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The distribution of nuclear ground-state spin in the two-body random ensemble (TBRE) is studied by using
a general classification neural network (NN) model with the two-body interaction matrix elements as input
features and corresponding ground-state spins as labels or output predictions. It seems that quantum many-body
system problem exceeds the capability of our optimized neural networks when it comes to accurately predicting
the ground-state spin of each sample within the TBRE. However, our neural network model effectively captures
the statistical properties of the ground-state spin. This may be attributed to the fact that the neural network
(NN) model has learned the empirical regularity of the ground-state spin distribution in TBRE, as discovered by
human physicists.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The atomic nucleus is a typical complex many-body quan-
tum system. Conventionally, one needs to construct the
many-body Hamiltonian or Lagrangian based on reliable in-
teractions in order to investigate this complex system. How-
ever, such a task is usually challenging, as in many-body
problems interactions are strongly entangled with structures,
and thus the self-consistent requirement under a certain ansatz
leads to a vague, or at some degree inaccurate, many-body
Hamiltonian. Fortunately, if one is only interested in regular-
ity and robust properties of many-body system that are inde-
pendent of interaction details, the vagueness of Hamiltonian
provides an alternative perspective, with random number as
some parameters of nuclear interactions, i.e., random interac-
tions, to statistically probe those robust regularity of nuclei.

The study of random interactions can be traced back to the
investigation of Wigner’s random matrices theory (RMT) [1],
where random numbers were used as matrix elements of the
many-body Hamiltonian. By diagonalizing these random ma-
trices, one can obtain spectral statistical properties that agree
with experimental data. The spectral properties of RMT were
further linked to quantum chaos [2]. In the 1970s, Wong, Bo-
higas, et al. [3–5] introduced the idea of randomizing two-
body interaction matrix elements in shell-model calculations
[6, 7] to quantitatively demonstrate the phenomenon of quan-
tum chaos in nuclei [5, 8–11]. The shell-model calculations
with random interactions create an ensemble of virtual nuclei.
Such an ensemble is known as the two-body random ensem-
ble (TBRE). The study with TBRE has revealed that certain
robust features of nuclei do not necessarily depend on the spe-
cific details of the interaction.

Following this philosophy, Johnson, Bertsch, et al. [12, 13]
reported a series of robust and interaction-independent statis-
tical properties of low-lying states in nuclei. One of the most
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notable findings is the "predominance of spin-zero ground
state" in even-even nuclei. Even-even nuclei exhibit a con-
siderably higher probability of having spin-zero ground states
compared to the fraction of zero-spin configurations in the en-
tire shell-model space. Later on, such a phenomenon was also
observed in the Interacting Boson Model (IBM) [14–16]. The
spin-zero ground states of even-even nuclei are convention-
ally attributed to the short-range nature of the nuclear force.
However, in the TBRE, interactions are entirely random, and
no specific force predominates. The predominance of the
spin-zero ground state of TBRE somehow contradicts the
conventional understanding of how spin-zero ground states
emerge from even-even systems. Therefore, many efforts
have been devoted to understanding this robust property of
the TBRE, which has proven to be significantly challenging
and reflects the complexity of the quantum many-body prob-
lem. Some phenomenological attempts include the studies
of the distribution of the lowest eigenvalues for each spin
[14] and its width [17], the geometric chaos of spin cou-
pling [18], the maximum and minimum diagonal matrix el-
ements [19], the IBM-limit of spin distribution in the IBM
with TBRE [20–22], the wave-function properties of differ-
ent spin ground states [23, 24], energy scale features of dif-
ferent spin ground states [25], and the correlation between
the probability of zero-spin ground states and the central val-
ues of the distribution of two-body matrix elements [26]. To
explain this phenomenon, it is necessary to mathematically
calculate the probability distributions of various spin states as
ground states. However, nuclear models are typically nonlin-
ear systems that are difficult to apply statistical theories to.
Therefore, several empirical rules have been proposed to pre-
dict the probability distribution of ground state spins. For ex-
ample, Kusnezov et al. used the random polynomial method
[24] to a priori determine the probability distribution for sp
bosons, which yielded consistent results with those obtained
by Bijker et al. using mean-field methods [21, 22]. Chau
and others discussed the cases of d boson systems and four
fermions in the f7/2 shell, demonstrating the correlation be-
tween specific ground states and the geometric shapes deter-
mined by nuclear observables and predicting the probabilities
for the ground-state spin [27]. Zhao et al. suggested that the
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spins of ground states in the TBRE may be associated with
specific two-body interaction matrix elements, and thus pro-
posed an empirical approach [28] to predict the distribution of
ground-state spins. The correlation between the ground state
spin and the two-body interaction matrix elements in this em-
pirical approach is also crucial in our work.

