling

4 Conv2D (bottleneck): (256, 16, 16) → 256 filters

1
2

3

Conv2D + L2 : (32, 128, 128) → 32 filters

MaxPool2D : (64, 32, 32) → 2x downsampling
Conv2D + L2 : (64, 64, 64) → 64 filters

MaxPool2D : (64, 32, 32) → 2x downsampling
Conv2D + L2 : (128, 32, 32) → 128 filters

MaxPool2D : (64, 32, 32) → 2x downsampling

Input data: (3, 128,128)
RGB images 128x128

Flatten: 256x16x16

Fully Connected Layers

3 Dense → 4

2 Dense → 64 

1 Dense → 128 

Output data
(4 predicted values)

Stage 1

Input data: (3, 128,128)
RGB images 128x128

GlobalAveragePooling2D

Fully Connected Layers

3 Dense → 4 

2 Dense → 64 

1 Dense → 128 

Output data
(4 predicted values)

Convolutional Layers + Pooling

1 Conv2D → 32, MaxPool2D 9Conv2DTranspose → 32

2 Conv2D → 64, MaxPool2D 8Conv2DTranspose → 64

3 Conv2D → 128, MaxPool2D 7Conv2DTranspose → 128

4 Conv2D → 256, MaxPool2D 6Conv2DTranspose → 256

5 Conv2D (bottleneck) → 512

encoder weights

Figure 2: Two-stage neural network operation diagram.

Model
Parameter

∆ V tb tp Total Time, s

U-Net 0.4972 0.8714 0.6988 0.8818 0.7373 210
VGG16BN 0.5176 0.9132 0.4807 0.7960 0.6769 3287
ResNet18 0.0164 0.5982 0.5253 0.6937 0.4584 112
ResNet50 0.0012 -0.2436 0.3474 0.4048 0.1274 320

Table 1: Aggregate results of machine learning of different models by the R2 metric and
training time for different model parameters

prediction quality for certain individual parameters (notably V and tp), U-
Net outperforms it on the overall metric while requiring approximately 15
times less training time. Furthermore, the U-Net architecture exhibits bet-
ter generalization ability with limited training data compared to the more
parameter-intensive VGG model. This is a critical advantage when working
with smaller datasets typical of resource-intensive phase diagram construc-
tion methods.

Results for the U-Net architecture

This section presents an analysis of the results of predicting four Hamil-
tonian model parameters (∆, V , tb, and tp) using the U-Net convolutional
neural network.

Two independent methods (MFA and the heat bath algorithm) were em-
ployed to obtain a diverse sample of phase diagrams in the temperature-
density variables. Each diagram corresponds to a specific set of model param-
eters. Primary attention was paid to training on the diagrams obtained using
MFA, as this approach enables the rapid generation of extensive datasets.
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Figure 3: The distribution histograms of the parameters ∆, V , tb and tp for MFA demon-
strate uniform generation of calculation points

Calculating a single phase diagram using MFA is at least two orders of mag-
nitude faster than numerical calculation using the heat bath algorithm with
similar computing power. The larger MFA dataset facilitates a detailed anal-
ysis of the influence of individual parameters on phase diagrams. Further-
more, the results of validating the approach on data obtained using the heat
bath algorithm with a smaller training dataset are also presented.

Prediction results for MFA phase diagrams
To ensure that the calculation points in the neural network training

dataset are uniformly distributed and to avoid data imbalance, we randomly
generated new parameter sets based on the previously calculated points in
the parameter space. As illustrated in Figure 3, the distributions of all four
parameters are characterized by close mean and median, indicating the ab-
sence of systematic bias and ensuring data balance. Comparative analysis
shows that random uniform parameter distributions yield a 20–30% increase
in prediction accuracy compared to equidistant sampling methods.

10



Training loss

Validation loss

0 10 20 30 40 50

0.001

0.005

0.010

0.050

0.100

0.500

Epochs

L
og
L
os
s

Figure 4: U-Net loss curve
for MFA phase diagrams on
a logarithmic scale
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Figure 5: Bar charts of RMSE and R2 metrics for each
parameter ∆, V , tb, tp for MFA

Figure 4 shows the loss function curves during training and validation on
a logarithmic scale. These curves converge rapidly and stabilize at very low
levels, indicating indicates a stable optimization process and the absence of
overfitting.

A qualitative assessment of the prediction accuracy for each parameter is
presented in Figure 5, which shows bar charts of the key metrics RMSE and
R2 for each predicted parameter. Notably, there is significant variability in
prediction accuracy between different parameters, indicating various degrees
of parameters influence on phase diagrams.

For visual evaluation of the correlation between the predicted and ex-
pected parameter values, scatter plots are shown in Figure 6. The red line
indicates the linear dependence, representing the line of best fit. The blue
line denotes the main trend according to the coefficient of determination R2.
Areas showing no correlation between the predicted and expected parameter
values are outlined in black.

