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Abstract

The past few years have seen the development of “universal” machine-learning interatomic po-
tentials (uMLIPs) capable of approximating the ground-state potential energy surface across a wide
range of chemical structures and compositions with reasonable accuracy. While these models differ
in the architecture and the dataset used, they share the ability to compress a staggering amount
of chemical information into descriptive latent features. Herein, we systematically analyze what
the different uMLIPs have learned by quantitatively assessing the relative information content of
their latent features with feature reconstruction errors as metrics, and observing how the trends
are affected by the choice of training set and training protocol. We find that the uMLIPs encode
chemical space in significantly distinct ways, with substantial cross-model feature reconstruction
errors. When variants of the same model architecture are considered, trends become dependent on
the dataset, target, and training protocol of choice. We also observe that fine-tuning of a uMLIP
retains a strong pre-training bias in the latent features. Finally, we discuss how atom-level fea-
tures, which are directly output by MLIPs, can be compressed into global structure-level features
via concatenation of progressive cumulants, each adding significantly new information about the

variability across the atomic environments within a given system.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Machine learning (ML) has brought transformative changes to the field of computational
materials science. Data-driven algorithms enable simulations and electronic structure cal-
culations with near ab initio accuracy to reach unprecedented length and time scales [1-7].
A particularly active frontier in this field is the development of “universal” machine-learned
interatomic potentials (uMLIPs) that aim for applicability across the entire chemical com-
position space [8-15]. Such models alleviate the need for laborious dataset construction and
model training from scratch, and instead allow zero-shot deployment or fine-tuning of exist-
ing uMLIPs, further accelerating applications across diverse areas of chemistry and materials

science.

To date, several dozens of uMLIPs have been developed, each employing distinct atomic
descriptors, neural network (NN) architectures, and training datasets of varying scope and
composition [16-25]. Despite their rapidly growing diversity, most uMLIPs have been eval-
uated primarily on curated benchmarking suites that assess their accuracy across standard
material modeling tasks [26-28]. This limited perspective motivates a deeper examination of
the similarities and differences among uMLIPs, particularly how they represent and interpret

the chemical space.

Regardless of their architectural details, all uMLIPs share a key characteristic: they
encode the multidimensional description of atomic systems, comprised of types and positions
of constituent atoms, into a compact latent representation containing only a few hundred
features. These latent representations embody the distinct ways in which different uMLIPs
perceive and organize the chemical space, and the utility of these latent features has been
demonstrated in various contexts: uncertainty quantification [29-34], outlier detection [35,

36], active learning [32, 37, 38|, dataset curation [39-41], and system classification [42, 43].

In this work, we leverage the latent features of uMLIPs to systematically and quantita-
tively analyze the similarities and differences in how these models perceive and structure
the chemical space. We adopt the global and local feature reconstruction errors of Goscinski
et al. [44] as the primary metrics to assess the information content of the latent features of
four uMLIPs: MACE-MP-03b [10], PET-MAD [13], DPA-3.1 [8], and UMA-S-1P1 [9]. We
investigate the mutual reconstructability of the uMLIP latent features, as well as those of

model variants trained with different datasets and training strategies. We also extend the



evaluation to the latent features of PET-MAD and those of PET-MAD-DOS [45], a model
with nearly identical architecture and training dataset, but trained for a different target
property. We then study the evolution of the latent space during fine-tuning, and explore
how the atomic latent features can be efficiently aggregated into global features from the
information content standpoint.

We find that all uMLIPs uniquely encode chemical space with significant cross-model
reconstruction errors, where some models are more accurately linearly reconstructed by oth-
ers. When considering the variants of model architectures targeting different datasets, we
observe that single-task models (MACE-mp-03b) and multi-task models (MACE-mh-1 [11],
DPA-3.1) share relatively consistent representations across datasets, while the mixture of
linear experts (MoLE) model (UMA-S-1P1) specializes the features far more distinctly. We
observe that the information content of “last-layer” and “backbone” features in a model
architecture is similar, yet the backbone features encode more information that last-layer
features cannot reconstruct. We also demonstrate that fine-tuning of the uMLIP exhibits a
strong pre-training bias in the latent feature space. Finally, we demonstrate the compression
of local, atomic features into global structure-level features by concatenating their progres-
sive cumulants, resulting in an information-rich structural descriptor that obeys desirable

scaling laws and preserves the knowledge of configurational inhomogeneity.

II. METHODS

For our analysis, we mainly consider MACE-MP-03b, PET-MAD, DPA-3.1, and UMA-S-
1P1, which constitute a non-exhaustive yet diverse set of uMLIPs that differ vastly in their
message-passing NN architectures, learning strategies, and training datasets (see Table I).
MACE-MP-03b [10] is built on an E(3)-equivariant message-passing NN that constructs
higher body-order correlations using equivariant tensor products and body-ordered polyno-
mials. PET-MAD [13] is based on a rotationally unconstrained transformer-based graph
neural network (GNN), where strict geometrical equivariance is not enforced by architecture
but is effectively learned through rotational data augmentation during training [46]. DPA-
3.1 [8] is an attention-based model of the Deep Potential (DP) family [47] that produces
fully rotation- and translation-invariant atomic descriptors via a gated attention mechanism.

UMA-S-1P1 [9] is implemented upon a large-scale E(3)-equivariant mixture-of-experts ar-
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TABLE I. Key characteristics of uMLIPs considered in this work. Dataset sizes are reported in
the number of structures. For UMA-S-1P1, 6M denotes the active parameters used per structure

during inference, while 150M is the total across all experts.

MACE-MP-03b PET-MAD DPA-3.1 UMA-S-1P1
Training strategy | Single model Single model Multi-task model | Mixture of linear
experts model
Dataset(s) MPtrj (1.58M) | MAD (0.096M) OpenLAM-vl | OMat24, OC20,
[16] [18] (163M) [15] ODAC25,
OMC25, OMol25
(total 569M)
[21-25]
Equivariance E(3)-equivariant Rotationally Invariant under | E(3)-equivariant
unconstrained; rotation and
equivariance translation
learned by data
augmentation
# of parameters 4.69M 3.3M 3.26M 6M (active),
150M (total)
Feature dim. 144 512 240 128
Cutoff (A) 6.0 4.5 6.0 6.0

chitecture built on the eSEN [48] backbone that uses a MoLE design. For UMA-S-1P1 and
DPA-3.1, which are a MoLE model and a multi-head model, respectively, we use the ex-
pert or the head corresponding to the OMat24 dataset [23], given that MACE-MP-03b and

PET-MAD have been trained on similar materials-oriented datasets.

