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The Jordan–Wigner transformation permits one to convert spin 1/2 operators into spinless fermion
ones, or vice versa. In some cases, it transforms an interacting spin Hamiltonian into a noninteracting
fermionic one which is exactly solved at the mean-field level. Even when the resulting fermionic
Hamiltonian is interacting, its mean-field solution can provide surprisingly accurate energies and
correlation functions. Jordan–Wigner is, however, only one possible means of interconverting spin
and fermionic degrees of freedom. Here, we apply several such techniques to the XXZ and J1–J2

Heisenberg models, as well as to the pairing or reduced BCS Hamiltonian, with the aim of discovering
which of these mappings is most useful in applying fermionic mean-field theory to the study of spin
Hamiltonians.

I. INTRODUCTION

It is textbook material [1, 2] that the Jordan–Wigner
(JW) transformation [3] can convert certain interact-
ing Hamiltonians of spin 1/2 systems into noninteract-
ing (therefore exactly solvable) Hamiltonians of spinless
fermions. Perhaps less appreciated is that even when
the JW transformation produces an interacting fermionic
Hamiltonian, it can nevertheless be solved at the mean-
field level with moderate computational cost and good
accuracy [4–13].

Historically, the JW mapping was the first transforma-
tion used to relate spin 1/2 objects to fermions. Recently,
the prospect of simulating fermionic systems on quan-
tum devices has reignited interest in such mappings [14–
17], largely due to the parallels between qubits and spin
1/2 systems. Representing many-fermion problems on
a quantum computer requires a mapping from fermions
to qubits. Although the inverse JW transformation is
a natural choice for this purpose, the past several years
have seen the development of a variety of alternatives
[14, 18–28].

In this work, we focus on a subset of these alternative
mappings and apply them in the other direction. That
is, given a transformation converting spinless fermions
to spin 1/2 objects, we can invert the mapping to con-
vert spin 1/2 objects to spinless fermions, thereby en-
abling the solution of interacting spin Hamiltonians us-
ing fermionic methods. Of course, the inversion of these
mappings is not an entirely trivial task and the resulting
fermionic Hamiltonians can be very exotic, but we aim
to survey the landscape and discern which, if any, of the
many spin-to-fermion mappings we will consider might
be particularly useful.

∗ thomas.henderson@rice.edu

To help orient the reader, we will begin with a quick
survey of the spin-to-fermion transformations that we
will consider in this work. We certainly cannot do
full justice to this topic here, but we hope to provide
a reasonably concise summary of these ideas. Like-
wise, because the Hamiltonians we obtain after the spin-
to-fermion transformation are generally quite unusual,
we must employ equally unusual mean-field methods
to solve them, and we also provide a brief introduc-
tion to the general Hartree–Fock–Bogoliubov–Fukutome
(HFBF) mean-field theory [29–32] we use to tackle these
problems.

II. SPIN-TO-FERMION TRANSFORMATIONS

The Hilbert space for a spin 1/2 object is spanned by
two states: |↑⟩ and |↓⟩. The same is true for the Hilbert
space of a spinless fermion, spanned by states |0⟩ and
|1⟩ in the occupation number representation. Since the
Hilbert spaces have the same size, we can map states
for a single spinless fermion onto states for a single spin
1/2, and vice versa. The only real difficulty in extending
these ideas to map states for M fermions onto states for
M spins is that operators acting on different fermions
anticommute, while operators acting on different spins
commute. This idea was discussed by Jordan and Wigner
in 1928 [3], but as we have said, a plethora of different
mappings have since been introduced. Here, we want to
summarize those which we will explore in this work.

A. Notation, and Majorana and Pauli Operators

It will prove helpful to establish our basic concepts
and notation first. The bare fermionic creation and an-
nihilation operators for level p will be denoted as c†p and
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cp, respectively, and they interconvert the two fermionic
states, via

c†p |0p⟩ = |1p⟩ , (1a)

cp |1p⟩ = |0p⟩ . (1b)

These operators obey canonical anticommutation rela-
tions:

{cp, cq} = 0, (2a)

{cp, c†q} = δpq, (2b)

where {A,B} = AB + BA is the anticommutator. The
number operator np = c†p cp determines whether level p
is occupied or empty.

We can draw a close analogy between these fermionic
operators and the spin operators. The spin raising and
lowering operators, S+

p and S−
p , interconvert the two spin

states:

S+
p |↓p⟩ = |↑p⟩ , (3a)

S−
p |↑p⟩ = |↓p⟩ . (3b)

Where the fermionic states |0p⟩ and |1p⟩ are eigenstates of
the number operator np with eigenvalues 0 and 1, respec-
tively, the spin states |↑p⟩ and |↓p⟩ are instead eigenstates
of the operator Sz

p with respective eigenvalues +1/2 and
−1/2. However, the spin operators obey su(2) commu-
tation rules:

[S+
p , S

−
q ] = 2 δpq S

z
p , (4a)

[Sz
p , S

±
q ] = ±δpq S±

p . (4b)

We also have the x and y spin operators, which we can
obtain from

S±
p = Sx

p ± iSy
p , (5)

which together with Sz
p satisfy

[Si
p, S

j
q ] = i δpq ϵijk S

k
p , (6)

where i, j, k ∈ {x, y, z}. Since we are working purely with
spin 1/2, we also have that(

Si
p

)2
= 1/4. (7)

It is helpful for our purposes to define the Majorana
operators γ1,p and γ2,p as

γ1,p = cp + c†p, (8a)

γ2,p = i
(
cp − c†p

)
. (8b)

