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Abstract

Machine learning can uncover physical concepts or physical equations when prior

knowledge from another one is available. However, in many cases, these two aspects are

coupled and cannot be discovered independently. We extend SciNet, which is a neural

network architecture that simulates the human physical reasoning process for physics

discovery, by proposing a model that combines Variational Autoencoders (VAEs) with

Neural Ordinary Differential Equations (Neural ODEs). This allows us to simultane-

ously discover physical concepts and governing equations from simulated experimental

data across diverse physical systems. We apply the model to several key examples in-

spired by the history of physics, including Copernicus’ heliocentric solar system, New-

ton’s law of universal gravitation, the wave function together with the Schrödinger

equation, and spin-1/2 along with the Pauli equation. The results demonstrate that

the neural network successfully reconstructs the corresponding theories.
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1 Introduction

Einstein famously argued that “It can scarcely be denied that the supreme goal of all the-

ory is to make the irreducible basic elements as simple and as few as possible without hav-

ing to surrender the adequate representation of a single datum of experience” [1]. The

basic elements of physical theories are physical concepts and equations. Finding simple and

elegant physical concepts and equations that can fully describe experimental phenomena

has always been the goal of theoretical physicists.

Physics typically advances by building upon existing theories, incorporating new exper-

imental phenomena and mathematical tools to expand them. However, when confronting

revolutionary problems, inherited theories may not naturally describe new phenomena. In

such cases, breakthrough discoveries are needed to revise the old theories, and this can be a

long process. For example, it took several centuries to transition from the geocentric model

to the heliocentric model, and nearly 30 years from Planck’s quantum hypothesis to the

Schrödinger equation. Moreover, human research into new phenomena relies on the current

level of experimental capability and physical understanding. Subtle physical mechanisms,

such as spin, may already be hidden within the data, but they are not easily discovered [2].

In recent years, the emerging field of AI for Science has developed rapidly, helping re-

searchers gain insights unattainable by traditional scientific methods [3–5]. As a research

assistant tool, AI has made significant contributions in various areas of physics, such as

cosmology [6–14], high-energy physics [15–21], string theory [22–26], and condensed matter

physics [27–31]. Beyond achieving success in these specific areas of physics, recent works

[32–38] have demonstrated that AI is capable of conducting independent and autonomous

research in general physics. Important physical concepts [39, 40], physical properties such

as symmetries [41,42], and physical laws such as Kepler’s laws [43], Newton’s laws [44] and

conservation laws [45–47] can all be discovered by AI from data. Analytic physical equa-

tions can not only be directly obtained through symbolic regression [48–50], but can also be

derived by causal inference based on a set of prior knowledge [43, 51]. In the study of dy-

namical systems, purely machine learning methods [52–55] have been widely used to ana-

lyze complex systems [56–59] and solve engineering problems [60–62]. In parallel, physics-

inspired approaches [63–67] have also made substantial progress. Although not formally

defined, AI is expected to become the fifth paradigm of scientific research [68].

Science is the attempt at the posterior reconstruction of existence by the process of

conceptualization [69]. SciNet, proposed by Iten et al. [40], is an important neural net-

work model that autonomously discovers physical concepts from data without requiring
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prior knowledge. The techniques for discovering equations have also been widely applied

in various fields of physics [35, 70–72]. However, in physics, many concepts and equations

are coupled and hard to discover independently. Without physical concepts, it is evidently

impossible to determine the governing physical equations. Conversely, without physical

equations, our understanding of physical concepts remains localized, leaving us unable to

discern their temporal and spatial evolution. For example, Schrödinger introduced the

concept of the wave function and proposed the Schrödinger equation simultaneously when

explaining the behavior of quantum particles [73]. Current machine learning models mainly

focus on discovering either physical concepts or physical equations and often require prior

knowledge about the other. We adopted the questioning mechanism from SciNet and re-

placed the uniform evolution of latent representations, which was limited to specific systems,

with Neural Ordinary Differential Equations [74]. We do not rely on any prior knowledge

specific to particular examples, instead making the natural assumption that the evolution

of physical concepts is governed by differential equations. This enhancement renders the

framework more general, enabling the simultaneous discovery of physical concepts and gov-

erning equations. Although previous works [75–78] have applied similar models in some

specific tasks, they mainly focused on the predictive power of neural networks, whereas

our goal is to extract meaningful physical information from the latent representations. We

are particularly concerned with whether important concepts and equations in the history

of theoretical physics can be discovered. We apply our model to four examples in physics:

Copernicus’ heliocentric solar system, Newton’s law of universal gravitation, wave func-

tion with the Schrödinger equation, and spin-1/2 with the Pauli equation. Despite the

redundancy in the latent space, we find that AI can still identify those physical theories in

textbooks.

The first three examples refer to previous works [39,40,79]. Compared to their models,

which aim to identify either concepts or equations or are designed for specific systems,

our model can simultaneously discover both across different systems. In the case of the

Copernicus’ heliocentric solar system, SciNet utilized an implicit questioning mechanism

(e.g., “where is the particle at time t′?”) [40] by providing sequentially ordered observational

data. We use the same mechanism in the first example. However, in the following three

examples, an explicit questioning mechanism regarding control variables such as potential

fields is used (e.g., “where is the particle at time t′ under potential field V ′?”). This

allows the model to handle systems with additional control variables, thereby extending its

applicability. Specifically, in the example of spin-1/2 with the Pauli equation, even when
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physical concepts have higher dimensions than the observational data, AI can still effectively

reconstruct the actual theory. Compared to the step-by-step exploration of physics by

humans, end-to-end AI has the ability to directly discover hidden features and intrinsic

patterns from data, thus relying less on prior knowledge. This helps to discover physical

mechanisms that might have been overlooked.

The rest of the paper will be arranged as follows. Section 2 introduces our neural

network architecture that mimics human physical modeling. In Section 3, we describe

the four physical examples and analyze the training results. Conclusions are presented in

Section 4. Additionally, there are five appendices. In Appendix A, we provide a detailed

analytical derivation of the loss function. Appendix B introduces knowledge about random

potential functions. In Appendix C, we compare the results of the Stern-Gerlach experiment

under non-uniform and uniform magnetic fields. Appendix D provides detailed information

on the neural network architecture and the training process. In Appendix E, we analyze

the multivariable linear system.

2 Method

The development of physical theories begins with the observation of natural phenomena.

Physical data serve as the foundation for constructing theories. Such data often originate

from direct experimental observations or from indirect methods of data generation, offer-

ing the essential facts and phenomena upon which theories are built. Physicists analyze

these data to propose physical concepts, such as particles, waves, and fields, and formu-

late equations to explain the observed phenomena. The development of these concepts and

equations is an intertwined process, with their mathematical form providing a quantitative

and predictive framework for accurately describing physical laws. Throughout this process,

physicists refine theoretical models by posing questions, such as, “What would happen if

we altered a specific condition?” and seeking answers. When experimental results support

the theory, it is reinforced; when they contradict the predictions, the theory may need to

be revised.