We define the latent features of each uMLIP as the tokens extracted from a given layer
of the model architecture. These features have been processed through multiple layers
of message-passing to encode the information aggregated from neighboring atoms within
the defined cutoff radius. We primarily focus on the last-layer features, corresponding to
the representation most refined for the regression task obtained after all message-passing

iterations and subsequent multilayer perceptron (MLP) transformations. Since all considered
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uMLIPs adopt a locality ansatz, we extract atomic features &(A;)" for each atom i in
structure A via a forward-pass through the model F'. To enable a consistent, scale-invariant
comparison across the models, the features are centered to zero mean and globally scaled so
that their total variance across all dimensions equals one on the analysis dataset for each

uMLIP, thereby preserving the relative scales between feature dimensions.

A. Feature space comparison metrics

In our analysis, we primarily take a quantitative approach in studying the similarities and
differences between the latent space of uMLIPs. To this end, we compute the global feature
reconstruction error (GFRE) and the local feature reconstruction error (LFRE) proposed
by Goscinski et al. [44]. These metrics assess the relative expressive power of feature spaces
by determining how well one set of features can reconstruct another.

Let D be a set of n atomic environments. For two models F' and F’, their feature matrices

are first computed:
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where dr and dp denote the dimensionalities of the feature vectors for models F' and F”,
respectively, which do not need to be equal.

To compute the GFRE, we determine the optimal linear mapping Ppp € R ¥dr that
minimizes the reconstruction loss over a training set Dy,ain:
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two matrices, i.e., total Euclidean distances between all pairs of atomic feature vectors.
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where |Dieg| is the total number of atomic environments in the test set Dyes;. A low GFRE
indicates that the latent features of I’ contain sufficient information to linearly reconstruct
the latent features of F’, meaning that both models encode similar information about the
atomic environments. In contrast, a large value signifies that features of F’ carry supple-
mentary information that cannot be recovered as a linear transformation of the features of
F. The GFRE mapping is directional, i.e., GFRE(F, F') # GFRE(F', F).

As the GFRE exclusively targets linear transformations between the features, it overlooks
potential nonlinear mapping between the feature spaces. The LFRE is an alternative metric
that indirectly addresses this limitation: it quantifies how well a local neighborhood in one
feature space can be reconstructed from its corresponding neighborhood in another.

For each test environment i € Dy, we identify its k nearest neighbors in the training set
Dirain according to the Euclidean distance in feature space F. Collectively, these neighbor
indices are MF = {J1,---,Jk} C Dyain. For these neighbors, we denote source-space and

target-space features as:

F F
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To restrict the learning problem to modeling only relative displacements on the local mani-

fold patch, each neighborhood in centered by subtracting its mean:

Xf/’F = Xfr,F - E/b:/F, Xf/p = Xf/p — Efﬂw (5)
A local linear map is then fitted to align the centered neighborhood of these k training points
from F' to F":

(6)

This local neighborhood mapping is then applied to reconstruct the centered feature of the
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Finally, the LFRE is the RMSE over all test environments:
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The neighborhood size k can be optimized, but here we set it to the smaller feature dimension
between the two models for simplicity. Low LFRE values show that the local structure of F’
can be reconstructed by F', hence the two feature spaces contain similar information, even
if they differ globally.

We clarify that the definition of “global” and “local” in the context of feature reconstruc-
tion errors does not correspond to the usual atomic versus system-wide considerations in
atomistic ML (see SI V for a schematic overview). Rather, “global” denotes a single linear
transformation applied across the entire dataset of atomic features, whereas “local” involves
fitting separate linear mappings for localized neighborhoods within the high-dimensional
feature space. Both metrics can operate on both atomic-level and structure-level features,
but differ in how they assess reconstructability across the feature manifold.

Owing to the feature normalization, both the GFRE and LFRE are usually bounded
between 0 and 1, with 0 signifying perfect linear reconstruction, thus comparable informa-
tion between the feature spaces. However, the upper bounds can be exceeded in case of
reconstruction failure due to ill-conditioned linear mappings, which indicates large dissim-
ilarity or incompatibility between the feature spaces. For our analysis, we use the GFRE
and LFRE implementations in scikit-matter [49] with ridge regression and default 2-fold
cross-validation to determine the ridge regularization, with regularization a values scanned

over a logarithmic range from 1079 to 1.

B. Feature space projection

In some examples, we complement this quantitative analysis by a visual mapping of the
uMLIP features to a lower-dimensional space using Principal Covariates Regression (PCovR)
[50, 51]. This dimensionality reduction technique interpolates between two objective func-
tions: maximizing variance retention in the original features via principal component analysis
(PCA), and optimizing linear regression performance on a target property. In our context,
by mixing in the regression term in addition to the PCA term, we gently enforce a degree
of consistency across the maps produced for different models to aid interpretation.

Given a set of high-dimensional feature matrix X € R™*? and target property matrix

Y € R™? PCovR determines a latent space projection T € R™** that minimizes the loss:
L=a|X - X[z +1-a)lY =Y, (9)
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FIG. 1. Heat maps of GFRE (left) and LFRE (right) for atomic last-layer latent features of MACE-
MP-03b, PET-MAD, DPA-3.1, and UMA-S-1P1, computed with the atomic environments on the
test split of the MAD dataset. Each cell represents the reconstruction error when mapping latent

features of the “source” (row) to “target” (column).

where X = TPy is the approximation of the original feature space X (PCA term) and
Y = TPy is the prediction of targets (linear regression term). The interpolation between
the two terms is controlled by a tunable parameter o € [0,1]. In our analysis, we use

scikit-matter implementation with o = 0.5 and k£ = 2 principal components.

To prepare the inputs, atomic features are aggregated to the structure-level by computing
the cumulants introduced in Sec. IIIF across atoms within each structure. The target
property Y is defined as the cohesive energies per atom, calculated by subtracting an atomic
baseline energy from the total potential energy of each structure and normalizing by the

number of atoms.



III. RESULTS
A. Latent feature comparison between uMLIPs

We first quantitatively compare the latent features of different uMLIPs by computing the
GFRE and LFRE between the four models considered. The errors are computed for struc-
tures in the test subset of the Massive Atomic Diversity (MAD) dataset [18], which contains
chemical systems with a broad coverage across 85 elements and exhibits vast structural di-
versity. We exclude the single-atom structures (incompatible with UMA) and polonium- or
radon-containing structures (not supported by MACE trained on MPtrj) to yield 258,561
atomic environments from 9,461 structures. We then perform random stratified sampling
across the subsets of MAD dataset at the atomic level to select 1,000 atomic environments
for Dyest- All remaining environments are used as Dy, to compute the regression weights
Prpr.