These operators are Hermitian (e.g., γ†1,p = γ1,p), with

γ21,p = γ22,p = 1, and the different Majorana operators all
anticommute with one another. Notice that

i γ1,p γ2,p = 1− 2np. (9)

Similarly, we can define Pauli operators, σi
p, from

Si
p =

1

2
σi
p. (10)

Like the Majoranas, the Pauli operators are Hermitian
and are involutions (O2 = 1). Paulis on different sites
commute, while for Paulis on the same site we may use

σi
p σ

j
p = δij 1 + i ϵijk σ

k
p . (11)

B. The Jordan–Wigner Transformation

Based on the similarities we have noted between the
spin operators on the one hand and the fermionic op-
erators on the other, Jordan and Wigner [3] suggested a
mapping which, when transforming fermions to spins, we
may write as

c†p 7→
JW

S+
p ϕ

z
p, (12a)

cp 7→
JW

S−
p ϕ

z
p, (12b)

ϕzp =
∏
q<p

(−2Sz
q ), (12c)

which just means that for states we map

|0p⟩ 7→
JW

|↓p⟩ , (13a)

|1p⟩ 7→
JW

|↑p⟩ . (13b)

The Hermitian operator ϕzp is the JW string and is re-
sponsible for yielding the correct anticommutation rela-
tionships. Note that in the quantum computing commu-
nity, it is common to map |0p⟩ to |↑p⟩, which means that

the creation operator c†p maps to S−
p ϕ̂

z
p, where ϕ̂

z
p does

not have signs in defining the JW strings.
This transformation can be inverted to map spin op-

erators to fermions:

S+
p 7→

JW
c†p ϕ̃p, (14a)

S−
p 7→

JW
cp ϕ̃p, (14b)

Sz
p 7→

JW
np −

1

2
, (14c)

ϕ̃p =
∏
q<p

eiπ nq =
∏
q<p

(1− 2nq) . (14d)

The JW transformation has the virtue of simplicity.
Moreover, because it maps the total Sz operator into the
total number operator N (modulo an irrelevant shift) it
converts fermionic Hamiltonians with number symmetry
into spin Hamiltonians with Sz symmetry and vice versa.
We note that the JW transformation depends on the

labeling of the sites or fermions, because in the strings
for level p we have products over q < p. This dependence
is of no practical significance if the Hamiltonian is solved
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exactly, but when mapped Hamiltonians are solved ap-
proximately, the result may depend on the ordering of the
spins or fermions. One can take advantage of this addi-
tional degree of freedom and choose the ordering that
minimizes a given cost function, such as the number of
Pauli operators in the transformed Hamiltonian [33]. Al-
ternatively, there is an extension of the JW transforma-
tion [34] which, at the mean-field level, eliminates this
dependency [13].

Finally, we have given the JW transformation in terms
of bare fermion and spin operators. In terms of Majorana
and Pauli operators, we have instead

γ1,p 7→
JW

σx
p ϕ

z
p, (15a)

γ2,p 7→
JW

σy
p ϕ

z
p, (15b)

ϕzp =
∏
q<p

(
−σz

q

)
, (15c)

σx
p 7→

JW
γ1,p ϕ̃p, (15d)

σy
p 7→

JW
γ2,p ϕ̃p, (15e)

σz
p 7→

JW
−i γ1,p γ2,p, (15f)

ϕ̃p =
∏
q<p

(i γ1,q γ2,q) . (15g)

C. The Parity Transformation

The parity (Π) transformation [19] is in some sense
the dual companion of the JW transformation. In the
JW case, we map the occupation of fermionic level p into
the direction of spin p. Because fermions anticommute,
occupation numbers alone are not enough to distinguish
states, and we must also determine sign information, or
parity. In the JW case, the sign information through site
p is found by looking at the occupations of all levels q < p.
Thus, in JW, occupation is encoded locally but parity is
encoded nonlocally. In contrast, the Π transformation
encodes parity information locally, but then must encode
occupancy nonlocally.

Specifically, we have

γ1,p 7→
Π
ψx
p σ

z
p−1, (16a)

γ2,p 7→
Π

−iψx
p σ

z
p , (16b)

ψx
p =

∏
q≥p

σx
q . (16c)

Inverting this transformation yields

σx
p 7→

Π
i γ2,p γ1,p+1, (17a)

σy
p 7→

Π
i ϕ̃p γ1,p γ1,p+1, (17b)

σz
p 7→

Π
i ϕ̃p γ1,p γ2,p. (17c)

With M sites, counting from 1, we must define σz
0 and

γ1,M+1, which we take to be, respectively,

σz
0 ≡ 1, (18a)

γ1,M+1 ≡ Π = ϕ̃M+1 = eiπN . (18b)

The operator Π is the global number parity operator and
acts on number eigenstates to return eigenvalues of ±1,
depending on whether the state has an even (eigenvalue
+1) or an odd (eigenvalue −1) number of particles. The
presence of this number parity operator leads us to use
the symbol Π to refer also to the parity transformation.
Note that the JW transformation singles out the z axis

for special treatment, in that σz
p is the Pauli operator

which does not get a string when it is mapped, while the
Π transformation instead singles out the x axis. Of course
these choices of axes are merely a matter of convention,
and can be rotated arbitrarily. It will be useful to refer
to a “rotated parity” transformation which, like the JW
mapping, singles out the z axis for special treatment.
This rotated Π transformation, denoted by ΠR, just has
{σx

p , σ
y
p , σ

z
p} → {σz

p , σ
x
p , σ

y
p} so that

γ1,p 7→
ΠR

ψz
p σ

y
p−1, (19a)

γ2,p 7→
ΠR

−iψz
p σ

y
p , (19b)