For parameters ∆ and tp, the points are mostly cluster along the red
ideal predictive line across the entire range of parameter variations, which
confirm the high quality of the regression. Scatter plots for tb and V reveal
heterogeneity with near-zero correlation outside the general trend in regions
of small parameter values. These regions are highlighted with black ovals in
Figure 6.

This effect does not necessarily indicate mistakes in the machine learn-
ing model. Several factors could account for this. First, there might be an
imbalance in the training dataset. Although the scatter plots display hori-
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Figure 6: Scatter plots show correlation between predicted and expected values for each
parameter for MFA phase diagrams. Areas where there is no correlation and the neural
network can not predict the parameters are outlined in black
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0.220.200.180.17t  = 0.02b 0.08

0.18V = 0.02 0.110.10 0.140.05

(b) Δ = 0.08, t  = t  = 0.1p b

(a) Δ = V = 0.08, t  = 0.1p

Figure 7: Sensitivity analysis of the T–n phase diagrams to parameter variations: (a) a
series of diagrams plotted for fixed ∆, V , and varying tb ∈ [0.02 − 0.22]; (b) a series of
diagrams plotted for fixed ∆, tb, and varying V ∈ [0.02− 0.18]. Different colors represent
different homogeneous phases. Light grey indicates the NO phase, red represents AFM,
green represents CO, blue represents BS, and dark grey represents the Fermi liquid phase
– an analogue of the P-phase with simultaneously non-zero order parameters

〈
P̂+
m

〉
and〈

N̂+
m

〉
zontal regions at certain values of tb and V , the distribution of data points
for these parameters was shown to be approximately normal (see Figure 3),
which rules out this explanation.

A second potential reason is an inherent limitation of the physical model:
if the parameters tb or V are weakly correlated with the form of phase di-
agrams, the model may be unable to learn these relationships effectively.
Furthermore, degeneracy of the phase diagrams is possible in the highlighted
regions, since different parameter combinations can lead to statistically in-
distinguishable configurations. This can impose fundamental limits on pre-
dictive accuracy. To test this hypothesis, we fixed the mean values of three
parameters and sequentially varied the fourth one under investigation.

Series of phase diagrams were calculated with sequential variation of the
target parameters: to analyze the influence of parameter tb in the interval
from 0.02 to 0.22 with fixed values of parameters ∆, V , and tp (Figure 7(a));
to analyze the influence of parameter V in the interval from 0.02 to 0.18 with
fixed values of parameters ∆, tb, and tp (Figure 7(b)).

The results of the computational experiment confirmed that the phase
diagrams remains nearly identical throughout the entire ranges of zero corre-
lation between the predicted and expected values of parameters. This means
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that variations of tb and V within these limits does not lead to qualitative
or substantial quantitative changes in the phase diagram. This observation
elucidates the fundamental limitation of the prediction accuracy: the neu-
ral network can not reconstruct parameters that do not significantly affect
the resulting phase diagram image. However, as demonstrated in Figure 7,
beyond the critical values of parameters (tb ≥ 0.18, V ≥ 0.11), qualitative
changes in phase diagrams begin to manifest, which correlates with the emer-
gence and strengthening of the statistical relationship in the scatter plots in
Figure 6.

This suggests that the machine learning model acts not merely as a “black
box”, but as a tool capable of analyzing the physical properties of the un-
derlying physical model. The neural network’s inability to predict certain
parameters indicates their weak influence on the target variable (the phase
diagram) within the considered range. Conversely, it successfully identifies
parameter intervals where the parameter becomes important and significantly
affects the form of the diagram.

Low prediction accuracy in specific ranges indicates parametric degen-
eracy within the system, whereas high accuracy (error margins of 1–3%) is
achieved in regions where the parameter significantly influences the morpho-
logical characteristics of the phase diagram.

Prediction results for the heat bath algorithm phase diagrams
Using a more precise, but computationally intensive heat bath algorithm,

we calculated a dataset of 1,200 phase diagrams. Figure 8 presents the corre-
lation scatter plots, which demonstrate excellent coefficients of determination
R2 for each parameter, as well as the presence of a significant region of low
tb values with zero correlation between the predicted and expected values.