To develop a general machine learning-based method for physics research, we model our

approach on the way human physicists construct physical theories, as illustrated in Figure

1. We consider sequential observational data (ti, O(ti)), which describe the evolution of

the system over time or space. Direct observational data are often difficult for humans

to interpret. We assume that there exists a physical theory capable of describing the
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observed data in a simple yet comprehensive manner. Physical concepts in this theory

are represented by C(ti), whose behavior is governed by the differential equation dC/dt =

f(C, t, V ), where V represents experimental conditions or environmental variables. Altering

V is akin to posing a series of “questions” about the physical system. By adjusting V and

observing how C(ti) evolves, we can assess the accuracy and applicability of the theory.

Our target is to apply machine learning techniques to identify such physical concepts and

their corresponding differential equations.

Decoder

Encoder

Neural ODEs Latent Dynamics

Figure 1: Neural Network Architecture. Our model consists of two parts: Variational Autoencoders and

Neural ODEs. The observed data x(t) is processed by the encoder Ψϕ, which outputs the distribution

parameters µ and σ in the latent space. Then, an initial latent state z(t0) is sampled from µ, which is

used as input to Neural ODEs. The equations represented by Neural ODEs are related to initial latent state

z(t0) and an adjustable control variable V . Using an ODE solver, it outputs a series of latent states at

different time points z(ti). These latent states are then reconstructed by the decoder Φθ to produce the

corresponding observed data x̂(ti) at each time point.

Discovering Physical Concepts.—Suppose there is a connection between the direct

observational data and the underlying physical concepts, such that there exists a mapping

E : O → C and an inverse mapping D : C → O. We use a Variational Autoencoders [80]

to learn the mappings E and D between the observational data and the physical concepts.

VAEs consist of a probabilistic encoder and a probabilistic decoder. The probabilistic

encoder maps input data space to a continuous latent space, producing latent representa-

tions. The probabilistic decoder then uses these latent representations to reconstruct the

input data or generate new data. The latent representations z are sampled from a multi-

dimensional Gaussian distribution, given the data x and the probabilistic encoder. These

representations capture the essential features and internal structure of the data. In physics,
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physical concepts serve as a simple and essential representation of the physical observational

data. When we input observational data into VAEs, we expect the latent space to store

information corresponding to these core physical concepts. However, the latent space of

VAEs can exhibit redundancy [81–83], meaning it may capture secondary information. Pre-

vious studies [40, 84–87] have shown that incorporating KL divergence as a regularization

term can effectively address this issue by encouraging the latent space to capture minimal,

sufficient, and uncorrelated representations. The expression for KL divergence is as follows:

LKL(x;ϕ, ζ, θ) = DKL(qϕ(z|x)∥pθ(z)). (1)

Based on this insight, we incorporate KL divergence into our architecture to optimize

the latent space representation, bringing it closer to the requirements of physics.

Discovering Physical Equations.—The dynamical equations that govern the evolu-

tion of physical concepts are another essential element of theory. Several machine learning

techniques have been developed to identify the underlying governing equations from se-

quential data, including Recurrent Neural Networks (RNNs) [88], Graph Neural Networks

(GNNs) [89], SINDy [34], and Koopman Theory [90]. In this work, we utilize Neural Or-

dinary Differential Equations (Neural ODEs) to discover physical equations. Neural ODEs

are a class of machine learning models that integrate traditional neural networks with Or-

dinary Differential Equations (ODEs). Unlike discrete-time models such as RNNs, Neural

ODEs can model dynamical systems in a continuous time domain. Since neural networks

are capable of approximating any function, Neural ODEs are particularly well-suited for

handling nonlinear dynamics, outperforming methods like Koopman Theory and SINDy,

which require specific candidate functions and additional hyperparameters.

The governing equations of many dynamical systems can be represented by ordinary

differential equations, in the general form:

dy(t)

dt
= f(t, y(t)) ≈ NN(t, y(t)), (2)

where t is time, y(t) are state variables, and f is the function determined by the ODEs.

Neural ODEs use a neural network NN to approximate the function f . Once f is found,

the governing equation of the system is determined.

Given an initial value for the state variable y(t0) and a randomly initialized neural

network NN, Neural ODEs use a black-box ODE solver to find the state variable at any

time step through forward propagation:

ŷ(t1) = y(t0) +

∫ t1

t0

NN(t, ŷ(t)) dt, (3)
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We take the actual trajectory of the state variable y(t) within a specified time range as

the target data and compute its difference with the generated trajectory ŷ(t). Then, we

use backpropagation to optimize the neural network parameters to approximate the true

function f .

The backpropagation of Neural ODEs is implemented using the adjoint sensitivity

method [74]. Suppose there is a loss function dependent on the output of the ODE solver:

L(y(t1)) = L(y(t0) +

∫ t1

t0

NN(t, y(t); ζ) dt). (4)

The adjoint state is defined as:

a(t) =
∂L

∂y(t)
, (5)

It has been proven that the adjoint dynamics are governed by another ordinary differ-

ential equation [74]:
da(t)

dt
= −a(t) · ∂NN

∂y
, (6)

The parameter gradient can be calculated using integration:

∂L

∂ζ
=

∫ t0

t1

a(t) · ∂NN
∂ζ

dt. (7)

Neural ODEs work in a continuous-time framework, which makes them well-suited for

modeling physical processes that evolve continuously over time. They can learn the smooth

transition from one state to another while being more efficient in terms of the number of

parameters. Neural ODEs have found many applications in different fields of physics [91–95].

Forward Propagation.—In our architecture, the forward propagation of data is illus-

trated in Figure 1. We begin by considering the sequential observation data in the observable

space X , denoted as {x(ti)} = {x(t0),x(t1), . . . ,x(tT )}, which describes the evolution of

the observational data over time. This data is input into the probabilistic encoder Ψϕ. The

encoder Ψϕ outputs a probability distribution in the latent space, represented by the mean

µ and variance σ:

(µϕ,σ
2
ϕ) = Ψϕ(x). (8)

Next, we sample from the mean µ to obtain the latent representation at the first time

step z(t0):

z(t0) = µ, (9)

Sampling only from the mean µ is a common practice [96–98]. Here, z is vector whose

dimension is the same with that of the latent space.
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We use Neural ODEs to define the dynamics of the latent representation through a

differential equation to be learned:

dz(t)

dt
= NN(t, z(t), V ; ζ). (10)

Here, the neural network NN that governs the differential equation takes time t, the state

variable z(t), and an optional control variable V representing other essential conditions as

inputs. For example, V could represent the potential field controlling the motion of particles.

This can also be interpreted as a questioning mechanism, where the neural network is tasked

with predicting the observed data at a specific time t based on the potential function V .

We treat z(t0) as the initial condition for Neural ODEs and employ a black-box solver

to compute the latent representations at the subsequent T time steps:

{z(ti)} = {z(t0), z(t1), . . . ,z(tT )}. (11)

The decoder Φθ then takes the trajectory of the latent representation and reconstructs

the corresponding observed data at each time step:

x̂(ti) = {x̂(t0), x̂(t1), . . . , x̂(tT )}. (12)

The encoder Ψϕ, decoder Φθ, and the neural network function NN of Neural ODEs in

our model are all fully connected networks consisting of multiple hidden layers and nonlinear

activation functions. Additional details can be found in Appendix D.