Since the non-linearity of nuclear model is way complex
to overcome, one can take a bypass to touch the origin of
the predominance of zero-spin ground states, by using a non-
linear but simple enough model to simulate the behavior of
the shell model, and studying the spin determination mecha-
nism therein, which may provide more insight from a differ-
ent prospective. The neural network model (NN) can be po-
tential candidate for such simulations with its powerful learn-
ing, prediction, and adaptation capabilities, which have been
successfully applied in diverse fields such as language transla-
tion, speech recognition, computer vision, and even complex
physical systems [29–32]. More specifically, the NN mod-
els have been extensively utilized in nuclear structure studies
to predict various unknown nuclear properties using existing
experimental data. These properties include mass [33–35],
charge radii [36, 37], low-lying excitation spectra [38, 39],
β decay lifetimes [40]. However, most of these works only
made best use of the fitting capacity of the NN, without fully
exploring its classification capability for nuclear structure re-
search.

In this work, we make a tempt to distinguish samples with
different ground-state spin in the TBRE, by adopting the clas-
sification capability of the NN with supervised learning. The
adopted neural network (NN) is trained using the interac-
tion matrix elements from TBRE samples as features and the
ground state spin as the label. In this process, the NN learns
the behavior of the ground state spin in TBRE, as well as
the specific correlations between interaction elements and the
ground state spin, as described in the empirical approach [28].
A notable advantage of using NN in the TBRE study lies in
the ability of the TBRE to provide nearly infinite independent
samples for the NN training, which avoids the over-fitting,
and thus potentially enhance the generalization ability of the
NN and facilitating the simulation of the shell model produc-
tion of the ground-state spin. We will fully present the perfor-
mance of the NN in predicting the ground-state spins, and re-
producing their distribution in the TBRE. The neural network
architecture proposed in this paper may serve as a valuable
benchmark for other classification-based applications.

II. MODEL FRAMEWORK

A. Two-Body Random Ensemble (TBRE)

In the TBRE, the nuclear Hamiltonian only includes two-
body interactions expressed as follows:

H =
∑
J

∑
j1j2

∑
j3j4

GJ
j1j2;j3j4A

†
J (j1j2)AJ (j3j4) . (1)

In Eq. (1), GJ
j1j2;j3j4

represents the matrix elements of the
two-body interaction, A†

J (j1j2) denotes the creation opera-
tor of the nucleon pair with two nucleons on the j1 and j2
orbits coupled to total angular momentum J , and similarly,
AJ (j3j4) corresponds to the annihilation operator of nucleon
pair.

In TBRE, the matrix elements GJ
j1j2;j3j4

in Eq. (1) are
independent random numbers following the Gaussian distri-
bution with probability function:

f
(
GJ

j1j2j3j4

)
=

1√
2πσ

exp

{
−
(
GJ

j1j2;j3j4

)2
2σ2

}
, (2)

where

σ2 =
1

2
(1 + δj1j3δj2j4) , (3)

to maintain the statistical distribution of the interaction matrix
elements invariant during the arbitrary single-particle trans-
formation.

B. Classification neural network

The classification model in this paper utilizes a neural net-
work, which consists of an input layer, one or more hidden
layers, and an output layer. This structure is illustrated in Fig.
1, (with one hidden layer shown as an example). The input
layer receives the matrix elements of the two-body interac-
tions in the shell model, specifically the GJ

j1j2;j3j4
values in

Eq. (1), with the number of inputs equal to the number of
independent two-body interaction matrix elements in a spe-
cific shell-model space. The output layer provides the prob-
abilities of different spin states being the ground state based
on the corresponding input interactions. The number of out-
puts should be equal to the number of possible ground-state
spins. The activation function used in this model is the Rec-

Input layer Hidden layer

Two body matrix element 

P2
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x2

x3

xI

h1

h2

h3

hH

y1

y2

y3

yO
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P3

P1

PO

Ground state spin probability

Pmax→Ipred

Fig. 1. Schematic diagram of the adopted neural network classifica-
tion model.

tified Linear Unit (ReLU) function [41], which will be justi-
fied with Table 2 later. Assuming vector x⃗ = {xi} represents
the network input, i.e., the G two-body interaction matrix ele-
ments in Eq. (1), and y⃗ is the network output, whose elements
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correspond to the probability of each spin being the ground-
state spin. The relationship (with one hidden layer) can be
expressed analytically as follows:

yk(x⃗; ω⃗) = ak +
∑
j

bkjReLU
(
cj +

∑
djixi

)
, (4)

where ω⃗ = {ak, bkj , cj , dji} represents the parameter vector
of the neural network.

The output layer introduces the Softmax function[42],
which transforms the unnormalized output values into non-
negative probability values that sum up to 1.

Pk = Softmax(y⃗)|k =
eyk∑
k e

yk
. (5)

This operation preserves the differentiability property of the
model, as well as the relative order of unnormalized output
values. It also allows the model’s output to be interpreted
as probabilities for each class, facilitating the direct inter-
pretation and utilization of these probabilities for classifica-
tion decisions. Therefore, it is frequently employed in neural
network models for classification problems. Here, Pk is the
probability of k-th spin to be the ground-state spin. Thus, the
maximum of Pk determines the ground-state spin according
to the x⃗ feature, i.e., the inputted two-body matrix elements.
All the elements Pk construct the predicted probability P⃗ vec-
tor from the neural network model.