ψz
p =

∏
q≥p

σz
k, (19c)

σx
p 7→

ΠR

i ϕ̃p γ1,p γ1,p+1, (19d)

σy
p 7→

ΠR

i ϕ̃p γ1,p γ2,p, (19e)

σz
p 7→

ΠR

i γ2,p γ1,p+1, (19f)

σy
0 ≡ 1. (19g)

Note that the Π transformation converts a single Pauli
into a product of two Majoranas, possibly times a string.
Since the string is itself a product of an even number
of Majoranas, it seems like the Π transformation should
convert each Pauli to a fermionic operator which con-
serves number parity (since operators which are products
of an even number of Majoranas conserve number par-
ity). Unfortunately, at the M th site, we instead have,
for the Π transformation, σx

M 7→ i γ2,M Π, and this op-
erator changes an even number parity state into an odd
number parity state, and vice versa. Something simi-
lar happens for σy

M . This means that spin Hamiltonians
which contain these two operators will typically trans-
form into fermionic Hamiltonians which break number
parity symmetry.

D. The Bravyi–Kitaev and Sierpinski
Transformations

The JW and Π transformations both use the spin state
to represent the information of the occupied orbitals in
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the corresponding fermionic states, but they do so with
a sub-optimal cost due to the need for long strings of
Pauli operators to handle occupation changes and phase
retrieval. In both cases, evaluating changes in occupa-
tion and fermionic phases scales asM , forM spin states.
However, we can choose our encoding so that it reduces
the lookup and update cost associated with the phase
and occupation number of fermionic states. The Bravyi–
Kitaev (BK) transformation [14, 19] achieves this goal
with O(log2(M)) scaling in the following way.

The BK transformation improves the encoding effi-
ciency by iteratively bisecting sets of fermionic modes
to store partial sums in spin states. This approach en-
ables efficient parity checks for any set of modes while
minimizing the number of spins that need to be flipped
during raising or lowering operations [35]. The transfor-
mation is captured by a matrix βBK

M , which linearly maps

Fock basis states |f⟩ to encoded spin states |σ⟩BK
using

addition modulo 2. This matrix is illustrated below for
M = 8:

|σ⟩BK ≡ βBK
M |f⟩ :=



1
1 1

1
1 1 1 1

1
1 1

1
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1





n1
n2
n3
n4
n5
n6
n7
n8


,

(20)
resulting in



σ1
σ2
σ3
σ4
σ5
σ6
σ7
σ8


=



n1
n1 + n2
n3

n1 + n2 + n3 + n4
n5

n5 + n6
n7

n1 + n2 + n3 + n4 + n5 + n6 + n7 + n8


.

(21)

All the information needed to replicate the group ac-
tion of the fermionic raising and lowering operators is
accessible from these spins. For each mode i, there are
three sets of spin indices to consider. The Update set
U(i), comprises the spin sites needed to flip if the occupa-
tion of fermionic mode i is changed. The Parity set P (i),
the minimum set of spins required to compute the parity
of fermionic modes up to i−1. The Flip set F (i), i.e., the
smallest set of additional spin states needed to determine
whether the ith spin state is equal to the ith fermionic oc-
cupation number or its opposite. For ease of notation, an
operator with the subscript set S will be taken to mean
“the tensor product of this operator on each element in
S” where appropriate; e.g., (σz)S =

∏
s∈S(σ

z)s.

To know whether to associate c†i with S+
i or S−

i , con-
sider the projection operators onto spaces of even or odd

parity over a set S:

ES =
1

2
(I + (σz)S) OS =

1

2
(I − (σz)S) (22)

and incorporate the knowledge from the Flip set to guar-
antee that the correct association is made with the new
BK spin raising and lowering operators:

Π+
i = S+

i ⊗ EF (i) − S−
i ⊗OF (i)

=
1

2

(
(σx)i ⊗ (σz)F (i) − (iσy)i

)
Π−

i = S−
i ⊗ EF (i) − S+

i ⊗OF (i)

=
1

2

(
(σx)i ⊗ (σz)F (i) + (iσy)i

)
(23)

Finally, with properly considered BK spin raising and
lowering operators, and Update, Parity, and Flip sets, it
is possible to define the fermionic creation and annihila-
tion operators, as

c†i 7→
BK

(σz)P (i) ⊗ (σx)U(i) ⊗Π+
i ,

ci 7→
BK

(σz)P (i) ⊗ (σx)U(i) ⊗Π−
i .

(24)

This formalism is completely generic. The only thing
that determines the representation of the encoding is the
occupation storage matrix βM . For JW, this is the iden-
tity matrix, while for the Π transformation, it is the
lower-diagonal matrix with all 1s.
The bisections in the construction of the BK encod-

ing matrix βBK
M ensure O(log2(M)) scaling for all three

Update, Parity, and Flip sets. Meanwhile, the straight-
forward nature of the JW encoding matrix βJW

M allows
for O(1) size Update and Flip sets, but then requires an
O(M) size Parity set. Similarly, the Π encoding matrix
βΠ
M allows for O(1) size Parity and Flip sets, but then

requires an O(M) size Update set.
In the recently introduced Sierpinski tree (S) encod-

ing [28], the authors extend the framework and define a
βS
M which yields an encoding equivalent to the optimal

ternary trees encoding [23], with the added advantage
that the fermionic Fock states are mapped to spin ba-
sis states. In this case, the partial sums are allocated
according to trisections, reflecting the fact that we get
three anticommuting Pauli operators per spin site. This
is illustrated for M = 13:

βS
M :=



1
1 1 1

1
1

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
1

1
1 1 1

1
1
1 1 1

1
1



(25)
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This allows us to get Update, Parity, and Flip sets all
of size O(log3(M)), an improvement still on BK which is
provably optimal when 2M + 1 is a power of 3.