Loss Function.—We quantify the discrepancy between the physical theories discov-

ered by the machine and the actual physical theories by calculating the error between the

reconstructed data x̂(t) and the true observational data x(t). This process is analogous to

how physicists refine theories based on comparative experimental results. Using the gra-

dient descent algorithm [99], the neural network model iteratively updates the parameters

representing the learned theory, minimizing the reconstruction error to ultimately identify

a physical theory that adequately describes the observed phenomena. The Mean Squared

Error (MSE) is used as the metric for measuring reconstruction error. In combination with

the KL divergence in VAEs, our overall loss function is expressed as:

L(x;ϕ, ζ, θ) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

[(x(ti)− x̂(ti))2] + β ·DKL(qϕ(z|x)∥pθ(z)). (13)

where β is a hyperparameter that controls the influence of the regularization term on the

overall optimization objective. This parameter helps balance the model’s reconstruction

accuracy with the independence of the learned latent representations. Further details on

8



the derivation of the loss function, neural network initialization, optimization methods, and

parameters used during the training process are provided in Appendix A.

Train Strategies.—There are another two key hyperparameters in our model: the

dimension of the latent space and the order of the differential equations in Neural ODEs.

These hyperparameters correspond to the number of physical concepts required to describe

the phenomena and the basic form of the governing physical equations, respectively. To

maintain objectivity in the neural network model, we do not assume prior knowledge of

these parameters but treat them as hyperparameters to be determined during the formal

training process. We identify the optimal values by comparing experimental results under

different settings.

1. Number of Physical Concepts: We train models with different latent space di-

mensions under the same conditions and plot the corresponding loss function curves.

According to Occam’s Razor, the optimal physical concepts should fully describe the

observed data using the smallest possible number. Therefore, we select the smallest

latent space dimension that does not result in a significant increase in the loss function

as the number of physical concepts.

2. Determining the Form of the Differential Equation: While Neural ODEs can

capture the dynamical equations underlying complex data, they typically cannot auto-

matically infer the fundamental mathematical structure of the differential equations,

such as their order. Therefore, we treat the order of the differential equation as a hy-

perparameter. By explicitly specifying the order, we can guide Neural ODEs to more

accurately learn the specific form of the differential equation. During training, we

start with the most general assumption that the differential equations are first-order

and use the aforementioned ablation experiments to determine the number of physi-

cal concepts. For simple systems, first-order differential equations are often sufficient.

However, for more complex systems, when the model’s performance is suboptimal,

we can iteratively impose additional universal constraints, such as symmetry or the

grouping of differential equations, to fine-tune the model and ultimately identify the

optimal physical theory.

3 Results

We choose four representative physical examples: Copernicus’ heliocentric solar system,

Newton’s law of universal gravitation, and one-dimensional quantum systems governed by
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the Schrödinger equation and the Pauli equation. By comparing the experimental results

with physical theories, we have found that the neural network can identify important phys-

ical concepts and equations.

3.1 Copernicus’ heliocentric solar system

Copernicus’ heliocentric solar system holds a very important place in history, marking a

major shift in humanity’s understanding of the universe. These scientific achievements are

not only milestones in astronomy but also signify a general research paradigm in physics

that starts from observational data and seeks to discover universal and effective physical

laws through simplicity and predictability. Here, we consider the Copernicus’ heliocentric

solar system where Mars and Earth orbit the Sun in uniform circular motion, as shown

in Figure 2(a). The key question then becomes: Can AI, without any prior knowledge,

replicate the work of Copernicus? This would be an essential first step for AI to discover

even more complex physical theories.

As shown in Figure 2(a), the distance between Earth and Mars is given by:

d =
√
R2

E +R2
M − 2 ·RE ·RM · cos(ϕE + ϕM ). (14)

where RE is the average distance from the Earth to the Sun, and RM is the average distance

from Mars to the Sun. With distant celestial bodies as the reference frame, ϕE and ϕM are

the angles of Earth and Mars relative to the Sun, respectively. Then, the angles of the Sun

and Mars relative to the Earth, θS and θM , are given by:

θS = π − ϕE , (15)

θM = angle(complex (cos(θM ), sin(θM )))1, (16)

where

cos(θM ) =
RM cos(ϕM )−RE cos(ϕE)

d
, (17)

sin(θM ) =
RE sin(ϕE) +RM sin(ϕM )

d
, (18)

In work [40], Iten et al. introduced a powerful neural network model called SciNet which

is designed to mimic the human reasoning process. They successfully enabled the neural

network to autonomously discover the concept of heliocentric angles from time-evolving

1Expression(16) is defined in the code and is used to compute the phase angle of a complex number from

its real and imaginary components. In programming, complex numbers are represented by their real and

imaginary parts, and the function “angle” calculates the polar angle, providing the value of θM .
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geocentric angle data by assuming that the physical concepts hidden in the data evolve

uniformly over time. Although uniform motion is a very natural assumption, we hope to

relax these prior assumptions and only presume that the latent variables evolve through

differential equations, which is more general, expecting the neural network to discover phys-

ical concepts and corresponding physical equations in a more autonomous manner from the

data.

Our physical setup is the same as in [40]. The training dataset consists of randomly

selected subsequences of geocentric angles θM (t) and θS(t) recorded weekly throughout

Copernicus’s entire lifespan, totaling 3665 observations. The neural network’s input data

are the geocentric angles at the first time step θS(t0) and θM (t0), with label data being

the geocentric angles for the subsequent 50 time steps. The differential equations to be

discovered are set as:
dh(t)

dt
= NN(h(t); ζ). (19)

NN(h(t); ζ) is a neural network parameterized by ζ and inputted by h(t).

Sun

Earth

Mars

(a) (b)

1

(c)

0 10 20 30 40 50

0.000

0.002

0.004

0.006

time

N
eu

ra
l O

D
Es

(d)

Figure 2: Heliocentric solar system. (a) Positions and motions of Earth and Mars relative to the Sun. (b)

Impact of latent dimensions on loss, showing a two-dimensional space as optimal. (c) Latent representations

capture linear combinations of heliocentric angles of Earth and Mars. (d) The differential equation learned

indicates constant rates of change for the heliocentric angles.

Ablation experiments show, as depicted in Figure 2(b), that although the loss is slightly
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lower in three-dimensional and four-dimensional latent spaces compared to the two-dimensional

space, the two-dimensional space maintains the minimum representation necessary to de-

scribe the physical system with its much lower loss than one-dimensional space. Therefore,

we consider the optimal latent dimension for the system to be two. Figure 2(c) displays the

representations learned by the neural network: the two latent representations store a linear

combination of the true heliocentric angles ϕE and ϕM . This indicates that the neural net-

work successfully discovers the concepts of two heliocentric angles from the observed angles

of the Sun and Mars from Earth. Figure 2(d) shows that the learned neural neural networks

NN(h(t); ζ) in Neural ODEs are two constants, indicating that the two heliocentric angles

are evolving at a constant speed, which is consistent with the actual setting. These results

prove that our model successfully rediscover the concept of heliocentric angles and their

laws of motion from geocentric angle data.

3.2 Newton’s Law of Universal Gravitation

Newton’s law of universal gravitation provides methods for the accurate prediction of celes-

tial orbits based on a minimal amount of observational data, allowing for the calculation of

long-period celestial motions. Against this background, we hope that artificial intelligence

can automatically identify the law of universal gravitation from limited observational data

without prior knowledge of the specific physical principles.