The heat maps in Fig. 1 reveal distinct trends in the feature reconstruction performances
across the uMLIPs. Overall, the values are large (average of 0.66 for GFRE and 0.37 for
LFRE off-diagonal cross-terms), indicating that each model encodes the chemical space in a
unique manner. The LFREs are generally lower than the GFREs, which reflects the ability
of the LFRE to implicitly account for nonlinear relationships between the feature spaces.
The lowest GFREs and LFREs are observed when MACE-MP-03b features are used as
targets, suggesting that the other uMLIPs can reliably recover the information encoded in
its features. Conversely, the highest errors are observed when DPA-3.1 features serve as

targets.

The average GFREs across the off-diagonal targets for each source model are 0.70 for
MACE-MP-03b, 0.60 for PET-MAD, 0.67 for DPA-3.1, and 0.68 for UMA-S-1P1. For the
LFRE, they are 0.35, 0.33, 0.38, and 0.44, respectively. PET-MAD exhibits marginally
lower GFREs and LFREs in reconstructing the features of all other uMLIPs, despite being
trained on the smallest dataset among the models considered. To rule out the fact that the
low PET-MAD reconstruction errors are lower only because we are using the MAD dataset as
a benchmark, we repeat the analysis using the Alexandria subset [17] (cf. SI VI). We observe
similar trends, indicating that the smaller MAD dataset can still sufficiently represent the

configuration space of much larger datasets, and that its choice for our analysis does not
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FIG. 2. Reconstruction errors among single-task MACE models trained on MPtrj (MACE-MP-
0b3), OMat24, and MatPES (PBE and r2SCAN) datasets, evaluated on the MAD test [16, 19, 23].

introduce a significant bias.

B. Comparing model variants

Beyond the comparison between entirely different uMLIPs, we assess the consistency of
information content across uMLIP “variants” of the same architecture. By computing the
reconstruction errors between different instances of the same architecture, we establish the
sensitivity of various architectures to changes in the training dataset or targets. We also
establish a scale for the “internal” variability of each architecture that helps calibrate the
comparison between models that differ more substantially.

We categorize the variants into: “single-task” models where a separate model architecture
is trained from scratch for distinct datasets, and “multi-task” models that either adopt a
multi-head [52, 53] or mixture-of-experts [54-56] approach to simultaneously target multiple
datasets with a single model architecture, often with significant weight sharing within the
model architecture between the prediction tasks.

We first compare the reconstruction errors across the single-task MACE variants, which
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have been trained separately on MPtrj [16], OMat24 [23], MatPES-PBE, and MatPES-
r2SCAN [19]. The latter two datasets contain the same structures, but the reference cal-
culations have been performed with PBE [57] and r2SCAN [58] functionals, respectively.
Overall, the reconstruction errors are moderately low across the variants (Fig. 2) (the aver-
age off-diagonal GFRE is 0.31, and the average LFRE is 0.12). The MPtrj variant exhibits
the largest overall GFREs and LFREs (average GFRE and LFRE are 0.42 and 0.15, re-
spectively), which reflects the limited information content of the smallest and oldest MPtrj
dataset. The reconstruction errors between MatPES-PBE and MatPES-r2SCAN are com-
parable to the other cases, revealing that having different functionals in the reference calcu-
lations converges the resulting variant models into significantly distinct latent spaces. The
lowest overall errors are observed for the OMat24 variant (on average, the GFRE is 0.25 and
the LFRE is 0.09), which is indicative of the relatively rich information content of OMat24
dataset that is often utilized in the pre-training of uMLIPs [11, 23, 48, 59, 60].

In DPA-3.1, a model trained on the OpenLAM-v1 collection of 31 datasets [15], the
following multi-task learning strategy is adopted: the model incorporates a shared back-
bone network while still being conditioned for different datasets via one-hot encoding. This
backbone is followed by multiple specialized output heads, or branches, tailored to each
dataset [8]. Reconstruction results between branches corresponding to OMat24, MPtrj,
0OC20, ODAC, and SPICE datasets [16, 20-23], presented in SI VIT A 1, indicate comparable
latent space consistency to the MACE single-task models, suggesting that strong parameter

sharing without dynamic routing preserves highly universal latent representations.

UMA is a uMLIP developed with the goal of having a single model that performs well
across all atomistic modeling tasks, encompassing materials, molecules, and their interac-
tions. To do so, the model has been trained simultaneously on OMol25, OMat24, OC20,
ODAC25, and OMC25 [21-25]. Instead of adopting a multi-head approach for the differ-
ent datasets, the model incorporates MoLE strategy in its interaction layers, where the
weights of the different experts are computed based on the global embedding that encodes
the dataset-specific information [9]. UMA-S-1P1 shows greater variability in reconstruction
errors (see Fig. 3), which suggests that the MoLE mechanism encourages stronger special-
ization of feature manifolds corresponding to each dataset. We observe that the OMat24
task reconstructs other variants with relatively low errors (average off-diagonal GFRE is

0.49 and LFRE is 0.34), similar to previous results with MACE, whereas other variants
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FIG. 3. Reconstruction errors among different input tasks of UMA-S-1P1 trained on OMat24,
OMOL, 0C20, ODAC, and OMC [21-25], evaluated on the MAD test.

struggle to approximate its latent space linearly. We also observe group-level consistency,
as the features of catalysis-related tasks (OC20, ODAC25, OMC25) generally exhibit lower
reconstruction errors (GFRE is 0.46, and LFRE is 0.34 on average across this group).

To investigate the influence of the training domain on the learned latent space, we com-
pared the organic-focused MACE-OFF23 model [61] with the materials-focused MACE-MP-
03b [10] by evaluating the reconstruction errors on the organic structures of the MAD test
subset. As detailed in SI VIIB (Table S2), the materials-trained model reconstructs the
organic-trained model almost perfectly (GFRE is 0.02), whereas the reverse direction yields
remarkably higher global error (GFRE is 0.36), despite similar local agreement (LFRE is
0.04). This could suggest that the broader materials manifold learned by MACE-MP-03b
cannot be fully captured by MACE-OFF23, which has been exposed only to organic systems.

We further examined the effect of model capacity by comparing the MACE check-
points of varying sizes (small, medium, large) within the same architecture family, for both
the materials-focused MACE-MP-0a series and the organic-focused MACE-OFF23 series
(SI VIIC, Fig. S5). Interestingly, regardless of size, all MACE-MP-0a variants reconstruct
each other with near-perfect linear mapping, whereas reconstructing the large MACE-OFF23

checkpoint from its smaller counterparts is significantly harder (average GFRE is 0.48 when
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small/medium — large). A similar size-scaling analysis on PET-OMAT models [62] (SI
Fig. S6) shows that smaller models can still approximate the principal manifold of larger

ones reasonably well, with the medium-sized variant offering a good information content /size

tradeoff.