III. FERMIONIC MEAN-FIELD METHODS

Fermionic mean-field theory is a surprisingly complex
topic. Frequently when one hears the term, one envi-
sions Hartree–Fock (HF), in which the bare fermionic
operators c and c† are replaced by a transformed set of
operators a and a†, respectively, where

a†p =
∑
q

Uqp c
†
q (26)

and where the matrix U is unitary so that the transfor-
mation remains canonical. The mean-field state is then
the product of an occupied set of N creation operators
acting on the physical vacuum |−⟩:

|ΦHF⟩ =
N∏
i=1

a†i |−⟩ , (27)

and the resulting energy, defined as an expectation value,
is minimized with respect to U . It is convenient to repre-
sent U as the exponential of an antihermitian one-body
matrix τ , and this is closely related to the Thouless rep-
resentation [36] of the HF wave function, in which we
write

|ΦHF⟩ = eτ |Φ0⟩ , (28a)

τ =
∑
ia

(
τai c

†
a ci − h.c.

)
, (28b)

|Φ0⟩ =
∏
i

c†i |−⟩ , (28c)

where |Φ0⟩ is some suitably chosen reference; the index
i runs over levels occupied in |Φ0⟩ and a runs over levels
empty in |Φ0⟩.

It is frequently more convenient to use a non-unitary
representation instead:

|ΦHF⟩ = N eT |Φ0⟩ , (29a)

T =
∑
ia

T a
i c

†
a ci, (29b)

where N is a normalization constant. So long as
⟨Φ0|ΦHF⟩ ≠ 0, this non-unitary approach is possible,
though in practice we require the overlap ⟨Φ0|ΦHF⟩ to
be sufficiently large so as to stave off numerical difficul-
ties.

When the interaction is purely repulsive, HF is the op-
timal fermionic mean-field [37]. Interactions with attrac-
tive components, however, can lead to mean-field solu-
tions with spontaneous number symmetry breaking. This

mean-field theory is Hartree–Fock–Bogoliubov (HFB),
and it is characterized by quasiparticle operators

α†
p =

∑
q

(
Uqp c

†
q + Vqp cq

)
, (30)

where U and V are components of the unitary Bogoli-
ubov transformation matrix W =

(
U V ⋆

V U⋆

)
. The corre-

sponding mean-field wave function is

|ΦHFB⟩ =
M∏
p=1

αp |−⟩ (31)

and we obtain W by minimizing the expectation value of
the Hamiltonian. We can write the HFB mean-field state
in terms of either a unitary Thouless transformation or a
non-unitary transformation of, for example, the physical
vacuum:

|ΦHFB⟩ = eZ |−⟩ = N eT |−⟩ , (32a)

Z =
∑
p<q

(
Zpq c

†
p c

†
q − h.c.

)
, (32b)

T =
∑
p<q

Tpq c†p c†q. (32c)

In addition to its use in number-conserving Hamilto-
nians, HFB is also the natural mean-field for fermionic
Hamiltonians which lack number symmetry but have
number parity symmetry. The number parity operator
is a symmetry of, so far as we are aware, all physical
fermionic Hamiltonians. Frequently, however, it is not a
symmetry of spin Hamiltonians which have been trans-
formed to fermions. When the number parity operator is
not a symmetry of the fermionic Hamiltonian, we must
step beyond more standard mean-field theories [32]. One
approach, pioneered by Colpa [38], is the addition of a
single extra fermionic degree of freedom, not used in the
Hamiltonian but present in the Hilbert space, which per-
mits us to then use standard HFB. Alternatively, we can
use a mean-field directly constructed for these parity-
violating Hamiltonians. We call this mean-field HFBF
[29–32, 39] and it is defined in analogy to HF and HFB.
We can use a canonical transformation with a nonlinear
component to define quasiparticle creation and annihi-
lation operators, with a unitary transformation matrix.
We can instead choose a Thouless parameterization, as
we will prefer to do here, writing

|ΦHFBF⟩ = N (1 + t) eT |−⟩ , (33a)

t =
∑

tp c
†
p, (33b)

or using an equivalent unitary form.
As a practical matter, for both HFB and HFBF, we

use as a reference not the physical vacuum |−⟩ but some
well-chosen reference |Φ0⟩, just as we do for HF. In this
case, we employ a quasiparticle transformation so that T
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FIG. 1. Labeling schemes for quasi-1D lattices. Left: the “2× n” labeling for n = 4. Right: the “n× 2” labeling for n = 4.

and t are excitation operators acting on |Φ0⟩:

T =
∑
i<j

Tij ci cj +
∑
ia

Tai c†a ci +
∑
a<b

Tab c†a c
†
b, (34a)

t =
∑
i

ti ci +
∑
a

ta c
†
a, (34b)

where i and j (a and b) index levels occupied (empty) in
|Φ0⟩. Note that in making this quasiparticle transforma-
tion, we use bare fermion annihilation operators for the
levels occupied in |Φ0⟩ rather than creation operators.

Although the various mean-field methods we need can
be implemented in a self-consistent field code, we have
chosen instead for simplicity to implement all of them
in a full configuration interaction code, using the conju-
gate gradient algorithm to minimize the mean-field en-
ergy with respect to the Thouless parameters. We have
chosen a non-unitary Thouless representation, for which
the analytic gradient of the wave function and energy is
straightforward. Implementing these various techniques
in an exact diagonalization scheme facilitates compari-
son between the various fermionizations, as we can im-
plement each spin operator in a straightforward way,
whereas in a self-consistent field code we would require ei-
ther high-order density matrices or the use of a nonorthg-
onal version of Wick’s theorem [40, 41]. Unfortunately,
this choice limits us to about a dozen sites for practical
calculations.