In [79] , an adaptive method called Sir Isaac was developed, which derived Newton’s

law of universal gravitation from simulated celestial motion data. We employ the same

physical setup as in [79], simulating an object with mass m moving under a gravitational

field by another central body with mass M where M ≫ m. The evolution of the distance

r(t) between them follows the dynamic equation:

d2r

dt2
=
h2

r3
− GM

r2
, (20)

where h = (v0 · θ̂)r0 is a specific angular momentum, v0 is the initial velocity of moving

object, r0 is the initial distance, and θ̂ is a unit vector perpendicular to the line connecting

the two masses, with G being the gravitational constant. Setting the initial velocity parallel

to θ̂, GM/v20 as the unit of distance and GM/v30 as the unit of time, the dynamic equation

simplifies to:
d2r

dt2
=

1

r2

(
r20
r

− 1

)
. (21)

The trajectory of its motion is shown in Figure 3(a). During the generation of training

data, r0 is uniformly sampled 1000 times between 1 and 3, covering all possible trajectory
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types: circular when r0 = 1; elliptical when 1 < r0 < 2; parabolic when r0 = 2; and

hyperbolic when r0 > 2.

Initial distances r0 serve as input data and control variables in the model to explore

how the trajectories of objects change with different initial distances r0. The label data are

distances r(t) observed over the subsequent 100 time steps2, as shown in Figure 3(b). The

differential equations to be discovered are set as follows:

dh(t)

dt
= NN(h(t), r0; ζ). (22)

h is a vector whose components are latent representations. The number of components is

the same as the dimension of the latent space.

(a) (b) (c)

1

(d)

1

(e) (f)

Figure 3: Law of Universal Gravitation. (a) Different types of trajectories determined by r0: When r0 = 1,

the orbit is circular; when 1 < r0 < 2, the orbit is elliptical; when r0 = 2, the orbit is parabolic; when

r0 > 2, the orbit is hyperbolic. (b) Distribution of distances r(t) from the central body corresponding to

different r0. (c) Impact of latent dimensions on loss, showing that a two-dimensional space is optimal. (d)

Latent representations with first-order differential equations store linear combinations of r and ṙ. (e) Latent

representations with second-order differential equations capture r and ṙ independently. (f) Neural ODEs

learn the differential equation of this system.

Ablation experiments show, as displayed in Figure 3(c), that the optimal number of

physical concepts required to describe this physical system is two. Figure 3(d) shows the

representation learned by the neural network: two latent representations store the linear

2In this example, we also incorporate the Mean Relative Error (MRE) as a regularization term into

the loss function during training. This helps improve the accuracy of the learned concepts and equations,

ensuring that the model minimizes relative deviations in its predictions.
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combinations of the true distance r and the velocity ṙ, indicating that the neural network

has discovered them as the optimal concepts for describing this physical system. Further,

we aim to unravel this linear combination to obtain independent physical concepts. A

reasonable guess is that the governing equations are second-order differential equations. To

validate this hypothesis, we only need to set the two differential equations as:

dh1(t)

dt
= h2(t), (23)

dh2(t)

dt
= NN(h1(t), h2(t), r0; ζ). (24)

h1 and h2 are the two components of h.

At this point, Figure 3(e) shows that the two latent representations no longer store a

linear combination of physical concepts, but instead independently discover the two physical

concepts r and ṙ as follows:

h1 = a1r + b1, (25)

h2 = a2
dr

dt
+ b2, (26)

As a result, the equation learned by Neural ODEs should be:

NN =
dh2
dt

=
d

dt
(a2 ·

dr

dt
+ b2) = a2 ·

d2r

dt2
= a2 ·

[
1

r2
·
(
r20
r

− 1

)]
. (27)

where d2r/dt2 is the actual dynamical Eq.(21). As shown in the Figure 3(f), there is

actually a linear relationship between the output NN learned by Neural ODEs (y-axis) and

the theoretical dynamical equation d2r/dt2 (x-axis).3

3.3 Wave Function with the Schrödinger Equation

Wave function and the Schrödinger equation form the foundation of quantum mechan-

ics. Here, we are curious whether machine can discover them without knowing quantum

mechanics itself. Wang et al. [39] proposed an introspective recurrent neural network ar-

chitecture, called “the Schrödinger machine”, which includes a translator and a knowledge

distiller. By using a two-stage method that involves Taylor expansion and linear projection

to update its hidden states and generate outputs, it could extract the concept of quantum

wave functions and the Schrödinger equation4. Their model is specifically designed for this

3Due to the non-monotonic variation of the motion equation d2r/dt2 with respect to r, ideally, it should

appear as a perfectly coincident straight line in the graph. However, the inherent small errors of the neural

network when learning such complex dynamics result in the theoretically coincident lines appearing as two

nearly parallel lines in the graph.
4This process can be explained by Koopman theory.
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particular example. We want to use our more generalizable model to accomplish this task

while enhancing its interpretability.

In this regard, we adopt the same physical setting as in [39], considering a single quantum

particle moving in one-dimensional space with a specific potential function. Scientists can

collect density distributions of Bose-Einstein condensates (BEC) in potential traps of various

shapes through cold atom experiments.

The Schrödinger equation describes the quantum state of microscopic particles. In one

dimension, its stationary form is given by:

− ℏ2

2m

d2ψ(x)

dx2
+ V (x)ψ(x) = Eψ(x). (28)

We introduce 2000 sets of random potential functions Vi(x) (i = 1, 2, ..., 2000), keeping

Vi < 0 to ensure that the particles remain in a bound state. For details on the random po-

tential functions, see Appendix B . We assume that the potential energy is always measured

relative to the particle’s energy, which is effectively set to zero. The simplified equation can

be written as:
d2

dx2
ψi(x) = Vi(x)ψi(x), (29)

The density distribution ρi(x) is defined as:

ρi(x) = |ψi(x)|2. (30)

We initialize both the wave function and its derivative with a value of 1, evolve them

over position x, and calculate the corresponding probability density at each position step

to generate the training data. The input and label data are the trajectories of all 2000 sets

of density distribution ρi(x) observed in the next 50 position steps. Figure 4(a) displays

two sets of random potential functions Vi(x) and their corresponding trajectories of density

distributions ρi(x). The differential equations to be discovered are set as:

dh(x)

dx
= NN(h(x), V ; ζ). (31)

Here, V is a control variable.

Ablation experiments, as shown in Figure 4(b), indicate that the optimal number of

physical concepts is two, a conclusion consistent with the results reported in [39]. Figure

4(c) shows that under the assumption of first-order differential equations, the learned rep-

resentations store linear combinations of the actual wave function ψ and its derivative ψ̇.

This suggests that the neural network has identified the wave function and its derivative as

the optimal concepts for describing this physical system. Furthermore, we attempt to use
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second-order differential equations as an assumption to unravel these linear combinations.

Similar to the previous example, the differential equations are:

dh1(x)

dx
= h2(x), (32)

dh2(x)

dx
= NN(h1(x), h2(x), V ; ζ). (33)

h1 and h2 are the two components of h.

(a) (b)

1

(c)

1

(d) (e)

Figure 4: The Schrödinger Equation Model. (a) Random potentials (green) and corresponding density

distributions (red). (b) Impact of latent dimensions on loss, showing a two-dimensional space as optimal. (c)

Latent representations with a first-order differential equation store linear combinations of the wave function

and its derivative. (d) Latent representations with a second-order differential equation capture wave function

and its derivative independently. (e) Successful learning of the system’s second-order differential equation

by Neural ODEs.