Subsequent parametric analysis again revealed that, within the considered
range of values, the phase diagrams also exhibited weak sensitivity to this
parameter. This indicates that, within a more rigorous approach, the effect
of the tb parameter on the observed phase diagrams within the same range
becomes less pronounced or is masked by other effects. Consequently, the
primary source of prediction errors is again not a deficiency of the machine
learning model but rather the physical insignificance of the parameter within
the specified range. This underscores the importance of accurately defining
the boundaries of parameter space during planning stages of computational
experiments.
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Figure 8: Scatter plots of the predicted and expected parameter values for the heat bath
algorithm. For small tb, the lack of predictive power of the neural network is demonstrated
due to the independence of phase diagrams on tb. However, in other regions, the determi-
nation coefficient R2 demonstrates excellent convergence
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Model
Parameter

∆ V tb tp

MFA 0.016 | 0.829 0.013 | 0.937 0.031 | 0.967 0.014 | 0.939
Heat bath 0.028 | 0.940 0.034 | 0.919 0.033 | 0.861 0.025 | 0.965

Table 2: Best U-Net prediction quality metrics (RMSE | R2) for different model parameters
and various methods to obtain phase diagrams

Comparison of results for two approaches
Table 1 shows the prediction quality metrics (RMSE and R2) for the best

neural network predictions based on the U-Net architecture for each of the
four model parameters. These results pertain to the largest training datasets
and are evaluated for both the MFA approach and the heat bath algorithm.

It is important to note that the calculation was performed exclusively
within regions of the parameter space with pronounced correlation (excluding
the regions of insensitivity outlighted in black in Figures 6 and 8).

Thus, the machine learning model serves as a universal tool for identifying
physically significant parametric regions and demonstrates consistent results
for different computational methods. The observed limitations in predictive
capability reflect the fundamental properties of the physical system rather
than architectural deficiencies of the U-Net model. This confirms the validity
of this approach for analyzing the parametric sensitivity of complex multi-
parametric systems, including those with quantum effects.

A promising research direction involves investigating transfer learning be-
tween different computational methods. Pre-training the model on extensive
MFA datasets followed by fine-tuning on limited heat bath algorithm data
could significantly enhance learning efficiency and prediction accuracy. This
approach would offset the computational cost of more accurate but com-
plex methods by using fast approximate calculations for model initialization.
Cross-method transfer learning research is especially relevant for problems
where obtaining more accurate data is computationally constrained.

Conclusions

This study demonstrates the effectiveness of machine learning for solving
the inverse problem of reconstructing the parameters of a model Hamiltonian
for a cuprate superconductor Hamiltonian based on its phase diagram.
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We considered a pseudospin model of cuprates, where a pseudospin S = 1
describes the three multi-electron states of the [CuO4]7−,6−,5− centers. The
complex multi-parametric Hamiltonian includes local and non-local density-
density correlations for [CuO4]7−,5− centers, Heisenberg exchange interac-
tion for magnetic [CuO4]6− centers, as well as three types of correlated
single-particle transfers and a two-particle transfer. Phase diagrams in the
temperature–density variables were obtained using two approaches: mean-
field approximation and heat bath Monte Carlo algorithm.

Each parameter of the model Hamiltonian influences the resulting phase
diagrams in a complex and highly sensitive manner. This complexity makes
the inverse problem of precisely tuning parameters to reproduce experimental
results an extremely resource-intensive task.

To address this inverse problem, three deep learning architectures were
considered: VGG, ResNet, and U-Net. A comparative analysis revealed a
clear advantage of U-Net architecture both in prediction accuracy and com-
putational efficiency. This is attributed to the ability of U-Net to preserve
spatial context through its skip-connection mechanism, which is proved cru-
cial for the analysis of phase diagrams.

The use of a U-Net architecture adapted for regression tasks enabled
high-accuracy predictions across all considered model parameters. Analysis
of regions with low correlations between predicted and expected parameters
revealed fundamental limitations in predictive capabilities, which are not
related to shortcomings of the machine learning model, but rather to physical
properties inherent to the system.

Areas of low prediction accuracy for parameters correspond to regions of
parametric insensitivity in the phase diagrams. This indicates that neural
networks can serve as effective tools for identifying the significance of model
parameters on the system. This was confirmed by parametric analysis for
both the mean-field approximation and the heat bath Monte Carlo algorithm.
The latter demonstrated a greater insensitivity to the two-particle transport
parameter across a wide parameter range. Thus, the U-Net neural network
proved itself not merely as a “black box” but as a tool for verifying the
physical properties of the system.

The model demonstrated high performance across different computational
methods. Despite a significantly smaller training dataset for the heat bath
algorithm data, the U-Net maintained high prediction accuracy (R2 > 0.9 for
most parameters), which confirms the reliability of the proposed approach
and its applicability to real computational data.
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Future prospects for this work involve extending the model to incorporate
additional parameters, utilizing more complex neural network architectures,
investigating transfer learning between different computational methods, and
extending the approach to other multi-parametric physical models, including
complex quantum systems with strong correlations. The proposed method
opens up the possibility of automated selection of theoretical model parame-
ters based on experimental phase diagrams. This is particularly significant in
the light of increasing computational complexity of modern physical models.
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