IV. RESULTS

Now that we have outlined the various fermioniza-
tions we will consider and have touched on the mean-field
methods we will employ, we can proceed to analyze the
various techniques. With the exception of the JW trans-
formation, the fermionizations map spin Hamiltonians
which possess Sz symmetry onto fermionic Hamiltonians
which have neither number symmetry nor number par-
ity symmetry, so we must use the general HFBF mean-
field. In contrast, for JW the transformed Hamiltonian
has number symmetry; this means that in the JW case we
may try HF and HFB in addition to HFBF. To eliminate
one variable from consideration, we will use HFBF for the
JW-transformed Hamiltonian as well, except when indi-
cated otherwise. Generally, however, we find that for the

JW-transformed Hamiltonian, number parity symmetry
does not spontaneously break at the mean-field level so
that HFBF and HFB are entirely equivalent.
In this work, we will consider three su(2) Hamiltonians:

the J1–J2 Heisenberg model, the spin XXZ model, and
the pairing Hamiltonian which we write in terms of spin
operators. We will discuss results for each in turn. All of
these Hamiltonians have Sz symmetry, and we will always
work in the Sz = 0 sector for simplicity. In the parameter
regimes we will consider, this is always the global ground
state. In the thermodynamic limit, these Hamiltonians
exhibit phase transitions which are of course absent in
the exact solution for the finite systems we will consider
here. Nevertheless, the presence of these multiple spin
arrangements is reflected in mean-field solutions which
frequently just cross one another. This leads to error
curves which are not entirely smooth, because we have
plotted, at each Hamiltonian parameter value, the lowest
energy mean-field solution we could find.
Because our results depend on the labeling scheme cho-

sen, we must say a bit about this first. In one dimension,
we use the natural labeling scheme where sites connected
in the lattice have sequential numbers, e.g., site 1 con-
nects to site 2, site 2 to site 3, and so on. For the quasi-1D
spin ladders, however, we have a “2×n” labeling scheme
and a “n × 2” labeling scheme, depicted in Fig. 1. Put
simply, the first number (“2” or “n”) denotes the faster-
moving index in the 2D lattice.

A. The J1–J2 Hamiltonian

The J1–J2 model has both nearest-neighbor and next-
nearest neighbor interactions:

HJ1–J2 = J1
∑
⟨pq⟩

S⃗p · S⃗q + J2
∑
⟨⟨pq⟩⟩

S⃗p · S⃗q, (35)

where ⟨pq⟩ denotes nearest neighbors (sites connected in
the lattice) and ⟨⟨pq⟩⟩ denotes next-nearest neighbors.
The physics is driven by the ratio J2/J1, where we will
take both to be positive. For the 2D square lattice in the
thermodynamic limit, the ground state is a Néel antifer-
romagnet for J2 ≲ 0.4 J1 and a striped antiferromagnet
for J2 ≳ 0.6 J1. In between, the magnetic structure is
more complicated [42–44]. In this work we will focus on
the quasi-1D spin ladders, i.e., 2× n systems.
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Figure 2 shows a comparison of the total energy er-
rors with respect to the exact diagonalizations, result-
ing from the mean-field solutions with the four different
fermionization schemes, both for open boundary condi-
tions (OBC) and periodic boundary conditions (PBC),
with J1 = 1. As we have shown elsewhere [12, 13], re-
sultings using mean-field theory in combination with the
JW transformation are not quantitative but are greatly
superior to what one obtains with an su(2) mean-field
technique. We can immediately see that the JW and Π
transformations give completely identical mean-field en-
ergies, which is sensible since, as we have noted, these two
transformations are loosely speaking dual companions of
one another. More formally, as we will discuss in future
publications, the JW-transformed fermionic operators of
Eqn. 15 and the ΠR-transformed operators of Eqn. 19
are, themselves, related by a mean-field canonical trans-
formation of a form equivalent to HFBF; accordingly,
the two seemingly different Hamiltonians have identical
mean-field solutions.

The BK and Sierpinski mappings generally yield signif-
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FIG. 3. HFBF mean-field energy errors per site relative to the
exact diagonalization in the 2× 4 and 2× 6 JW-transformed
J1–J2 Hamiltonian.
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icantly worse mean-field results than do the other trans-
formations we have considered. Mappings designed to
minimize gate depth when mapping fermions to spins
are not, evidently, the same as mappings designed to
yield optimal mean-field solutions when mapping spins
to fermions. The one apparent exception is in the 4 × 2
case with PBC, where the BK mapping is, overall, supe-
rior in the physically interesting regime around J2 = 1/2.
We also see the expected dependence on the labeling

scheme, which we recall can be eliminated in the JW
case (and, presumably, in the Π case) by generalizing the

strings ϕ̃p. It is interesting to note that we generally
obtain superior results for OBC with the 4 × 2 labeling
and for PBC with the 2×4 labeling where JW and Π are
exact at J2 = 1/2, presumably related to the Majumdar–
Ghosh point in the 1D J1–J2 model where the ground
state at J2 = 1/2 is exactly dimerized [45].

Finally, we compare results for the 2 × 4 and 2 × 6
models in Fig. 3. These results (consistent with those
of Ref. 13) suggest that increasing system size does not
necessarily degrade the quality of the mean-field results.