Figure 4(d) shows what the two latent representations h1 and h2 now correspond to

the wave function and its derivative, uncoupled from each other. They differ from the true

physical quantities only by a linear transformation:

h1 = a1 · ψ + b1, (34)

h2 = a2 ·
dψ

dx
+ b2. (35)

By calculating the derivatives with respect to space, we can obtain:

NN =
dh2
dx

=
a2
a1

· (V · h1)−
a2 · b1
a1

· (V ). (36)
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As shown in Figure 4(e), the learned output NN of Neural ODEs (z-axis) is plotted

against V · h1 (x-axis) and V (y-axis). The plot clearly reveals a linear relationship among

these variables, indicating that Neural ODEs have effectively captured the underlying spatial

dynamical equation.

3.4 Spin-1/2 with the Pauli Equation

The Stern-Gerlach experiment in 1922 revealed the splitting of silver atom trajectories in

a non-uniform magnetic field, challenging classical physics and prompting Pauli in 1924

to propose the concept of two-valuedness. This idea became the foundation of the Pauli

exclusion principle. In 1925, Uhlenbeck and Goudsmit introduced the notion of electron

spin, which Pauli later integrated into quantum mechanics, leading to the development of

spin theory, the introduction of Pauli matrices, and the two-component spin wave function.

Now, let us consider the following scenario: if the Stern-Gerlach experiment had em-

ployed a uniform magnetic field, only a single stripe would have appeared on the screen,

as illustrated in Figure 5(a). Such a setup would likely have masked the quantization of

angular momentum. However, spin and the Pauli equation describe intrinsic properties and

fundamental laws of particles, which remain present and operative, even if they are not

directly observable in experimental data. Without the angular momentum quantization re-

vealed by the Stern-Gerlach experiment, the discovery of spin might have been significantly

delayed. Our findings demonstrate that, even in such scenarios, artificial intelligence can

reconstruct the relevant concepts and equations, shedding light on these hidden principles.

Assuming the motion of silver atoms involves only the x-direction, and the direction

of the uniform magnetic field is along the z-direction, i.e., B = Bzk̂, the Pauli equation

describing the motion of silver atoms is:[
− ℏ2

2m

d2

dx2
+BzµBσz

]ψ1(x)

ψ2(x)

 = E

ψ1(x)

ψ2(x)

 . (37)

Similar to the example of the Schrödinger equation, we generate 4000 sets of random

potential functions Vi(x) (where Vi < 0, i = 1, 2, ..., 4000). The simplified Pauli equation

is:

d2

dx2

ψ1i(x)

ψ2i(x)

 = (Vi(x)±Bz)

ψ1i(x)

ψ2i(x)

 , (38)

For detailed information about this equation, see Appendix C .

We collect the probability density distribution on the screen as observational data. Since

it is a uniform magnetic field, for a given set of random potential functions Vi(x), We have
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only a single-component density distribution, corresponding to the single stripe on the

screen, which can be expressed as:

ρi(x) = |ψ1i(x)|2 + |ψ2i(x)|2. (39)

We initialize both the wave functions ψ1(x) and ψ2(x) and their derivatives to 1. Using the

previously generated 4,000 sets of potential functions Vi(x) along with the Pauli equation, we

produce 4,000 wave function trajectories, each consisting of 100 position steps. By applying

Eq.(39), we further compute the corresponding 4,000 probability density trajectories ρi(x),

which serve as both the input and label for our neural network model. Figure 5(b) displays

two sets of random potential functions Vi(x) and their corresponding density distributions

ρi(x). The differential equations to be discovered are set as:

dh(x)

dx
= NN(h(x), V ; ζ). (40)

The results of the ablation experiment shown in Figure 5(c) indicate that the optimal

number of physical concepts required to describe this phenomenon is four, suggesting that

four variables are necessary to describe this physical system. Similar to the Schrödinger

equation case, under the general assumptions of Eq.(40), the network is expected to learn a

linear combination of four concepts. Since this multivariable linear combination system is

challenging to display graphically, we use the L2 norm of relative errors [100] for validation,

with a detailed analysis process described in the Appendix E . The results shown in Figure

5(d) indicate that over an extended period, the relative errors remain very low, demonstrat-

ing that all four latent representations have successfully captured the linear combinations

of the four variables. Going further, we hope to decouple two differential equations, setting

the equations to be discovered as:

dh1(x)

dx
= NN1(h1(x), V ; ζ), (41)

dh2(x)

dx
= NN2(h2(x), V ; ζ). (42)

Here, h1(x) and h2(x) are two-component vectors. Each component means a latent rep-

resentation. After training, as shown in Figure 5(e), we find that the first two latent

representations store the linear combination of ψ1 and ψ̇1, and the other ones store a linear

combination of ψ2 and ψ̇2. This indicates that the neural network are capable of distin-

guishing and representing the spin components of the system. Then we unravel these linear

combinations by setting the differential equations to be second-order:

dh11(x)

dx
= h12(x),

dh12(x)

dx
= NN1(h11(x), h12(x), V ; ζ). (43)
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(d)
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Figure 5: The Pauli Equation Model. (a) Schematic of Stern-Gerlach experiment under a uniform magnetic

field (pink) and non-uniform magnetic field (green). (b) Random potentials (green) and corresponding

density distributions (red). (c) Impact of latent dimensions on loss, showing a four-dimensional space as

optimal. (d) L2 norm of relative errors between neural outputs and predictions. (e) Latent representations

with first-order differential equations: first two neurons store linear combinations of ψ1 and ψ̇1; the other two

store linear combinations of ψ2 and ψ̇2. (f) Latent representations with second-order differential equations:

neurons separately capture ψ1, ψ̇1, ψ2, and ψ̇2. (g) Successful learning of two second-order differential

equations by Neural ODEs.

dh21(x)

dx
= h22(x),

dh22(x)

dx
= NN2(h21(x), h22(x), V ; ζ). (44)

Figure 5(f) shows that after training, the four latent representations each independently

store ψ1, ψ̇1, ψ2, and ψ̇2 (differing only by a scaling transformation).

This demonstrates that the neural network not only successfully differentiates between

the two spin-1/2 components (ψ1 and ψ2) but also captures their dynamics (ψ̇1 and ψ̇2). The

four representations h11, h12, h21 and h22 have captured the underlying concepts, differing

only by a linear transformation:

h11 = a1 · ψ1 + b1, (45)

h12 = a2 ·
dψ1

dx
+ b2, (46)
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h21 = a3 · ψ2 + b3, (47)

h22 = a4 ·
dψ2

dx
+ b4. (48)

we can further obtain:

NN1 =
dh12
dx

=
a2
a1

· [(V +Bz) · h11]−
a2 · b1
a1

· (V +Bz), (49)

NN2 =
dh22
dx

=
a4
a3

· [(V −Bz) · h21]−
a4 · b3
a3

· (V −Bz). (50)

These two equations are exactly what Neural ODEs have learned, as shown in Figure

5(g). The left plot corresponds to the learned output NN1 by Neural ODEs (z-axis) plotted

against the variables (V +Bz) ·h11 (x-axis) and (V +Bz) (y-axis). The right plot represents

the learned output NN2 (z-axis) against the variables (V − Bz) · h21 (x-axis) and(V − Bz)

(y-axis). Both plots clearly reveal a linear relationship among these variables, indicating

that Neural ODEs have effectively captured the underlying dynamical equations in both

cases.