Finally, we assessed the impact of single-task versus multi-head readout architectures
using two MACE models trained on the same OMat24 dataset: the original single-head
MACE-OMAT-0 and the OMat-specific head of the multi-head MACE-MH-1 model [11] (the
latter having undergone multi-head replay fine-tuning after initial pre-training). Results are
presented in SI VIID (Table S4). Both directions exhibit moderate global reconstruction
error (GFRE is ~ 0.33) but low local error (LFRE is less than 0.10), demonstrating that
the multi-head replay protocol preserves the core local feature neighborhoods of the original

single-head representations while allowing the readout to become more expressive.

C. Varying targets

Although we have primarily focused on uMLIPs, universal models are also available for
properties other than the ground state potential energy surface. To this end, we compare
the latent features of PET-MAD and PET-MAD-DOS [45]. The two models have nearly
identical architectures, differing only in the last linear readout layer due to the different sizes
of the targets (last layer features are still of the same dimension), and are both trained on
the MAD dataset. While PET-MAD was trained on energies and forces, PET-MAD-DOS

was trained on the electronic density of states (DOS).

The results in SI VIII reveal that PET-MAD-DOS exhibits more information content
than PET-MAD, as seen by the lower GFRE and LFRE values (0.68 and 0.39 for energy —
DOS vs. 0.56 and 0.28 for DOS — energy). While this observation is expected, provided
that DOS contains far more information than the energies and forces, it is still interesting to
see that the information content in the latent features also reflects our physical knowledge
of the targets. Still, the substantial reconstruction error in the DOS — energy direction

indicates that the energy-based latent features also encode distinct information.
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D. Fine-tuning

The advent of uMLIPs has made fine-tuning on domain-specific datasets a standard
approach for obtaining accurate potentials tailored to specific applications that can still
generalize well [1, 63-65]. Here, we analyze the reconstruction errors between features that
arise from different fine-tuning strategies, as well as a model trained entirely from scratch.
We also study the evolution of learned latent features along a “training trajectory” by
computing the reconstruction errors of latent features sampled from model checkpoints at

intermediate training epochs with respect to the fully trained model.

For our analysis, we consider the PET architecture and its pre-trained PET-MAD uM-
LIP as the baseline. We train material-specific MLIPs for lithium thiophosphate (LPS),
a promising class of solid-state electrolytes, widely studied for the next generation of bat-
tery materials [66-71]. We consider the following training or fine-tuning procedures: a
bespoke model trained “from scratch” on the dataset from randomly initialized weights;
full fine-tuning (FF), where all trainable model weights are optimized on the new dataset;
“head-only” fine-tuning (HF), where only the weights of the MLP head are optimized dur-
ing training while the rest remains fixed; full transfer learning (FTL), where a new MLP
head is added with random weight initialization, and then all trainable weights of the model
are optimized; head transfer learning (HTL), where a new MLP head is created with ran-
dom weights, and only the MLP head weights are optimized. A schematic overview of the
trainable parts for these fine-tuning strategies is given in Fig. 4. The training procedures
were carried out using metatrain [72] (see SI IX for final errors). We use the dataset from
Ref. [73], which was previously used to model complex surface structural reconstructions
on LPS. The dataset contains 4,088 structures, yielding 225,905 atomic environments in
total. In particular, it contains the structures of bulk LPS in each of its phases (v, 5, a,
and amorphous) and the structures of the LPS surface with and without absorbed water

molecules.

Fig. 5 shows the reconstruction errors among the final models from the described fine-
tuning strategies, the pre-trained PET-MAD model, and a bespoke PET model trained
from scratch on the LPS dataset. The reconstruction errors are notably low between all
of the fine-tuned models (FF, HF, FTL, and HTL) and the pre-trained PET-MAD model,

which signifies a high degree of similarity in their last-layer features despite differences in
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FIG. 4. Schematic overview of fine-tuning strategies for the PET model architecture: full fine-

tuning, head fine-tuning, full transfer learning, and head transfer learning. GNN based on the Point
Edge Transformer (PET) computes the backbone (BB) features (general, transferable node and
edge representations). For a given prediction target, these BB features are fed into the readout head
(MLPs) to generate the last-layer (LL) features (target-specific node and edge representations).
The four illustrated strategies involve training different combinations of these components. The

trainable parts corresponding to each strategy are colored.

training protocols. This suggests that fine-tuning retains a strong bias from the pre-trained
model. The bespoke model exhibits the highest reconstruction errors, yet the values are still
moderate, revealing that its training has converged to a distinct yet nearby minima with

respect to the other models.

Fig. 6 shows the evolution of the reconstruction errors along the training trajectory
computed relative to the fully converged model for each strategy. The bespoke model trained
from scratch starts with high GFRE and LFRE, which gradually decay, yet remain above
0.09 for GFRE and 0.05 for LFRE even after 1000 epochs. In contrast, fine-tuned strategies
begin with lower initial reconstruction errors due to pre-conditioning with the PET-MAD
uMLIP, which then converge quickly to near-zero values. In FTL and HTL, the curve is
not monotonic, and more than 400 epochs are needed for convergence, most likely due to
the randomized head initialization. In HF, a similar number of epochs is needed to align
the features with those of the final model, whereas FF converges the reconstruction errors
to < 0.01 with only 20 epochs. This can be explained by the relative differences in the
training degrees of freedom between the two strategies. Overall, the combination of low

reconstruction errors in Fig. 5 and rapid convergence in Fig. 6 demonstrates that the last-
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FIG. 5. Reconstruction errors (GFRE and LFRE) of last-layer atom-level features between PET

checkpoints on the LPS dataset.

layer features of PET-MAD provide a robust starting point for the finetuning strategies.
This explains why uMLIPs converge rapidly to high accuracy when fine-tuned to a new,

narrower dataset [65].

E. Backbone vs. last-layer features

While we have chosen the last-layer (LL) features for our analysis thus far, the latent
features can be extracted from any other layer within the NN architectures of the uMLIPs.
Another features of particular interest are the “backbone” (BB) latent features, which corre-
spond to the representations obtained immediately after all message-passing iterations, but
before entering a multilayer perceptron (MLP) head, which is an architectural choice fol-
lowed by many uMLIPs (e.g., see Fig. 4 for a schematic representation of PET-MAD). The
BB features are of particular interest in multi-head and multi-task models, where they serve
as a shared input across the multiple heads. To provide examples of both single-task and

multi-task contexts, we evaluate the reconstruction errors between the last-layer features

and the backbone features for PET and UMA.
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FIG. 6. Evolution of the reconstruction errors of last-layer atom-level features during training on

the LPS dataset, relative to the fully trained model of each fine-tuning strategy.