B. The XXZ Hamiltonian

The XXZ Hamiltonian is also a spin lattice model, this
time given by

HXXZ =
∑
⟨pq⟩

(
Sx
p S

x
q + Sy

p S
z
q +∆Sz

p S
z
q

)
. (36)

Where the physics of the J1–J2 model depends on J2/J1,
here it depends on ∆. In one dimension, at ∆ = 0 the
JW-transformed XXZ model is exactly solved by HF with
sites labeled in a natural sequential way. This is not
the case in two or more dimensions, so we will consider
both the 1D system and the 2D rectangular lattice. The
point at ∆ = 1 is the Heisenberg point, at which the
Hamiltonian has S2 symmetry, while ∆ = −1 is also a
special point in which the exact ground state is given by
the extreme antisymmetrized geminal power [46, 47].

The ground state over all Sz sectors occurs at Sz = 0
for ∆ > −1, while the different Sz sectors are all degener-
ate with one another at ∆ = −1 and the global minimum
of the energy occurs at maximal Sz for ∆ < −1. Since we
are focusing on Sz = 0 we will only consider ∆ ≥ −1 in
this work. In the thermodynamic limit, for rectangular
lattices, there is a phase transition at ∆ = 1, where for
∆ > 1 the ground state is antiferromagnetic with mag-
netization along the z axis and for |∆| < 1 the ground
state is instead magnetized in the xy plane [48].
We begin with the 1D case, depicted in Fig. 4, in which

the JW strings do not contribute. Again, the Π and JW
transformations provide uniformly more accurate results
than we obtain with the other two mappings considered,
although all methods are exact at ∆ = −1 where, as
we have indicated, the ground state energy for each Sz

sector is the same and spin mean field is already exact.

As expected, we get the exact result at ∆ = 0 with the
JW transformation.
Unlike with the J1–J2 model, the JW and Π transfor-

mations do not generally give the same result, except at
∆ = ±1. At ∆ = 1 the XXZ model is isotropic, but
elsewhere it treats the z component of spin differently
from the other two. For this reason, we also show the
ΠR transformation which, like JW and like the Hamilto-
nian, treats the z component of spin differently (because

it does not include the string operator ϕ̃p). Indeed, the
ΠR transformation yields results completely equivalent
to those we obtain with JW. We have also verified that
a rotated JW transformation which has strings for the y
and z spin components but not the x component yields
results identical to the original Π transformation (data
not shown).
We must mention one other consideration. For most ∆

values, the fermionic mean-field for the JW-transformed
Hamiltonian is HF. Near ∆ = −1, however, number sym-
metry breaks spontaneously and we can distinguish HF
and HFB solutions. Where these two methods differ, it
is the lower energy of the two (the HFB) with which the
HFBF solution for the ΠR transformation agrees.
One may wonder whether the poor performance of the

BK or Sierpinski encodings in this context is simply due
to having chosen the wrong labeling scheme. We have
seen that labeling schemes matter for all of these encod-
ings, and previous work has found that the natural la-
beling scheme we have chosen is, on the whole, the best
available for the 1D XXZ model with the JW transfor-
mation. But is that the case for these encodings?
To answer that question, we have looked at the 6-site

1D XXZ model with PBC. Here, there are 60 distinct
labeling schemes (6! ways of labeling the sites, reduced
by a factor of 6 due to translational symmetry and by
another factor of 2 due to reflection symmetry) and we
have tried the BK and Sierpinski encodings at ∆ = 1 for
all 60 distinct labelings. The results in Fig. 5 make clear
that no relabeling of the sites will suffice to remedy the
poor performance of mean-field methods based on these
encodings, at least at ∆ = 1 but presumably also for
other values of ∆.
Results for the 2D XXZ model are roughly similar to

those for the 1D case (see Fig. 6) although the mean-field
methods are generally less accurate. For the JW and Π
transformations, this is presumably because the strings
ϕ̃p which vanished in 1D now contribute in 2D. The BK
and Sierpinski encodings are more competitive with the
JW and Π encodings in this quasi-1D case than they are
in the genuinely 1D case, but the JW and Π encodings
still generally appear to yield superior mean-field results.

C. The Pairing Hamiltonian

The pairing Hamiltonian, also known as the reduced
Bardeen–Cooper–Schrieffer Hamiltonian, is not really a
Hamiltonian of spins at all. Instead, it is a Hamiltonian
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consisting of electron pair creation, pair annihilation, and
number operators. As these operators satisfy the same
su(2) algebra as do the spin operators, however, we can
write the pairing model as a spin Hamiltonian, in which
case it takes the form

HP =
∑
p

ϵp
(
2Sz

p − 1
)
−G

∑
pq

S+
p S

+
q . (37)

This Hamiltonian is exactly solvable with a form of Bethe
ansatz [49–51], for any choice of ϵp and G.
We can eliminate the p = q term in the interaction,

using S+
p S

−
p = 1

2 + Sz
p , thereby absorbing this diagonal

contribution into the first, Zeeman-like, term. As a prac-
tical matter, we choose to work at half filling, in which
case we can rewrite the Hamiltonian as

H ′
P = 2

∑
p

ϵp S
z
p −G

∑
p ̸=q

S+
p S

+
q = HP − λSz (38)

and pick the ϵ to be equally spaced and centered around
0. The chemical potential λ enforces that the ground
state is Sz = 0 everywhere, and the physics is driven by
the parameter G.