4 Conclusion and discussion

4.1 Conclusion

In this study, we extend the model introduced in SciNet , which leverages machine learn-

ing to identify physical concepts and aims to emulate human physical reasoning. Building

upon SciNet ’s questioning mechanism, we integrate Variational Autoencoders and Neural

Ordinary Differential Equations to propose a neural network framework capable of simul-

taneously discovering physical concepts and governing equations. The feasibility and broad

applicability of this framework are demonstrated through four significant case studies, rang-

ing from classical to quantum physics.

One particularly notable case involves the investigation of spin-1/2 particles and the

Pauli equation. Our study highlights an intriguing difference from the historical devel-

opment of physics. Traditionally, physicists developed the theory by interpreting the two

distinct stripes observed in the Stern-Gerlach experiment under a non-uniform magnetic

field, combining experimental observations with theoretical reasoning. In contrast, our

research shows that an end-to-end approach enables a machine to directly extract latent

physical patterns from experimental data obtained under a uniform magnetic field, where

only a single stripe is observed, ultimately reconstructing the same physical theory.
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Looking ahead, we plan to extend the model’s capabilities from discovering ordinary

differential equations to partial differential equations, enabling the exploration of more

fundamental physical theories such as the time-dependent Schrödinger equation and the

Dirac equation in four-dimensional spacetime.

As a proof-of-principle, this study showcases the potential of machine learning to de-

rive physical theories directly from data, reducing traditional reliance on prior physical

knowledge. By aligning theoretical models with experimental results in a fully data-driven

manner, we aim to establish foundational AI models for theoretical physics, providing novel

tools for uncovering new physical insights.

4.2 Discussion

Our approach is capable of automatically discovering physical concepts and governing equa-

tions, but it also faces certain limitations in its application. For instance, in the case of

Newton’s law of universal gravitation, the performance of the neural network deteriorates

as the range of evolution time in the observational data increases. We speculate that this

may be due to the growing differences among trajectories over extended time periods, which

increase the complexity of the data and hinder the model’s ability to effectively learn the

underlying physical laws. Similarly, in the case of spin-1/2 particles with the Pauli equation,

the neural network performs better on data corresponding to earlier step points compared

to its performance on data from later step points.

These challenges can be attributed to the inherent “curse of length” problem in Neural

ODEs [101–103], which limits their ability to effectively learn and generalize physical laws

over longer time scales. Several potential approaches can be explored in the future to ad-

dress this issue. For example, Iakovlev et al. [102] proposed using sparse Bayesian multiple

shooting techniques integrated with Transformers within Neural ODEs models. This ap-

proach segments longer trajectories into shorter fragments and optimizes them in parallel,

thereby improving efficiency and stability.

Despite these technical challenges, our study demonstrates that a machine learning

framework combining the joint training of physical concept identification and equation

discovery modules, along with the integration of a questioning mechanism and universal

constraints, can successfully uncover hidden physical theories. Future improvements to this

framework can be pursued in several directions. For instance, employing more powerful

machine learning models than VAEs and Neural ODEs to learn physical concepts and

equations; designing more effective questioning mechanisms to guide the learning process;
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integrating multi-faceted constraints from physics, mathematics, and machine learning; and

incorporating symbolic regression to enhance both the interpretability of the framework and

the accuracy of the discovered physical theories.
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*Appendix

A Analytical Derivation of the Loss Function

Our model’s loss function consists of two components: the reconstruction loss LR and the

regularization loss LKL. We introduce a hyperparameter β to balance the trade-off between

encouraging the independence of the latent variables and controlling the regularization

strength. Additionally, we account for the parameters ζ of Neural ODEs network. The

overall loss function is then defined as:

L(x;ϕ, ζ, θ) = LR(x;ϕ, ζ, θ) + β · LKL(x;ϕ, ζ, θ), (A.1)

where

LR(x;ϕ, ζ, θ) = −Eqϕ(z|x)[log pθ(x|z)], (A.2)

LKL(x;ϕ, ζ, θ) = DKL(qϕ(z|x)∥pθ(z)). (A.3)

First, we address the reconstruction error LR(x;ϕ, ζ, θ). For a given set of data xi,

assume the decoder pθ(x
i|zi) outputs a conditional probability distribution as a Gaussian,

where the decoder’s output x̂i = fθ(z
i) is the mean of the Gaussian distribution with a

variance of 1. This implies that for each data point in a given set xi, such as xi1, x
i
2, . . . , x

i
k,

we have:

pθ(x
i|zi) = 1

σi
√
2π

exp

(
−(xi − x̂i)2

2

)
, (A.4)

Based on the form of reconstruction error Eq.(A.2), we have:

LR(x
i;ϕ, ζ, θ) = −Eqϕ(zi|xi)

[
−1

2
(xi − x̂i)2 + log

1√
2π

]
, (A.5)

Here, Eqϕ(zi|xi) represents the expectation over a function of the latent variable zi under

the probability distribution qϕ(z
i|xi), determined by parameter ϕ, given the input xi. Since

direct computation of this expectation is challenging, we may use the Monte Carlo ap-

proximation by sampling k instances zi1, z
i
2, . . . , z

i
k from qϕ(z

i|xi), and approximate this

expectation by the sample average:

LR(x
i;ϕ, ζ, θ) ≈ 1

k

k∑
l=1

[
1

2
(xil − x̂il)

2

]
+ const, (A.6)

In the optimization process, the constant term in the loss function Eq.(A.6) does not

affect the overall optimization, so the reconstruction error for the i-th data set xi is further

expressed as:

LR(x
i;ϕ, ζ, θ) =

1

k

k∑
l=1

[(xil − x̂il)
2]. (A.7)
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Next, we address the regularization loss LKL(x;ϕ, ζ, θ). In our network architecture,

the Encoder neural network models the posterior probability distribution qϕ(z|x), which

we assume to follow a multivariate Gaussian distribution: qϕ(z|x) = N (z;µ,σ2I), where

µ and σ2 are the mean and variance of the latent variable z, output by the Encoder

network. We assume the prior distribution pθ(z) to be a standard multivariate Gaussian:

pθ(z) = N (z; 0, I), where the mean is zero and the variance is the identity matrix I (of

dimension D).

For a given set of data xi, the probability density function of a multivariate Gaussian

distribution is:

p
(
xi
)
= p

(
xi1, x

i
2, . . . , x

i
D

)
=

D∏
d=1

p
(
xid
)
=

D∏
d=1

1√
2πσid

exp

(
−
(
xid − µid

)2
2σid

)
, (A.8)

Thus, we have:

qϕ
(
zi | xi

)
= N

(
zi;µi, σi

2
I
)
=

D∏
d=1

1√
2πσid

exp

(
−
(
zid − µid

)2
2σi

2

d

)
, (A.9)

pθ
(
zi
)
= N

(
zi; 0, I

)
=

D∏
d=1

1√
2π

exp

(
−zi2d
2

)
, (A.10)

Here, zid, µ
i
d, and σ

i
d are the d-th elements of the vectors zi, µi, and σi for the i-th data set.