In UMA-S-1P1 (Fig. 7), the BB — LL and LL — BB GFREs are moderate and similar
in both directions, consistent with the fact that a global linear mapping cannot capture the
nonlinear effects of the MLP. On the contrary, the LFREs are lower, as they can locally
capture the said transformation. The LL. — BB LFRE is larger than vice versa, suggesting
that there exists some information loss in going from the shared BB features to the specialized
LL features, or equivalently, that the shared features contain more information, making them

suitable for specialization into different prediction tasks.

For PET (Fig. S8 in SI X), both reconstruction errors are higher and more varied across
model variants compared to UMA-S-1P1, indicating greater divergence between BB and LL
representations. Even in the GFRE, reconstructing BB from LL yields higher errors than
the reverse case. Once again, the LFRE is lower in both reconstruction tasks, but the im-
provement is only minor in the case of LL. — BB. We speculate that the large information
loss might be associated with the MLP eliminating the non-invariant parts of the BB fea-
tures, which takes place as the PET model learns the symmetries of the energy prediction

task.
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FIG. 7. Global and local reconstruction errors for last-layer features (LL) and backbone features

(BB) of UMA-S-1P1 among different heads based on the MAD test dataset.

These asymmetries in the embedding reconstruction of the two uMLIPs highlight the
dominant influence of model architecture on latent feature encodings, with design choices
controlling the tradeoff between shared general-purpose representations and task-specific

final refinements.

F. Local to global features

While most uMLIPs strictly work at the level of atom-centered local environments, one
often needs to operate at the molecular or structural level, e.g., to build data-driven maps of
datasets or to analyze the outcome of simulations [74, 75]. For these applications, it is cus-
tomary to average the atomic descriptors to obtain global features [76, 77], which, however,
entirely disregards the variability across the atomic environments and results in significant
information loss. To mitigate this and capture comprehensive structural information, we
investigate the use of higher-order cumulants of atomic features to construct structure-level

descriptors.

To formalize this, consider a dataset D consisting of structures, where each structure S
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has Ng atoms. For a given model F', the atomic feature matrix for a structure S is

_ - -
€51

F
5?’2 € RNsxdr, (10)

F
_€S’NS_

where £§ . € R is the feature vector of the atom i in the structure.

We construct structure-level descriptors by concatenating the first M cumulants of the
atomic feature distribution. Let F.',Eqk) denote k-th order cumulant vector for structure S.
These are obtained from the central moments of the atomic features. Specifically, the mean

feature vector is:

1 &
ZF
€s = Engm (11)
i=1
and for £ > 2, the k-th central moment vector is:
w1 2\
Hg™ = Ng Z <E§z - 55) ) (12)
i=1

where the power is applied entry-wise to each feature. The cumulants &gk) are then derived

as follows (full formulas up to order 8 are provided in the SI XI):

13
14
4) 4) _ 3( (2))2, 16

Kg = Hg

(13)

(14)

Kg' = Mg, (15)
P (16)
(17)

(5) (5) (2) ,(3)

For numerical stability and to keep the scale of the descriptors comparable across orders,

we use signed root cumulants:

l%fgk) = sign(ngk)) : \ngk)|1/k. (18)

The cumulative structure-level descriptor up to order M is then a concatenation:

M _(1) ~(2 _ (M
g): ng),mg),...,ng). (19)
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FIG. 8. Reconstruction errors of the progressive cumulative structure-level features, constructed as
concatenations of central moments of last-layer features per atom. The features are derived from
PET-MAD on the MAD test. gbgm) denote cumulative descriptors up to order m. For LFRE, we

set the neighborhood size k to the largest feature dimension among the compared pair features.

To determine the order at which these descriptors converge, i.e., when additional moments
add negligible new statistics, we compute the reconstruction errors using the last-layer
atomic features of PET-MAD on the MAD test set.

The reconstruction errors for cumulative structure-level descriptors (Fig. 8) show a hier-
archical information flow, where higher-order moments fully sublimate lower-order ones. In
contrast, lower-order descriptors cannot reconstruct higher ones, with errors scaling with or-
der. This asymmetry is expected as the higher moments encode novel distributional aspects,
such as skewness, beyond the mean and variance. This implies that structures with limited
variability in the atomic environments, e.g., pristine crystals, lower orders may suffice in the
global feature construction, but for most systems with high local variability, higher moments
are needed to capture rare or asymmetric contributions. While the errors decrease progres-
sively, they do not yet saturate by the eighth order: GFRE and LFRE for reconstructing the
eighth order from the seventh are still above 0.3. This hints that more statistically mean-
ingful structural inhomogeneities would be captured by going to even higher cumulants.

Applying eight-order cumulative descriptors to cross-model analysis on the same MAD
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test dataset (SI XI Fig. S9) yields patterns similar to atomic-level features (Fig. 1) but
with amplified dissimilarities. Overall, the errors are much higher (on average, the GFRE
is now 0.87, and LFRE is 0.83). This pattern suggests that the differences in the model
latent features arising from the rare or asymmetric atomic-environment contributions is
better captured by the higher cumulants. Practically, if the goal is to discriminate subtle
model embeddings and emphasize rare motifs, inclusion of the higher cumulants is highly
recommended.

To further illustrate the impact of higher-order statistics, we compare PCovR projec-
tions of structure-level descriptors built from mean-only features (f%(sl)) with those using
full eighth-order cumulative cumulants (¢Eq8)) (Fig. 9). When only the mean atomic fea-
tures are used (top row), the projections exhibit a loosely consistent motif, characterized
by a linear cluster corresponding to a few of the subsets and then the remaining subsets
dispersed around it. However, even at this level, the exact shape and subset assignment
around the projection motif vary across the different models. For the eighth-order cumulant
descriptors (middle row), the linear cluster fragments disappears entirely for MACE-mp-03b,
PET-MAD, and PDA-3.1, and the overall point distributions become highly model-specific
with almost no cross-model alignment. Such vast differences are consistent with the higher

values of the GFRE and LFRE observed between the uMLIPs in ST XI Fig. S9.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

The rapidly growing number of “universal” atomistic machine learning potentials and
models, differing in architecture and training strategy but capable of achieving similar accu-
racies on benchmarks, raises questions on how different models achieve their learning targets,
especially in terms of their internal representation of atomic structures. In this work, we
have carried out systematic comparisons of the latent spaces of several universal ML models
and their variants, using feature reconstruction error metrics that quantitatively compare
the “information content” of different sets of features. We see that the reconstruction er-
rors are generally high between the latent features of different uMLIPs, suggesting that
there are significant differences between the internal representations of the models despite
their comparable accuracy. The local feature reconstruction errors are lower, indicating the

existence of nonlinear relations between the features of different models. They are neverthe-
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FIG. 9. PCovR projections of structure-level descriptors for different uMLIPs on the MAD test
set. Top row: projections using mean atomic features (ﬁg)), colored by MAD subsets. Middle
row: projections using eighth-order cumulative cumulant features ((;3?)), colored by MAD subsets.