If we disregard the chemical potential for a moment
and consider only the first form of the Hamiltonian, we
can see that as |G| tends to ∞, so that the Zeeman-like
term is irrelevant, then

1

|G|
HP → ∓S+ S− = ∓

(
S2 − S2

z + Sz

)
, (39)

where S+ =
∑

p S
+
p and similarly for S− and Sz; the sign

is ∓ as G → ±∞. Accordingly, the Sz = 0 ground state
occurs for maximal S2 in the G→ ∞ limit and for S2 = 0
in the G→ −∞ limit. Respectively, these amount to an
extreme form of the antisymmetrized geminal power, and
a kind of dimerized state obtained by taking one of the
(many) degenerate S2 = 0 states. See Refs. 52–54 for
details.

The pairing model presents a particular challenge.
Where in the 2D XXZ models, each spin interacted with
at most three other spins, in the pairing model, each spin
interacts equivalently with every other spin. Indeed, Fig.
7 shows that for the pairing model, our results are gen-
erally rather poor away from G = 0, though again the
JW and (rotated) Π transformations are superior to the
other fermionizations on the repulsive side (G < 0).
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D. Fermionic Number Projection

For most of these fermionizations, we have gone about
as far as we can go with mean-field theory. For the JW
transformation, however, we can do a bit better. This is
because the JW transformation maps the global Sz sym-
metry of the su(2) Hamiltonian to global number symme-
try of the fermionic Hamiltonian, and we can deliberately
break and then projectively restore this number symme-
try to do a JW-transformed number-projected HFB. For
details about number projection, see Refs. 55–57, but
the gist is that we write the projected HFB (PHFB) wave
function as an HFB state and then project out those com-
ponents with the incorrect particle number. We could
do something analagous for any of the other encodings
– the global Sz symmetry maps under all of them to
some symmetry of the fermionic Hamiltonian – but JW
has the advantage that this symmetry is both obvious
and, more importantly, given by a one-body operator.
As such, the projection can be efficiently implemented in
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a self-consistent field code.
Fortunately, PHFB provides quite reasonable accuracy

for the JW-transformed pairing Hamiltonian, as seen
in Fig. 8. In fact, it is energetically exact in both
the strongly attractive (G → ∞) and strongly repulsive
(G→ −∞) limits. We prove this in the appendix.

Figure 9 shows that PHFB is also a useful improvement
upon HF or HFB in the JW-transformed XXZ model.
Indeed, PHFB is variationally bounded from above by
HFB (at least when we are looking at the ground state
number sector), so it must be at least as good as the
results we obtained for the J1–J2 and XXZ models with
HFB on the JW-transformed Hamiltonian.

V. DISCUSSION

Each of the fermionizations we have considered pre-
serves the exact spectrum of the spin Hamiltonian, but
they generally give different results at the mean-field
level. In other words, all fermionizations are equivalent
in the full Fock space, but some fermionizations are more
compatible with mean-field approaches than others. For
the Hamiltonians we have considered, those fermion to
su(2) mappings designed to produce more efficient encod-
ings seem to yield fermionic Hamiltonians whose mean-
field solutions are energetically less accurate. This is so
even though the JW or Π transformations involve the
very nonlocal JW strings ϕ̃p, which the BK and Sierpin-
ski encodings eliminate. Fortunately, the action of the
JW string on a fermionic mean-field state is to produce
another mean-field state by virtue of the Thouless theo-
rem [36]. This means that it is actually straightforward
to account for the JW strings when evaluating matrix el-
ements, by simply using the non-orthogonal Wick’s the-
orem [40], though some care must be taken to implement
this idea in a numerically robust and efficient way [41].

Another advantage of the JW transformation is that
by generalizing the string from ϕ̃p = exp(iπ

∑
q<p nq) to

ϕ̂p = ei
∑

q θqp nq ϕ̃p (40)

where the matrix of parameters θ is symmetric with van-
ishing diagonals, we can obtain results invariant to the
labeling of the spin lattice [13] when θ is optimized. This
generalization, too, can be readily implemented using
nonorthogonal Wick’s theorem. The same should be true
for the Π transformation.

There is one additional advantage which suggests we
should prefer to use the JW transformation to the Π map-
ping: the JW mapping converts an su(2) Hamiltonian
with Sz symmetry to a fermionic Hamiltonian with num-
ber symmetry. This permits us to select several different
levels of mean-field theory: HF, HFB, HFBF, as well as
their number-projected counterparts. The other map-
pings all require us to use the rather more complicated
HFBF mean-field theory or to employ Colpa’s trick to re-
place HFBF forM fermions with HFB forM+1 fermions
(and the latter is pragmatically simpler) and generally do
not permit symmetry projection at all. This is not to say
that these fermionized Hamiltonians do not inherit the
symmetries of the underlying spin Hamiltonian, because
naturally they do. Rather, these symmetries are not gen-
erally one-body symmetries and therefore are difficult to
project efficiently.

For all of these reasons, it seems clear that the JW
transformation, in addition to being the oldest mapping
relating spins to fermions, is (in the context of mapping
spin Hamiltonians to fermions for mean-field solution)
also the most powerful (at least among those we have
tried).
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Appendix A: Exactness of JW-PHFB for the Pairing
Model

Here we demonstrate exactness of number-projected
HFB in the G→ ±∞ limit of the JW–transformed pair-
ing model. As we have noted, in the Sz = 0 sector we
can work with the simpler Hamiltonian

Heff = ∓S2; (A1)

see Eqn. 39.
Let us start with the attractive limit. In this case,

we know that the ground state we seek has Sz = 0 and
maximal S2. We can build this by starting with the state
with all spins ↓ and applying the global raising operator
the appropriate number of times to reach

|ΨA⟩ =
1

N !