The definition of Kullback-Leibler divergence DKL(qϕ(z
i|xi)∥pθ(zi)) is:

DKL

(
qϕ
(
zi | xi

)
| pθ

(
zi
))

=

∫
qϕ(z

i|xi) log
(
qϕ(z

i|xi)
pθ(zi)

)
dzi

= Eqϕ(zi|xi)[log qϕ(z
i|xi)]− Eqϕ(zi|xi)[log pθ(z

i)], (A.11)

Substituting Eq.(A.9) and Eq.(A.10) into Eq.(A.11), we have:

Eqϕ(zi|xi) log qϕ
(
zi | xi

)
=

1

2

D∑
d=1

(
− log 2π − log σi

2

d − 1
)
, (A.12)

Eqϕ(zi|xi)

[
log pθ

(
zi
)]

=
1

2

D∑
d=1

(
− log 2π − µi

2

d − σi
2

d

)
, (A.13)

Substituting Eq.(A.12) and Eq.(A.13) into Eq.(A.11), the analytical expression for KL

divergence DKL is:

DKL

(
qϕ
(
zi | xi

)
| pθ

(
zi
))

=
1

2

D∑
d=1

(
µi

2

d + σi
2

d − log σi
2

d − 1
)
. (A.14)
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Substituting the reconstruction error Eq.(A.7) and KL divergence Eq.(A.14) into the

loss function Eq.(A.1), we have:

L(x;ϕ, ζ, θ) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

[
1

k

k∑
l=1

[(
xil − x̂il

)2]
+
β

2

D∑
d=1

(
µi

2

d + σi
2

d − log σi
2

d − 1
)]

. (A.15)

Eq.(A.15) is the specific numerical form of our neural network’s loss function, where D

represents the dimensionality of the latent space. In our experimental process, the most

appropriate values will be determined through ablation studies.

B Random Potential

Random potential functions play a significant role in the study of physics, extensively used

to investigate the diffusion movement of electrons in disordered lattices [104, 105]. In the

study of Anderson localization [104], by introducing random potential functions, one can

construct the Hamiltonian of electrons in disordered systems to study the phenomenon of

electron localization. Additionally, random potential functions are used to describe the

random distribution of impurities in materials [106–108]. The random collisions between

impurities and electrons lead to changes in the behavior of electron gas. By incorporating

random potential functions into the Hamiltonian of electron gas, a more realistic theoretical

model can be established.

In this article, the generation process for the random potential function Vi(x) we use is

as follows:

1. Base Functions: Define a set of base functions:

f(x) = {sin(jx)|j = 1, 2, . . . , 9}, (B.1)

2. Random Coefficients: In each iteration, generate a set of random coefficients:

vcoef = [c1, . . . , cj , . . . , c9], (B.2)

where cj is drawn from a standard normal distribution (Gaussian with mean 0 and variance

1).

3. Constructing Random Potential:

v(x) =

9∑
j=1

cj sin(jx)− 1, (B.3)

4. Condition Verification: Verify if the random potential function satisfies the condition

within the testing range:

−3 < v(x) < 0, ∀x ∈ xtest, (B.4)
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5. Collecting Coefficients: If the random potential function satisfies the above condi-

tions, collect the corresponding coefficients into a specified set. This process continues until

N sets of satisfying coefficients are collected:

[v1coef, v
2
coef, . . . , v

i
coef, . . . , v

N
coef], (B.5)

where vicoef = [ci1, . . . , c
i
j , . . . , c

i
9].

6. Calculating the Final Potential Function: Use the collected N sets of coefficients to

calculate the final set of N potential functions. The random potential functions for the

Schrödinger equation and the Pauli equation are respectively:

Vi(x) =

9∑
j=1

cij sin(jx)− 1, Vi(x) =

∑9
j=1 c

i
j sin(jx)− 6

4
. (B.6)

where Vi(x) is one of the N sets of potential functions. In the case of the Pauli equation, we

selected an appropriate range for the potential function to ensure that the two generated

wave functions have a certain degree of distinction, making them easier to differentiate,

while avoiding excessive differences that would significantly increase the learning difficulty.

This structured approach allows the neural network to incorporate physical characteris-

tics modeled by random potential, further enhancing its ability to simulate and understand

complex physical phenomena.

C Motion in the Stern-Gerlach Experiment in Non-uniform

and Uniform Magnetic Fields

In this section, we begin with the results of the Stern-Gerlach experiment in a non-uniform

magnetic field and extend our analysis to the case of a uniform magnetic field, leading to

the Pauli equation that describes this process.

In the Stern-Gerlach experiment, the spin of silver atoms causes a beam passing through

a non-uniform magnetic field to split into two distinct directions, producing two symmetric

stripes on a screen, as indicated by the dashed lines in Figure 5(a). For a spin-1/2 system

with motion along the x-direction and a non-uniform magnetic field B(z) along the z-

direction, and no motion in the y-direction, the system’s Hamiltonian H is given by:

H =
p2x
2m

+
p2z
2m

+B(z)µBσz. (C.1)

where B(z)µBσz is the energy term due to the interaction of the magnetic moment of silver

atoms with the external magnetic field B(z), commonly referred to as the spin-magnetic

field interaction term.
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The motion of silver atoms can be described by the Pauli equation:

iℏ
∂

∂t
Ψ(x, z, t) = HΨ(x, z, t), (C.2)

where Ψ(x, z, t) is a two-component wave function, expressed as:

Ψ(x, z, t) =

Ψ1(x, z, t)

Ψ2(x, z, t)

 , (C.3)

Ψ1(x, z, t) represents the spin-up state, and Ψ2(x, z, t) represents the spin-down state.

Thus, the motion equation for silver atoms in a non-uniform magnetic field describing

the Stern-Gerlach experiment is:

iℏ
∂

∂t

Ψ1(x, z, t)

Ψ2(x, z, t)

 =

(
p2x
2m

+
p2z
2m

±B(z)µBσz

)Ψ1(x, z, t)

Ψ2(x, z, t)

 . (C.4)

We extend the Stern-Gerlach experiment to a uniform magnetic field. In this case, the

beam of silver atoms passing through a uniform magnetic field does not split into two stripes

as in a non-uniform magnetic field but leaves a single stripe on the screen, as shown by the

solid line in Figure 5(a). In this scenario, the spin and other related physical principles are

hidden within this single stripe.