To train the NN model, firstly, we prepare
a training set consisting of N samples, D =
{(x⃗1, S1) , (x⃗2, S2) , . . . , (x⃗N , SN )} out of ∼100,000
shell-model calculations, where x⃗i includes two-body inter-
action matrix elements in a single shell-model calculation,
and Si is corresponding ground-state spin from such a
shell-model. Secondly, for each Si spin, we create the label
ˆ⃗
P i vectors, which is a hot-one vector, and only include one
non-zero elements of value “1”, corresponding to a 100%
probability of Si ground-state spin, and 0% probabilities of
the rest other spins. Thirdly, we define the loss function to

evaluate the similarity between the label ˆ⃗
P i vector and the

NN predicted P⃗ i vector from Eq. (5) as

loss(P⃗ i,
ˆ⃗
P i) = −

∑
P i
m log P̂ i

m, (6)

which is the common the loss function for training the NN
model for classification problems. With the training samples,
and corresponding loss function, we train our network by ad-
justing the network parameter vector ω⃗ with Adam (Adap-
tive Moment Estimation) optimization algorithm [43] to min-
imized the sum of the loss functions for all training samples.
Consequently, a neural network model with predictive capa-
bilities is obtained.

C. Shell Model Spaces

We perform approximately 100,000 TBRE calculations in
six model spaces. These include four valence nucleons in

the f7/2 orbital virtual nuclear (Simply expressed as (f7/2)4),
four valence nucleons in the h11/2 orbital virtual nuclear
(Simply expressed as (h11/2)

4), and two, four, and six va-
lence neutrons in the sd shell (corresponding to 18, 20, and 22

Ne nuclear, respectively), and six valence neutrons in the pf
shell (corresponding to the 46Ca nuclear). These six model
spaces represent various levels of many-body complexities.

In the (f7/2)
4 space, the eigenvalues from the shell model

are simple linear combinations of two-body interaction ma-
trix elements, as demonstrated in Eq. (1.81) in reference [44].
The ground state spin corresponds to the lowest eigenvalue
associated with that specific spin. A neural network without a
hidden layer corresponds to linear combinations of input two-
body interaction matrix elements, followed by the application
of the softmax operation to identify the smallest linear com-
binations. The calculation process of the ground state spin
determination is somewhat similar in both models, where the
weight parameters, i.e., dji parameters in Eq. (4), in the neu-
ral network correspond to the cfp coefficients [44] in the shell
model, and the softmax input to the neural network is equiv-
alent to the energy eigenvalues of the shell model. Since a
hidden layer not only complicates the neural network (NN)
model but also violates the correspondence between the NN
and the shell model, we chose to exclude the hidden layer in
our neural network model for the (f7/2)

4 space.

Regarding the (h11/2)
4, 18Ne space, the complexity in-

creases beyond the (f7/2)4 space. Some eigenvalues are still a
linear combination of two-body interaction matrix elements,
while others have to be obtained through diagonalization. Al-
though some diagonalization processes with dimensions less
than 5 are analytical, it is no longer possible to relate the
weight parameters dji to cfp coefficients in those processes.
Therefore, the hidden layers can enhance the adaptability of
neural network models to nonlinear diagonalization [45]. In
the 20, 22Ne and 46Ca space, the relationship between the
eigenvalues and cfp coefficients has become completely non-
linear. Some of these relationships are transcendental, which
makes hidden layers even more necessary. Table 1 presents
the TBRE sample sizes and input-output settings of our neu-
ral network models for different spaces.

Table 1. Input-output settings for the six model spaces. The input
number corresponds to the number of two-body interaction matrix
elements, while the output number corresponds to the number of
possible ground state spins.

Model Space Input Output
(f7/2)

4 4 5
(h11/2)

4 6 10
18Ne 30 5
20Ne 30 7
22Ne 30 8
46Ca 94 13
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D. Optimization of network architecture

For the (f7/2)
4 space, the shell model eigenvalues are lin-

ear combinations of two-body interaction matrix elements, as
well as the softmax input in the NN model. Therefore, the
calculation process of the ground state spin determination is
similar in both models. No need to include a hidden layer is
required, as mentioned in Section II C. Actually, the neural
network model without a hidden layer already achieves up to
98% accuracy in predicting ground-state spins in the (f7/2)

4

space.
For the (h11/2)

4 space, since certain eigenvalues display
nonlinear correlations with the two-body interaction matrix
elements, incorporating hidden layers into the model becomes
essential in order to enhance prediction accuracy. We first
added one hidden layer and empirically chose 64 as the num-
ber of hidden nodes for a test run. The results showed that its
accuracy reached 97%, which is a satisfactory outcome.

For the remaining four spaces, the arbitrary accuracies are
not always optimal. Therefore, we made multiple attempts to
improve the prediction accuracy of our neural network classi-
fication model by adding more hidden layers and increasing
the number of neural nodes in the 18Ne, 20Ne, 22Ne, and 46Ca
model spaces.