Bottom row: same eighth-order cumulant features colored by cohesive energy.

less substantial, which indicates that different model architectures choose to retain different

structural and chemical information.

When comparing the variants of the same model architecture trained on different “univer-
sal datasets”, the trend becomes highly dependent on the adopted strategy, with single-task
and multi-head models exhibiting higher similarities than a model trained with the MoLE.
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We also note that the model variant corresponding to the large OMat24 dataset generally ex-
hibits the smallest reconstruction errors relative to the latent features obtained with smaller,
more specific training sets. This trend is consistent among all architectures, which indicates
that a large and diverse dataset is not only beneficial for pre-training, but also encourages
the learning of richer internal representations. Similar trend is observed when comparing
the PET-MAD uMLIP with PET-MAD-DOS, a model built from the same architecture
and training set but targeting the electron density of states, which contains energy-resolved
targets and yields more information-rich features.

The role of training becomes apparent when considering the analysis of models fine-tuned
on a more specific dataset. We observe that all fine-tuning strategies allow near-perfect
reconstruction from and to the latent space of the original model. A model trained entirely
from scratch on the small, domain-specific dataset achieves moderate (but larger than for
fine-tuned models) reconstruction errors against those fine-tuned from a uMLIP, at least
within the narrow portion of configuration space covered by the specific dataset.

The comparison between the backbone and last-layer features reveals that the backbone
layer contains relatively more information, which affirms the multi-head strategy of creating
multiple heads for different prediction targets. We also see large information asymmetry
between the BB and LL features of PET-MAD, which we trace to the fact that deep layers
of an unconstrained model contain a non-invariant character that is projected out as the
model approaches the prediction of the scalar energy target. Lastly, we have extended the
atomic latent features to structure-level descriptors via higher-order cumulants. The higher
cumulants fully subsume lower-order statistics, indicating that they can preserve information
that is lost when using average descriptors to represent structures at the global level, which
is a common practice in the field.

Our study demonstrates that feature reconstruction errors are useful quantitative tools
in comparing and contrasting the internal representations of different uMLIPs. We envision
that these metrics could prove helpful in designing better models or devising new training
strategies. For example, one could imagine using the GFRE and LFRE to guide the op-
timization of architectures and hyperparameters to maximize the descriptive power of the
inner representations. The size and diversity of the training set, as well as the learning
targets, also promote learning more informative latent features, which could then accelerate

the training of domain-specific models via fine-tuning and transfer learning. Based on our
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results, we argue that accuracy alone does not define a atomistic MLL model. By exposing
the hidden diversity of uMLIP representations, we offer a foundation for more transparent

and robust design of atomistic models.

SOFTWARE AND DATA

The code and data required to reproduce the results of this work are available as a record
[78] within the Materials Cloud [79] Archive (DOI: 10.24435/materialscloud:gb-5z). Model
weights used in this work were obtained from their public repositories: mace-foundations
(https://github.com/ACEsuit/mace-foundations), PET-MAD (https://github.com/
lab-cosmo/pet-mad), DPA-3.1-3M (https://www.aissquare.com/models/detail ?name=
DPA-3.1-3M&1d=343&pageType=models), and fairchem (https://fair-chem.github.

io/). Original datasets can be obtained from the respective cited sources.
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Supplementary Information

V. FEATURE SPACE COMPARISON METRICS

To aid intuition for the difference between the Global Feature Reconstruction Error
(GFRE) and the Local Feature Reconstruction Error (LFRE) introduced in Sec. ITA, we

present a minimal illustrative example in Fig. S1.

A Feature space F Feature space F'
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FIG. S1. A schematic overview of the global (GFRE) and local (LFRE) feature reconstruction
errors. Panel (A) shows a one-dimensional manifold of atomic environments embedded into two
two-dimensional feature spaces, F' and F’, related by a nonlinear transformation. Panel (B) il-
lustrates GFRE(F, F’), where a single global linear mapping PFF' iy applied to reconstruct F’
from F. The dashed red line indicates the globally optimal linear fit PFF'XF . Panel (C) shows
LFRE(F, F'): for each atomic environment 4, a separate local linear mapping ﬁg)F " is fitted to its
k nearest neighbors N; in feature space F.
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VI. LATENT FEATURE COMPARISON BETWEEN UMLIPS ON ALEXAN-
DRIA DATASET
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FIG. S2. Heat maps of GFRE (left) and LFRE (right) for atomic last-layer latent features of
MACE-MP-03b, PET-MAD, DPA-3.1, and UMA-S-1P1, computed with the atomic environments
sampled from the subset of the Alexandria dataset. Each cell represents the reconstruction error

when mapping latent features of the “source” (row) to “target” (column).

To ensure independence from training distributions and mitigate potential biases, we
evaluate reconstruction errors on the subsampled Alexandria dataset (sAlexandria) [17,
23], which contains a broad coverage of inorganic materials across three-, two-, and one-
dimensional periodic structures. We first randomly select 20,000 structures from the valida-
tion split, then filter to exclude the single-atom structures and structures with no interatomic
distances below 6 A (incompatible with UMA), and those containing actinide elements (as
atomic numbers 89 — 94 are not supported by MACE), yielding 169,836 atomic environ-
ments from 16,306 structures. From these, 1000 atomic environments are randomly sampled
to comprise Dy, and all remaining environments are used as Dy, to obtain the regression
weights ﬁF .

Similarly to the results on MAD test (see Fig. 1in the main text), PET-MAD reconstructs
other models’ feature spaces with the lowest GFRE and LFRE (on average 0.53 and 0.3,
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respectively), as shown in Fig. S2. The high incoming and outgoing errors for DPA-3.1

suggest that its latent space is particularly orthogonal to other models.

VII. COMPARING MODEL VARIANTS

A. Multi-task handling

1. DPA-3.1

DPA-3.1 incorporates a multi-task framework with a shared backbone network condi-
tioned on dataset identifiers via one-hot encoding [8]. We compare its branches correspond-
ing to OMat24, MPtrj, OC20, ODAC, and SPICE [16, 20-23].