Assuming the motion of silver atoms involves only the x-direction, and the direction of

the uniform magnetic field is along the z-direction, i.e., B = Bzk̂. The system’s Hamiltonian

H can be represented as:

H =
p2x
2m

+BzµBσz. (C.5)

Therefore, the motion equation for silver atoms in the Stern-Gerlach experiment under

a uniform magnetic field Bz is:

iℏ
∂

∂t

Ψ1(x, t)

Ψ2(x, t)

 =

(
p2x
2m

±BzµBσz

)Ψ1(x, t)

Ψ2(x, t)

 , (C.6)

After separating variables in the wave function, we have:Ψ1(x, t)

Ψ2(x, t)

 =

ψ1(x)

ψ2(x)

ϕ(t), (C.7)

Solving Eq.(C.6) yields the stationary Pauli equation for silver atoms:

− ℏ2

2m

d2

dx2
ψ1(x) = (E +BzµB)ψ1(x), (C.8)

− ℏ2

2m

d2

dx2
ψ2(x) = (E −BzµB)ψ2(x). (C.9)
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To simplify these equations and make them more suitable for simulation and learning

through neural networks, we simplify Eq.(C.8) and Eq.(C.9) formally. First, multiplying

both sides of Eq.(C.8) and Eq.(C.9) by −2m/ℏ2 eliminates the constant coefficient on the

left side of the equations, resulting in:

d2

dx2
ψ1(x) = −2m

ℏ2
(E +BzµB)ψ1(x), (C.10)

d2

dx2
ψ2(x) = −2m

ℏ2
(E −BzµB)ψ2(x). (C.11)

Next, to further simplify these equations, we introduce 4000 sets of random potential

functions Vi(x) (i=1,2,. . . ,4000), ensuring Vi < 0, to keep the particles in an extended state,

similar to the Schrödinger equation where the potential energy is always measured relative

to the particle’s energy, thereby fixing the particle’s energy at zero. We define:

B = BzµB. (C.12)

The simplified component form of the Pauli equation can be obtained:

d2

dx2
ψ1(x) = (V (x) +B)ψ1(x), (C.13)

d2

dx2
ψ2(x) = (V (x)−B)ψ2(x). (C.14)

Here, V (x) is a random potential function Eq.(B.6), and B = 1.05 is a constant magnetic

field. To keep the particles in an extended state, we need to ensure that both V (x)+B and

V (x)−B are less than zero.

Through the derivation outlined above, we have successfully simplified the Pauli equation

describing the motion of silver atoms in a uniform magnetic field during the Stern-Gerlach

experiment. By introducing a random potential function V (x) and assuming that the

particle energy is fixed at zero, we have made the equation more suitable for learning and

simulation using neural networks. This approach not only preserves the core characteristics

of the physical system but also optimizes the structure of the equation, making it easier to

handle and compute.

D Network Details and Training Process

D.1 Network Details

The model architecture consists of three core components: the Encoder, the Neural ODEs

layer, and the Decoder. The specific implementation details of these three parts may vary
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across different application cases. To illustrate these differences, we have listed the detailed

information and the activation functions used for each network part in Table 1.

Table 1: Network structure parameters.

Example
Input

Size

Latent

Neurons

Output

Size
E(D)ncoder

NODE

Input

NODE

Output
NODE

Heliocentric 2 2 2 (30, 30, tanh) 3 1 (16, 16, tanh)

Gravitational 1 2 1 (64, 64, relu) 3 2 (16, 16, tanh)

Gravitational

(2nd Ord)
1 2 1 (64, 64, relu) 3 1 (16, 16, tanh)

Sch. Eq. 50 2 1 (64, 64, relu) 3 2 (16, 16, tanh)

Sch. Eq.

(2nd Ord)
50 2 1 (64, 64, relu) 3 1 (16, 16, tanh)

Pauli Eq.

(1 NODE)
100 4 1 (64, 64, relu) 5 4 (16, 16, tanh)

Pauli Eq. 100 4 1 (64, 64, relu)
3 2

(16, 16, tanh)
3 2

Pauli Eq.

(2nd Ord)
100 4 1 (64, 64, relu)

3 1
(16, 16, tanh)

3 1

The Encoder, Neural ODEs, and Decoder are all fully connected neural networks. Our

Neural ODEs are solved using the Tsitouras 5/4 Runge-Kutta method [109].

D.2 Training Process

During the training process, neural network parameters (ϕ, ζ, θ), where ϕ, ζ, and θ are

parameters of the Encoder, Neural ODEs, and Decoder respectively, are optimized using

the RMSProp optimizer, Adam optimizer, and BFGS optimizer. For different application

cases, learning rates, the hyperparameter β, and the number of training epochs vary, as

specified in Table 2.

In all cases, we use Kaiming initialization [110] to initialize the network parameters.

The key idea behind Kaiming initialization is to consider the variance of weight gradients

during forward and backward propagation when initializing weights in each layer of the

network, thereby preventing gradient vanishing or explosion and ensuring stable learning of

the network.
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Table 2: Parameters During the Training Process

Example Learning Rate β Epoch/MaxIter

Heliocentric 0.01-0.0001 0.01 3000

Gravitation 0.01-0.001 0 2200

Gravitational (2nd Ord) 0.01-0.001 0 2200

Sch. Eq. 0.01-0.001 0.001 1600

Sch. Eq. (2nd Ord) 0.01-0.001 0.001 1600

Pauli Eq. (1 NODE) 0.01-0.001 0.0001 2600

Pauli Eq. 0.01-0.001 0.0001 1400

Pauli Eq. (2nd Ord) 0.01-0.0001 0.1 1400

During the training, by fixing β, adjusting the learning rate and the number of training

iterations, the loss is minimized. The entire training process is divided into three stages:

1. In this phase, we use the RMSProp optimizer, which adjusts the learning rate dy-

namically and is well-suited for non-stationary objectives, making it effective for a variety of

common deep learning problems. We set the learning rate to 0.005 and limit the number of

iterations to 200. This phase helps to screen multiple sets of effective training parameters.

2. Large-Scale Training Phase: Following preliminary screening, we switch to the Adam

optimizer for more extensive training iterations. Adam combines the advantages of both

RMSProp and Momentum optimizers, adjusting learning rates based on estimates of the

first-order (momentum) and second-order moments of gradients, enabling more refined pa-

rameter adjustments. For all cases, the initial learning rate is set to 0.01, followed by a

gradual reduction after a predefined number of epochs.

3. Fine-Tuning Parameters Phase: Finally, we apply the BFGS (Broyden-Fletcher-

Goldfarb-Shanno) optimizer for small-batch training using the best set of parameters iden-

tified in the previous phase. As a quasi-Newton method, BFGS optimizes the loss function

by approximating second-order derivatives (the Hessian matrix). The goal of this phase is

to precisely find the global minimum of the loss function based on the parameters already

optimized.
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E Multivariable Linear System Analysis

In the case of the Pauli equation, we determined through ablation experiments that the

optimal number of physical concepts describing the system is four. By analyzing the case of

the Schrödinger equation, we predict that the neural network will learn a linear combination

of these four variables. Since directly displaying a multivariable linear system graphically

is complex, we proceed with the verification through the following steps:

1. We represent the output of each neuron in the neural network, N(k,x), as a lin-

ear combination of four known real vector variables: ψ1(x), dψ1(x)/dx, ψ2(x),

dψ2(x)/dx. The specific formula is:

N(k,x) = a ·ψ1(x)+ b ·
dψ1(x)

dx
+ c ·ψ2(x)+ d ·

dψ2(x)

dx
+ const, (E.1)

where k = 1, 2, 3, 4 corresponds to the outputs of the four neurons.

2. By fitting, we obtain the linear coefficients a, b, c, d, and constant. We use these

coefficients to calculate the predicted output for 4000 sample points:

Predicti(x) = a · ψ1i(x) + b · dψ1i(x)

dx
+ c · ψ2i(x) + d · dψ2i(x)

dx
+ const, (E.2)

3. We evaluate the model performance by calculating the L2 norm of the relative error

[100] between N(k,x) and the predicted output Predict(x):

∥N(k, x)−Predict(x)∥2
∥N(k, x)∥2

. (E.3)

4. We analyze this error. If the error is minimal, it indicates that the neurons have

indeed learned the linear combination of these four variables.
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