Firstly, we observe the improvement in prediction accuracy
when the number of neural nodes is doubled, indicated by the
difference between the prediction accuracies with N/2 neural
nodes and N neural nodes, as depicted in Fig. 2. The absence
of negative differences in Fig. 2 suggests that doubling the
number of neural nodes consistently results in improvement,
as expected. It is further noted that the differences reach a
peak when N = 32 for all four model spaces. For N > 32,
the prediction accuracy only demonstrates an improvement
of 0 ∼ 2%. Considering that more nodes entail additional
computational overhead, we believe that 32 nodes may be the
optimal and balanced choice for this study.

Furthermore, we investigate the impact of hidden layers on
prediction accuracy. By employing 32 neural nodes in each
layer, as indicated in Fig 2, we present the difference in pre-
diction accuracy between networks with n − 1 hidden layers
and n hidden layers against the layer number n in Fig 3, for
the 18Ne, 20Ne, 22Ne, and 46Ca model spaces. A notable im-
provement in accuracy is observed with a single hidden layer,
i.e., n = 1. However, with the introduction of additional lay-
ers, such improvements diminish. As additional layers also
consume computational resources, a single hidden layer can
be an optimal choice.

The activation functions [46] play a very crucial role in
neural networks by learning the abstract features through non-
linear transformations. Common activation functions are Sig-
moid (also called the Logistic function), Tanh (hyperbolic
tangent) and ReLU functions, Table 2 presents the impact of
different activation functions on the prediction accuracy of
our neural network model. The model prediction accuracies
of Tanh and ReLU function are very close for the five model
Spaces. However, since the Tanh activation function includes
the exponential operation, the computational overhead can be
larger, we decide to use the ReLU function throughout the
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Fig. 2. (Color online) Difference in prediction accuracy between
models employing N/2 neural nodes and N neural nodes for 18Ne,
20Ne, 22Ne, and 46Ca model spaces with a single hidden layer. 32
nodes are recommended.
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Fig. 3. (Color online) Difference in prediction accuracy between
networks employing n hidden layers and networks with n−1 hidden
layers for the 18Ne, 20Ne, 22Ne, and 46Ca model spaces, with 32
neural nodes in each hidden layer as recommended in Fig 2. A single
hidden layer is recommended.

paper.

In summary, the optimal network configuration for the
18Ne, 20Ne, 22Ne, and 46Ca model spaces consists of 1 hid-
den layer with 32 ReLU neural nodes. Our following analysis
is all based on such a configuration.
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Table 2. Prediction accuracy (%) with three different activation func-
tions as Sigmoid, Tanh, and ReLU. All the calculations are per-
formed with a single 32-node hidden layer neural network model.

Activation function (h11/2)
4 18Ne 20Ne 22Ne 46Ca

Sigmoid 95.36 79.21 66.95 77.22 55.34
Tanh 96.15 85.10 67.69 78.39 55.67
ReLU 96.69 86.36 67.88 78.62 55.62

III. RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

A. Model comparison

As demonstrated in Fig. 1, we adopt a fully connected neu-
ral network model. However, given the recent application of
Bayesian neural networks (BNN for short) on nuclear physics
[33, 34, 37, 39], as well as the great success of convolutional
neural networks [47–50] (CNN for short) and recurrent neu-
ral networks [51–53] (RNN for short), we compare these 4
networks regarding the accuracy, as shown in Fig 4.

0
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40

60

80

100

A
cc
ur

ac
y(
%
)

 Adopted  BNN  CNN  RNN

(f7/2)4 (h11/2)4 18Ne 20Ne 22Ne 46Ca

Fig. 4. (Color online) Prediction accuracies with different NN
models. We adopt classic fully connected neural network as demon-
strated in Fig. 1. BNN stands for Bayesian neural network; CNN for
convolutional neural network; RNN for recurrent neural network.

The implementation of the BNN involves Bayesian sam-
pling of weights and biases, facilitated by a variational infer-
ence algorithm to optimize model training. The model adopts
1000 iterations to update the loss and accuracy. In the pre-
diction process, we sample 1000 times to yield more precise
probability prediction results. The CNN includes a convolu-
tional layer, a pooling layer, a fully connected layer, and a
softmax layer. Especially, in the convolutional layer, the in-
put channel is set as the number of input features, while the
output channel is defined as 16, and the convolution kernel
size is specified as 3 to facilitate feature extraction. Subse-
quently, in the pooling layer, the pooling kernel size and step
size are set as 2 to reduce the dimension of the feature map.
The fully connected layer maps the features extracted by the

convolutional layer to the final classification result based on
the task’s feature dimension and category count. Throughout
the construction process, the model’s parameter settings were
adjusted and optimized iteratively to ensure effective feature
extraction and classification. A remarkable characteristic of
the RNN is the architecture’s ability to transmit and share in-
formation continuously through recurrent connections. Ad-
ditionally, the network’s calculation process involves defin-
ing the forward propagation function, which encompasses the
output generated after input calculation and subsequent pre-
diction through the fully connected layer and softmax func-
tion. All four models, including the adopted classic soft-
max model, share some consistent parameters, including a
training-to-test set ratio of 2:1, a learning rate of 0.01, over
1000 epochs of training, the use of the Rectified Linear Unit
(ReLU) activation function, and the Adam optimization func-
tion.