As shown in Fig. S3, the latent spaces of these branches are remarkably consistent despite
the extreme diversity of the underlying data. LFRE remains particularly low (with the
maximum of 0.14), indicating highly similar local neighborhoods across branches. This
suggests that this multi-task design with full backbone sharing enforces highly similar latent

representations across branches.

GFRE LFRE o
el eywzy 0.00 0.27 0.29 0.32 0. 0.00 0. 0.10 0.10 0.10
0.8
VIgEaeNE 0.21 0.00 0.28 0.32 0. 0.09 0.00 0.12 0.11 0.12 o)
Q 06 A
‘g olex'y 0.22 0.26 0.00 0.31 O. 0.10 0.07 0.00 0.09 0.12 Q
7 0.4 T
olszteyx<y 0.25 0.28 0.29 0.00 O. 0.13 0.10 0.13 0.00 0.13 m
0.2
Slgleisvy 0.23 0.26 0.28 0.32 0. 0.14 0.09 0.13 0.12 0.00
0.0

AP UG S VP S\ U e e
O\“P\ N\?«?\ OO(L OOP\ %?\O oN\P\ N\?«?\\x Oc’rL 00?‘ %?\O

target target

FIG. S3. Reconstruction errors among DPA-3.1 branches trained on OMat24, MPtrj, OC20,
ODAC, and SPICE.
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2. Unwersal PET checkpoints

We evaluate mutual reconstruction between PET universal models trained on different
datasets. Table S1 summarizes the characteristics of the five analyzed PET variants, includ-

ing model size and training protocol.

TABLE S1. Overview of PET model variants used in the reconstruction error analysis. All “O”-
prefixed models are pre-trained on OMat24 before training on the target dataset. sAlex stands for

the subsampled Alexandria dataset (sAlexandria) [17, 23].

Model Pre-training  Target Dataset =~ DFT Level Size
PET-MAD — MAD PBEsol S
PET-OAM OMat24 sAlexandria + MPtrj  PBE L

PET-OMAD OMat24 MAD PBEsol L

PET-OMAT OMat24 OMat24 PBE L

PET-OMATPES OMat24 MatPES r2SCAN L
GFRE LFRE

MAD

OAM [IE 0.00 0.30 0.20 0.35 g 0.22 0.00 0.12 0.26

OMAD [M0R 0.42 0.00 0.31 0.22 g 0.20 0.22 0.00 0.32

source
344740 3449
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FIG. S4. Reconstruction errors among PET variants trained on MAD, OAM, OMAT, and OMAT-
PES on the MAD test [16, 18, 19, 23].

From Fig. S4, MAD and OAM checkpoints are the most challenging to reconstruct with
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global linear approximation. OMat24 pretrained models (OMAD, OMAT, and OMATPES)
show slightly lower reconstruction, sharing the same latent space foundation from the pre-

training.

B. Dataset domain

We further probe the effect of training data by comparing medium-sized models, MACE-
MP-03b [10], trained on MPtrj [16], a materials-focused dataset, and MACE-OFF23 [61],
trained on SPICE [20], an organic systems-focused dataset.

Reconstruction errors are evaluated on the organic subset of the MAD test set. From
Table S2, the materials-trained model (MP-03b) can reconstruct the organic-trained model
almost perfectly (GFRE = 0.02). In the reverse direction, the organic-trained model fails to
reconstruct the materials model globally (GFRE = 0.36), despite near-perfect latent-feature
matching (LFRE = 0.04). This suggests that the latent feature spaces learned by the two
models overlap extremely well on organic geometries. The global reconstruction from OFF23
to MP-03b diverges, as the materials model was trained on a vastly more diverse set, and has
learned a richer global mapping that the organic-only model cannot replicate when forced

to use the materials model’s latent representations.

TABLE S2. GFRE and LFRE comparison between MACE-MP-03b and MACE-OFF23 evaluated

on the organic structures of the MAD test set.

Reconstruction direction (source — target) GFRE LFRE

MP-03b — OFF23 0.02 0.06
OFF23 — MP-03b 0.36  0.04

C. Model sizes
1. MACE-MP-0 and MACE-OFF23

We examine how well MACE models of different sizes (small, medium, large) can recon-
struct the last-layer features of one another on the organic structures of the MAD dataset. In

Fig. S5, the upper triangle shows results for the MPtrj-trained MACE-MP-0a evaluated on
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the MAD test set, the lower triangle for the organic-molecule family model, MACE-OFF23
[61], evaluated on the organic subset of MAD test.

GFRE LFRE
MP-0a (upper)

OFF23 (lower)
SMALL

MEDIUM

source

LARGE

J0JJa uollonJisuodal

SMALL MEDIUM LARGE SMALL MEDIUM LARGE
target target

FIG. S5. GFRE (left) and LFRE (right) among MACE checkpoints of different sizes (small,
medium, large) on the MAD test dataset. Upper triangles correspond to MACE-MP-0a (materials);
lower to MACE-OFF23 (organics).

Notably, MACE-MP-0a checkpoints reconstruct each other almost perfectly, regardless of
the model size. For MACE-OFF23, the difference appears when a small or medium model
tries to reconstruct a large one (GFRE is 0.48, LFRE is 0.31 on average between them),
meaning the larger model contains expressive capacity that smaller models cannot fully
replicate. It could stem from the differences between large variants in hyperparameters or

training protocol.

2. PET-OMAT

We compare the PET-OMAT checkpoints [62] of different sizes, as they can be used as
a pre-training base for fine-tuning. The model sizes depend on the number of GNN layers
(Ngnn), the number of transformer layers (/Vy), the neural network width (dpet), and the
cutoff radius (r.y) (Table S3).

From the error heat maps (Fig. S6), the models share a common backbone in the latent
space: smaller models (XS, S) can capture the main latent feature manifold of larger models

(M, L) with reasonable accuracy. Local reconstruction errors are higher and have stronger
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TABLE S3. PET-OMAT model sizes.
Model Size dpet Ngnn Nt Teut (A)

XS 128 2 1 4.0
S 256 3 1 4.5
M 384 3 2 4.5
L 512 4 2 4.5

asymmetry, which indicates that local feature neighborhoods are progressively better recon-
structed as the model size increases. Notably, the M model provides a favorable tradeoft,
achieving low errors when reconstructing the L model, and can thus serve as an effective

pre-training base for fine-tuning while remaining computationally efficient.
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FIG. S6. Reconstruction errors among PET-OMAT checkpoints of different sizes on the MAD test

dataset.