(∑
p

S+
p

)N

|⇓⟩ = PSz
e
∑

p S+
p |⇓⟩ (A2)

where N is the number of ↑ spins and |⇓⟩ is the vacuum
in which each spin is ↓; PSz

is the projector onto the ap-
propriate Sz sector. The wave function exp(

∑
p S

+
p ) |⇓⟩

is a spin mean-field state.
Now transform this wave function with the JW trans-

formation. Because Sz becomes particle number, PSz

transforms to the fermionic number projector. We have
argued elsewhere [32] (and prove in the supplemen-
tary material) that a spin mean-field state maps into a
fermionic HFBF state, which means that |ΨA⟩ maps, un-
der JW transformation, into a number-projected HFBF
state. But a number-projected HFBF state is also a
number-projected HFB state since HFBF is just a lin-
ear combination of an even-particle number HFB and an
odd-particle number HFB. Ergo, the exact ground state
in the G → ∞ limit of the pairing model maps, under
JW, into PHFB.
The repulsive limit is more complicated. As we have

noted, it is an S2 = 0 state, which we can get by the
standard machinery of coupling angular momenta. One
way to write (one of) the ground states is in a dimerized
form:

|ΨR⟩ = |s12⟩ ⊗ |s34⟩ . . . |sM−1,M ⟩ , (A3a)

|spq⟩ = |↑p↓q⟩ − |↓p↑q⟩ , (A3b)

where we have a total of M spins. That is, we divide
the system into disjoint pairs and place each pair in a
separate singlet state. We can express this wave function
as

|ΨR⟩ =

M/2∏
k=1

(
1− S+

2k S
−
2k−1

) |↑↓↑↓ . . .⟩ . (A4)

Now we transform the wave function with the JW
transformation. The state |↑↓↑↓ . . .⟩ becomes a fermionic
state |1010 . . .⟩ with odd levels occupied and even levels
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empty. The operator S+
2k S

−
2k−1 transforms as

S+
2k S

−
2k−1 7→

JW
c†2k ϕ̃2k ϕ̃2k−1 c2k−1 (A5a)

= c†2k c2k−1 (A5b)

where we have used that ϕ̃2k ϕ̃2k+1 = 1−2 c†2k−1 c2k−1 so
that JW strings between sequential fermionic operators
cancel out.

All of this means that

|ΨR⟩ 7→
JW

M/2∏
k=1

(
1− c†2k c2k−1

)] |1010 . . .⟩ (A6a)

=

M/2∏
k=1

e−c†2k c2k−1

 |1010 . . .⟩ (A6b)

= e−
∑M/2

k=1 c†2k c2k−1 |1010 . . .⟩ , (A6c)

which is the Thouless representation of an HF state.
Thus, HF is already energetically exact in the G→ −∞
limit of the JW–transformed pairing Hamiltonian, and as
HF is a special case of PHFB, this means PHFB is also
energetically exact.

Appendix B: The 8-Site Bravyi-Kitaev and
Sierpinski Transformations

For the JW and Π transformations, it is straightfor-
ward to write down both the mapping from fermions
to spins and the inverse mapping from spins back to
fermions. For the BK and Sierpinski mappings, this is
less easy. Accordingly, we note the 8-site mappings we
have used here. More specifically, we record the map-
pings from the Pauli operators σx and σz to the Majo-
ranas; we extract σy from

σz
p σ

x
p = iσy

p . (B1)

For brevity we define the Majorana products

Ap = i γ1,p γ2,p = 1− 2 c†p cp, (B2a)

Bp = i γ2,p γ1,p+1. (B2b)

These objects are Hermitian, mutually commuting, and
satisfy A2

p = B2
p = 1. They also commute with individual

Majorana operators, except that they anticommute with
their constitutents, i.e., Ap anticommutes with γ1,p and
γ2,p while Bp anticommutes with γ1,p+1 and γ2,p.
The 8-site BK spin-to-fermion mapping is

σx
1 7→

BK
B1 σz

1 7→
BK

A1, (B3a)

σx
2 7→

BK
B2B3 σz

2 7→
BK

A1A2, (B3b)

σx
3 7→

BK
B3 σz

3 7→
BK

A3, (B3c)

σx
4 7→

BK
B4B5B6B7 σz

4 7→
BK

A1A2A3A4, (B3d)

σx
5 7→

BK
B5 σz

5 7→
BK

A5, (B3e)

σx
6 7→

BK
B6B7 σz

6 7→
BK

A5A6, (B3f)

σx
7 7→

BK
B7 σz

7 7→
BK

A7, (B3g)

σx
8 7→

BK
−i Π γ2,8 σz

8 7→
BK

Π, (B3h)

while the 8-site Sierpinski spin-to-fermion mapping is in-
stead

σx
1 7→

S
B1 σz

1 7→
S
A1, (B4a)

σx
2 7→

S
B2B3B4 σz

2 7→
S
A1A2A3, (B4b)

σx
3 7→

S
B2 σz

3 7→
S
A3, (B4c)

σx
4 7→

S
B4 σz

4 7→
S
A4, (B4d)

σx
5 7→

S
B1B2B3B4 γ1,1 σz

5 7→
S
ΠA7A8, (B4e)

σx
6 7→

S
B5 σz

6 7→
S
A6, (B4f)

σx
7 7→

S
B7 σz

7 7→
S
A7, (B4g)

σx
8 7→

S
i Π γ2,8 σz

8 7→
S
A7A8. (B4h)

Overall signs are arbitrary, but factors of i are not. Ul-
timately, this is because we can multiply any two Paulis
by −1 without changing the su(2) commutation rules.
Recall that Π is the number parity operator (c.f. Eqn.

(18b)), given in this notation as

Π =
∏
p
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