According to Fig. 4, the CNN performs the worst, while
both BNN and RNN exhibit similar accuracy to adopted net-
work. However, the adopted networks have faster training
speed, and requires the least computational resource. There-
fore, we believe that the adopted network still is the optimal
choice for our study.

B. Feature selection

Feature selection plays a crucial role in machine learning
and data analysis, as it can enhance model performance, mit-
igate the risk of overfitting, boost computational efficiency,
streamline model interpretation, and address issues related to
noise and redundant information. It involves conducting cor-
relation analysis to assess the relationship between each fea-
ture and the target variable. Subsequently, features exhibiting
a strong correlation with the target variable will be selected,
and others are excluded in further training. Given the nonlin-
ear nature of both our feature data and label data, we utilized
the Spearman correlation coefficient ρ [54] for feature selec-
tion as

ρ = 1− 6
∑

d2i
n (n2 − 1)

, (7)

where di represents the difference of rank values of the i-
th data pair, and n represents the total number of observed
samples.

We calculate the ρ coefficients for four high-dimensional
model Spaces, i.e., 18∼22Ne and 46Ca model spaces, and use
different threshold sizes to select input features with strong
correlation. Only feature with ρ larger than threshold would
be kept for further training. In Table 3, we list the number
of elements of the two-body matrix, i.e., the number of input
features, over a certain threshold, and corresponding accuracy
with such a threshold.

Based on Table 3, as the threshold increases, the number of
inputs after feature selection decreases as anticipated. How-
ever, this reduction in input number also corresponds to a de-
cline in performance. Consequently, it is apparent that each
inputted two-body matrix elements within the four model
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Table 3. Model accuracies (%) and input numbers under different
feature selection thresholds. Threshold 0 means no feature selection.

threshold 0.1 0.01 0.001 0
18Ne accuracy 70 77 85 86

input number 5 14 28 30
20Ne accuracy 60 65 66 68

input number 6 17 25 30
22Ne accuracy 71 74 76 80

input number 4 16 25 30
46Ca accuracy 53 56 56 56

input number 1 30 80 94

spaces have a profound impact on the output. Consequently,
it is not recommended to exclude any of them in our network
training.

C. Accuracy

Figure 5 present the evolution of the loss function during
the training. As expected, the loss functions of the six model
Spaces have converged, indicating that the network parame-
ters is optimal. The loss values of two single-j model spaces,
i.e., (f7/2)4 and (f11/2)

4, drop the most dramatically, which
is not surprising, since single-j spaces are more simpler than
the rest of 4 models. We also note that 46Ca, 20Ne, 22Ne,
18N all converged with large loss value, corresponding to the
unsatisfactory accuracy described in following Table 4. In-
creasing the training epochs does not improve the accuracy.

0 200 400 600 800 1000
0.01

0.1

1

10

lo
ss
es

epochs

 (f7/2)4  (h11/2)4  18Ne
 20Ne  22Ne  46Ca

Fig. 5. (Color online) Evolution of the loss functions during training.

Table 4 provides the correlation between the prediction ac-
curacy (%) of the neural network for ground-state spin and
the dimension of the six model space under investigation. For
the (f7/2)

4 space, since its shell model eigenvalues them-
selves are linear combinations of two-body interaction ma-
trix elements, the neural network model is equivalent to lin-

ear regression and achieves a high prediction accuracy of up
to 98%. With one hidden layer, the accuracy reaches 97% for
the (h11/2)

4 space, although some eigenvalues in the (h11/2)
4

space exhibit nonlinear relationships with two-body interac-
tion matrix elements.

Table 4. Model space dimensions, the prediction accuracy of the
NN, and consistent rate of the G − I correlations between the SM
and the NN (see Subsection III D for definition).

Model Space (f7/2)
4 (h11/2)

4 18Ne 20Ne 22Ne 46Ca
dimension 8 23 14 81 142 3952

accuracy (%) 98 97 86 68 80 56
consistency (%) 100 100 100 60 80 74

For the remaining four spaces, the accuracy significantly
decreases as the dimensions increase. We obtain the Pearson
correlation coefficient [55] of -0.753 between the prediction
accuracy (%) and the dimension in logarithmic scale, indi-
cating a negative correlation between the two variables. As
the dimension of the space increases and the shell complexity
grows, the neural network model’s ability to predict ground-
state spin diminishes. As shown in Fig. 2 and 3, introduc-
ing more hidden layers or neural nodes does not significantly
improve the performance of general classification neural net-
works. Thus, the generalization capability of the neural net-
work is strongly challenged by the complexity of the quan-
tum many-body system, and a more specialized neural net-
work architecture and activation function should be designed
according to the cfp coefficient property and diagonalization
process, in order to accurately predict ground-state spin in the
TBRE.