D. Single vs. Multi-head architecture of the same model

We next compare latent spaces between the single-head MACE-OMAT-0, original MACE
architecture [10] fully trained on OMat24 [23] (MACE-OMAT-0) against the corresponding
OMat-specific readout head of the multi-head MACE-MH-1 model [11]. The multi-head
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variant is the original architecture enhanced with nonlinear interaction blocks and trained
with multi-head replay fine-tuning, where task-specific readout heads are attached to a
shared backbone and simultaneously trained on new data plus a replay buffer sampled from
the original foundational training data, to prevent catastrophic forgetting of the pre-trained
representations.

As shown in Table S4, reconstruction is nearly symmetric with moderate GFRE but
very low LFRE. This suggests that the multi-head design preserves core representational
fidelity while improving the global readout, as intended by the multi-head replay fine-tuning.
The latent feature space remains essentially unchanged, while the readout becomes more
expressive. These results also could validate that models trained with the new multi-head

protocol are highly backward-compatible in representation space with earlier single-head

MACE checkpoints.

TABLE S4. GFRE and LFRE comparison between MACE-OMAT-0 (original MACE trained on
OMAT) and MACE-MH-1-OMAT (OMAT head of the multi-head fine-tuned MACE model).

Reconstruction direction (source — target) GFRE LFRE

OMAT-0 — MH-1-OMAT 0.32 0.01
MH-1-OMAT — OMAT-0 0.35 0.1

VIII. VARYING TARGETS

TABLE S5. GFRE and LFRE comparison between PET-MAD and PET-MAD-DOS.

Reconstruction direction (source — target) GFRE LFRE

PET-MAD — PET-MAD-DOS 0.68 0.39
PET-MAD-DOS — PET-MAD 0.56 0.28

We evaluated the information content overlap in the last-layer features of models between
PET-MAD (trained on energies and forces) and PET-MAD-DOS (trained on the electronic
density of states) by computing reconstruction errors on the MAD test dataset. The results
show lower errors when reconstructing PET-MAD features from PET-MAD-DOS features
compared to the reverse direction (Table S5). It indicates that the DOS-based features cap-
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ture aspects sufficient for approximating energy-based features, while including additional

information not fully aligned with the energy-based latent feature space.

IX. FINE-TUNING

A. Training errors

Each PET checkpoint corresponding to different training strategies was evaluated on the
test split of the LPS dataset, comprising 412 structures, on MAE and RMSE on energies

and forces. Results are summarized in Table S6.

TABLE S6. Test set performance on LPS dataset for different PET-based models: PET-MAD,
a pre-trained PET uMLIP baseline; BESPOKE, model trained from scratch; FF, model with full
fine-tuning; HF, PET with head-only fine-tuning; FTL, model with full transfer learning training;

HTL, model with head transfer learning.

Model  Energy RMSE Energy MAE Forces RMSE Forces MAE
(meV /atom) (meV/atom) (meV/A) (meV/A)

PET-MAD 210.01 208.26 129.69 75.95
BESPOKE 4.19 2.44 99.71 51.23
FF 8.73 6.58 89.44 54.59

HF 8.57 6.98 96.30 58.28
FTL 6.18 4.76 91.26 49.65
HTL 8.70 7.17 98.10 58.44

B. Hyperparameters

We report the hyperparameters used for all PET-based models trained on LPS across the

training strategies described in Sec. IIID.
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TABLE S7. Hyperparameters used for PET-based models across training strategies on the LPS

dataset.
Parameter Value
Cutoff (reut) 4.5
NN width (dpet) 128
Number of GNN layers (Ngnn) 2
Number of transformer layers (V) 2
Number of heads (Npeads) 8
Learning rate 1x107°
Batch size 16

C. Latent space projection

We apply PCovR projection on the last-layer features extracted from PET checkpoints
obtained with different fine-tuning techniques: full fine-tuning (FT), head fine-tuning (HF),
full transfer learning (FTL), and head transfer learning (HTL) upon the LPS dataset. We
also extract features from the basic PET-MAD uMLIP, used as a pre-training basis. For
the regression term of PCovR, we use the ground-truth cohesive energy, and we form the
structure-level features by concatenating the mean and standard deviation of the atomic
feature vectors. We set the mixing parameter o = 0.5 to balance the regression and PCA
terms, thereby enforcing consistency between checkpoint projections. The PCovR latent
space was first fitted using the embeddings on the MAD test subset, and the LPS projections
were then projected into this MAD latent space.

The projections are consistent and similar across checkpoints, meaning that PET-derived
representations retain the same global structure due to the common pre-trained backbone.
The fluctuations are mostly related to the transfer learning variants (FTL, HTL), which
means stronger local adaptations that change how LPS structures are associated with regions

of the MAD space.

The similarity and small fluctuations of the projections align with the minimal global

and local reconstruction errors described in Section IIIT A.
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FIG. S7. Two-dimensional PCovR projections of the LPS dataset using last-layer features of PET
checkpoints trained with different training setups. The greyscale background points correspond to
the test subset of the MAD dataset, and the colored points in each panel to the PCovR projections

of the LPS into the MAD latent space.

X. BACKBONE VS. LAST-LAYER FEATURES

We compare backbone (BB) and last-layer (LL) features across five PET variants, de-
scribed in SI VIT A 2. Checkpoints pre-trained on OMat24, corresponding to OAM, OMAD,
OMAT, and OMATPES columns, show higher LL to BB reconstruction errors (Fig. S8)
than the non-pre-trained MAD, which might indicate that pre-training enriches BB with
transferable information. Overall, the flow is asymmetric, with GFRE averages 0.29 for LL
— BB and 0.19 for BB — LL, suggesting that BB features are richer with the MLP head

discarding details, e.g., non-invariant components, to suit target prediction.
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FIG. S8. Global and local reconstruction errors for last-layer features (LL) and backbone features

(BB) among different PET checkpoints taken on the MAD test dataset.

XI. LOCAL TO GLOBAL FEATURES

The cumulants n(sk) are computed from the central moment ufgk) as follows:

g =&, (S1)
k@ — p® (52)
kg = . (53)
kg = ps’ = 3(ng’), (84)
kS = pl —10p ), (S5)
kg =g — 1505 ) —10(u5")” + 30(ug”)’, (S6)
kg = ng =21 ng = 3508 g + 21008 (1)), (S7)
kg = ps) = 28ug ug’ —56u¢ ng — 35(ug’)’ (58)

+ 42015 (1§)” + 560(g”) g’ — 630(a”)". (59)
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FIG. S9. Reconstruction errors of the eight-order cumulative structure-level features among uM-

LIPs on the MAD test dataset.
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