In order to gain a more detailed picture of the neural net-
work model’s prediction performance for TBRE samples with
specific spin, Fig. 6 presents the confusion matrix for the
neural network models of the six model spaces. In confusion
matrices, the y-axis represents the ground-state spin predicted
by the neural network (INN), while the x-axis represents the
ground-state spin obtained from the shell model calculations
(ISM). The gray scale indicates the probability of the shell
model calculation yielding a ground-state spin of ISM in the
samples, for which the neural network predicts a ground-state
spin of INN. The main diagonal of the confusion matrix ap-
pears predominantly dark, indicating a reasonably high de-
gree of consistency between the neural network and the shell
model for specific ground-state spin. From a statistical per-
spective, the neural network has captured some correlation
between the ground-state spin and two-body interaction ma-
trix elements of the TBRE.

Furthermore, based on the data from Table 4, we notice
that the prediction accuracy for the ground-state spin of the
20Ne nucleus is lower than that of the higher-dimensional
22Ne. This finding aligns with the observations in Fig. 6.
Specifically, it can be seen that for 20Ne, the difference in
colors between the main diagonal and other regions is less
pronounced than in other nuclei. This suggests that the pre-
diction of ground-state spin in 20Ne space poses greater chal-
lenges to the neural network, which may be related to some
special property of the 20Ne cfp coefficients. Further explo-

-6



NEURAL NETWORK STUDY ON NUCLEAR . . . Nucl. Sci. Tech. , ()

ration of the specific multi-body complexity features in 20Ne
space is desirable.
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Fig. 6. The confusion matrices for the prediction of ground-state
spin using the neural network model in the (f7/2)4, (h11/2)

4, 18Ne,
20Ne, 22Ne, and 46Ca TBRE calculations. The y-axis represents the
ground-state spin predicted by the neural network (INN), and the x-
axis represents the ground-state spin obtained from the shell model
calculations (ISM). The gray scale represent the probability of the
shell model calculation yielding a ground-state spin of ISM in the
samples for which the neural network predicts a ground-state spin of
INN.

To further evaluate the statistical performance of the neural
network model, Fig. 7 presents the distribution of ground-
spin spins I (PI ) using both the shell model and the well-
trained neural network model with random interactions. The
neural network model shows good agreement with the shell
model in all model spaces. The neural network has partially
succeeded in capturing the robust statistical properties of the
TBRE.

0 2 4 6 8
0

10

20

30

 SM     NN     Em_pred with SM     Em_pred with NN

Ground state spin I

G
ro

un
d 

st
at

e 
sp

in
 p

ro
ba

bi
lit

y(
%

)

(f7/2)4

(a)

0 4 8 12 16
0

10

20

30

40

(h11/2)4

(b)

0 1 2 3 4
0

20

40

60

18Ne

(c)

0 2 4 6
0

20

40

60

20Ne

(d)

0 2 4 6
0

20

40

60

80

22Ne

(e)

0 4 8 12
0

20

40

60

80

100

46Ca

(f)

Fig. 7. (Color online) Distribution of the ground-state spin I (PI ) for
(f7/2)

4, (h11/2)
4, 18Ne, 20Ne, 22Ne, and 46Ca. The black square

represents PI from shell model calculations with random interac-
tions. The red circle represents PI predicted by the neural network
model. The blue triangle represents PI obtained with the empirical
approach [28] was applied to the shell model. The olive star rep-
resents PI obtained with the empirical approach was applied to the
neural network model.

D. G− I correlation

To predict PI in TBRE, Zhao et al. proposed a general em-
pirical approach [19]. Their approach involves setting one of
the two-body interaction matrix elements to -1 and the rest
to 0. Such determined interaction is then inputted into the
shell model, and the output ground-state spin I is recorded.
If there are N independent two-body interaction matrix ele-
ments in the model space, the process is repeated N times.
Each time has a different matrix element equal to -1. Finally,
the number of times the spin I is observed as the ground state
spin in the N numerical experiments is represented as NI .
The probability of a spin I being in the ground state can then
be estimated as follows:

PI = NI/N. (8)

The empirical approach [19] attributes the "specific spin I as
the ground-state spin" to a few two-body interaction matrix
elements. If there are relatively more two-body interaction
matrix elements responsible for the spin I = 0, then the em-
pirical rule provides a phenomenological explanation for the
dominance of the ground state with zero spin.

We note that the empirical approach hints the correlation
between two-body interaction matrix elements and ground-
state spin, and it’s the correlation decides the ground-state
spin distribution, as shown in Fig. 7. Thus, the NN model
with good prediction of the TBRE ground-state spin distri-
bution should also produce similar correlation between two-
body interaction matrix elements (GJT

j1j2;j3j4
) and ground-

state spin (I) to the shell model. Therefore, we need to com-
pare such element-spin (G−I) correlations in the shell model
and those in the NN model.

Table 5. Ground state spin(I) from the shell model and the NN
model in (f7/2)

4 and (h11/2)
4 model spaces, with inputted GJ =

−1 for some specific J , and other GJ s equal to 0, where GJ de-
notes the two-body interaction matrix element GJ

jj;jj , as defined in
Eq. (1). This table presents the correlation between the two-body
interaction matrix elements and the ground-state spin in the empiri-
cal approach.

(f7/2)
4 (h11/2)

4

GJ SM NN SM NN
G0 0 0 0 0
G2 4 4 4 4
G4 2 2 0 0
G6 8 8 4 4
G8 8 8
G10 16 16

In Tables 5, 6 and 7, the G − I correlations between two-
body interaction matrix elements (GJ

j1j2;j3j4
defined in Eq.

(1)) and the ground-state spin (I), obtained from the empirical
approach applied to both the shell model and the NN model,
are listed for the (f7/2)

4 and (h11/2)
4 model spaces, Ne iso-

topes, and 46Ca, respectively.
According to Table 5, in the (f7/2)

4 and (h11/2)
4 model

spaces, the NN model produces perfectly consistent G − I
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Table 6. Same as Table 5, except for 18Ne, 20Ne, 22Ne, with
GI

j1j2;j3j4 as the matrix elements of the two-body interaction, where
the subscription j1, j2, j3, j4 equal 1, 2, 3, corresponding to s1/2,
d3/2, and d5/2 orbits in sd shell, respectively. I = 0 ∼ 4 in this
table represents the degenerate states with spin 0, 1, 2, 3, and 4
from the shell model. The inconsistency between the neural net-
work model and shell model is highlighted in bold.

18Ne 20Ne 22Ne
GJ

j1j2;j3j4 SM NN SM NN SM NN
G0

1111 0 0 0∼4 0 0∼6 0
G0

1122 0 0 0,2,4 0 0,2,4 0
G0

1133 0 0 0 0 0,2 0
G0

2222 0 0 0,2∼4 0 0∼5 0
G0

2233 0 0 0 0 0 0
G0

3333 0 0 0 0 0∼2 0
G1

1212 1 1 1 000 0 0
G1

1223 1 1 2 000 0 0
G1

2323 1 1 0 0 0 333
G2

1212 2 2 0,2 0 0 0
G2

1213 2 2 2 000 2 2
G2

1222 2 2 1∼4 000 0∼6 0
G2

1223 2 2 0 0 0 222
G2

1233 2 2 0 0 0 0
G2

1313 2 2 4 222 0,2,4 2
G2

1322 2 2 0 0 0 0
G2

1323 2 2 0 222 0 0
G2

1333 2 2 2 2 0∼4 2
G2

2222 2 2 0 0 0,2∼4 0
G2

2223 2 2 2 000 2,3 000
G2

2233 2 2 0 0 0 0
G2

2323 2 2 2 000 0 0
G2

2333 2 2 0 0 0 0
G2

3333 2 2 2 000 0 0
G3

1313 3 3 5 222 0,2,4 333
G3

1323 3 3 4 000 3 000
G3

2323 3 3 0 0 0 0
G4

2323 4 4 6 6 6 6
G4

2333 4 4 4 000 2,3 000
G4

3333 4 4 4 4 0 0

correlations with the shell model. This explained the agree-
ment between the shell model and the NN model in Figures
6(a,b) and 7(a,b). In Table 6, such perfect consistency could
also be observed for 18Ne space, as a coordination with Fig-
ures 6(c) and 7(c). However, as the dimension increasing,
the consistency for 20 22Ne in Table 6 and 46Ca in Table 7
gradually decreased. In 20Ne space, there are 12 inconsistent
G− I correlations out of 30 (40%) between the SM and NN;
in 22Ne 6 out of 30 (20%); in 46Ca 24 out of 94 (∼26%).
Such inconsistent rates are also correlated with the prediction
accuracy for different model space, as shown in Table 4.

Furthermore, the empirical approach is also applicable to
the trained neural network model, by setting one of the inputs
of the neural network to -1 and the rests to 0, and record-
ing the ground-state spin (I) from the network. Such an ap-
proach also reveals the correlation between interaction matrix
elements and predicted ground-state spin, as well as the PI

distribution, of the well-trained NN model. Table 5 presents

Table 7. Same as Table 6, except for 46Ca. The subscription
j1, j2, j3, j4 equal 1, 2, 3, 4 corresponding to p1/2, p3/2, f5/2,
and f7/2 orbits in pf shell, respectively.

GJ
j1j2;j3j4 SM NN GI

j1j2;j3j4 SM NN
G0

1111 0∼10 0 G2
3334 0 0

G0
1122 0∼10 0 G2

3344 0 0
G0

1133 0,2∼6 0 G2
3434 4 000

G0
1144 0∼4 0 G2

3444 0 0
G0

2222 0∼10 0 G2
4444 2 2

G0
2233 0,2,4,6 0 G3

1313 0,2,4 333
G0

2244 0 0 G3
1314 3 000

G0
3333 0∼6 0 G3

1323 3 000
G0

3344 0 0 G3
1324 4 000

G0
4444 0∼4 0 G3

1334 4 000
G1

1212 0 0 G3
1414 0,2,4∼8 2

G1
1223 0 0 G3

1423 0 0
G1

1234 0,9 0 G3
1424 0 0

G1
2323 0 0 G3

1434 0 0
G1

2334 0 0 G3
2323 3 000

G1
3434 1,8 000 G3

2324 0 222
G2

1212 0 0 G3
2334 0 0

G2
1213 2 000 G3

2424 0 0
G2

1222 0∼10 0 G3
2434 0 0

G2
1223 0,4,6 0 G3

3434 0,10 0
G2

1224 0 0 G4
1414 0,2,4∼6,8 8

G2
1233 0 0 G4

1423 2 000
G2

1234 0,9 0 G4
1424 6 000

G2
1244 0 0 G4

1433 0 0
G2

1313 0,2,4 2 G4
1434 1 000

G2
1322 0,2,4,6 0 G4

1444 0∼4 0
G2

1323 0 0 G4
2323 6 000

G2
1324 0 0 G4

2324 2 000
G2

1333 0∼8 0 G4
2333 1∼6 000

G2
1334 2 000 G4

2334 0,9 0
G2

1344 2 000 G4
2344 4 000

G2
2222 0∼6 0 G4

2424 0 0
G2

2223 1,2,4,5 000 G4
2433 0 0

G2
2224 0 0 G4

2434 3 000
G2

2233 0,2∼4,6 0 G4
2444 0,2∼4 0

G2
2234 0 0 G4

3333 0 0
G2

2244 0,2∼4 0 G4
3334 0 0

G2
2323 0 0 G4

3344 0,10 0
G2

2324 0 0 G4
3434 0 0

G2
2333 0,2∼4,6 0 G4

3444 0 0
G2

2334 0,10 0 G4
4444 4 4

G2
2344 0 0 G5

2424 10 999
G2

2424 0,9 0 G5
2434 0 0

G2
2433 0 0 G5

3434 1 000
G2

2434 0 0 G6
3434 12 101010

G2
2444 0 0 G6

3444 0 0
G2

3333 0 0 G6
4444 6 6

the correlations between the matrix elements and the spin ob-
tained from the shell model and the NN model. Correlations
from both models are found to be identical, indicating that
our neural network model has successfully learned the G− I
correlation as suggested by the empirical approach. Thus,
it can accurately reproduce the ground-state spin of the shell
model for simple model.
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With the G − I correlation from such a NN model, we
make a count on the ground-spin Is emerging in the G − I
correlation, and then normalize them in to the PI distribu-
tion, as guided by the empirical approach. Such PI distribu-
tions based on the empirical approach with the NN model is
depicted in Fig. 7. It can be observed that the empirical ap-
proach from both the SM and NN models yields reasonably
consistent PI distributions for all model spaces in this case.
This observation suggests that the neural network may effec-
tively capture the correlation between two-body interaction
matrix elements and the ground-state spin, which further ex-
plains its remarkable performance to reproduce the statistical
property of the ground-state spin in the TBRE.

IV. CONCLUSION

This study aims to utilize a neural network model to inves-
tigate the distribution of ground-state spin in the TBRE. By
utilizing a Softmax classification neural network model, we
try to reproduce the correlation between the matrix elements
of the interaction and the ground-state spin, as labeled by the
shell model, for the TBRE. The reliability of the NN model
is analyzed based on its prediction accuracy and consistency
with the empirical rule of the PI distribution.

Previous applications of neural network models in nuclear
physics have primarily focused on their strong fitting capa-
bilities. However, the analysis of the ground-state spin distri-

bution in TBRE demonstrates the neural network’s classifica-
tion ability, which is rare in previous nuclear physics research.
Furthermore, TBRE can provide extensive samples for train-
ing neural networks, potentially enhancing the performance
of neural network model.

In our investigation, we pursued various strategies to en-
hance the network’s performance, including introduction of
BNN, CNN, and RNN, feature selection, and adjusting the
number of neural nodes and hidden layers. However, none of
these approaches could yield significant improvements with
limited computational resources. Therefore, we must ac-
knowledge that the quantum many-body problem remains a
formidable challenge for neural network models. Addressing
this challenge may necessitate further development of neural
network architectures tailored for analyzing nuclear ground-
state spin in the TBRE.

On the other hand, neural network models still offers some
insights into specific robust statistical properties of ground-
state spin. For instance, they can effectively capture the distri-
bution of ground-state spin, as demonstrated in Fig. 7. More-
over, the resulting confusion matrix exhibits dominant diago-
nal elements, indicating the consistency between the ground-
state spin from the shell model and those predicted by the
neural network model, as depicted in Fig. 6. This success can
be attributed to the neural network’s capacity to replicate the
correlation between ground-state spin and the two-body inter-
action matrix element in the shell model, as demonstrated in
Table 5, 6, and 7.
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