arXiv:2008.07786v2 [physics.comp-ph] 3 Dec 2020

Training machine-learning potentials for crystal structure prediction using disordered structures

Changho Hong,^{1, ∗} Jeong Min Choi,^{1, ∗} Wonseok Jeong,^{1, ∗} Sungwoo Kang,^{1, ∗} Suyeon Ju,^1 Kyeongpung Lee,^1 Jisu Jung,^1 Yong Youn,^2 and Seungwu Han^{1, †} 1Department of Materials Science and Engineering and Research Institute of Advanced Materials, Seoul National University, Seoul 08826, Korea 2Center for Green Research on Energy and Environmental Materials and International Center for Materials Nanoarchitectonics, National Institute for Materials Science, 1-1 Namiki, Tsukuba, Ibaraki 305-0044, Japan (Dated: December 14, 2020)

Prediction of the stable crystal structure for multinary (ternary or higher) compounds with unexplored compositions demands fast and accurate evaluation of free energies in exploring the vast configurational space. The machine-learning potential such as the neural network potential (NNP) is poised to meet this requirement but a dearth of information on the crystal structure poses a challenge in choosing training sets. Herein we propose constructing the training set from densityfunctional-theory (DFT) based dynamical trajectories of liquid and quenched amorphous phases, which does not require any preceding information on material structures except for the chemical composition. To demonstrate suitability of the trained NNP in the crystal structure prediction, we compare NNP and DFT energies for Ba2 AgSi3, Mg2 SiO4, LiAlCl4 , and InTe2O5F over experimental phases as well as low-energy crystal structures that are generated theoretically. For every material, we find strong correlations between DFT and NNP energies, ensuring that the NNPs can properly rank energies among low-energy crystalline structures. We also find that the evolutionary search using the NNPs can identify low-energy metastable phases more efficiently than the DFTbased approach. By proposing a way to developing reliable machine-learning potentials for the crystal structure prediction, this work will pave the way to identifying unexplored multinary phases efficiently.

I. INTRODUCTION

Crystal structure prediction (CSP) for a given chemical composition is among the grand challenges in condensed matter physics [1]. The goal of CSP is to identify atomic arrangements in space that produce the lowest free energy under given thermodynamic conditions. Mathematically, this is equivalent to the global optimization in a high-dimensional space, to which there is no general solution [2]. Nevertheless, various heuristic methods have been developed for navigating the gigantic configurational space efficiently and intelligently such as random structure sampling [3,4], simulated annealing [5], particle-swarm optimization [6,7], minima hopping [8], basin hopping [9], metadynamics [10], and evolutionary algorithm [11]. In evaluating the objective function or free energy, the method of choice is the firstprinciples calculations based on the density functional theory (DFT). The non-empirical nature of DFT allows for exploring the energy landscape with little restrictions, yet achieving high precisions. The DFT-based CSP has been successfully applied to identifying structures of organic crystals, superconducting materials, and inorganic crystals under extreme conditions [12–15].

One intriguing field to apply CSP is the structure prediction of ternary or higher (simply multinary hereafter)

∗ These authors contributed equally to this paper. † hansw@snu.ac.kr

inorganic crystals at ambient conditions. Its importance arises from the low throughput of crystal synthesis: while structures of most unary and binary compounds were thoroughly investigated by X-ray crystallography, only about 16% and 0.6% have been revealed within the ternary and quaternary spaces, respectively [16]. In the Inorganic Crystal Structure Database (ICSD) [17] that collects most of the synthesized inorganic crystals, new entries accumulate at a pace of 5,700 per year (averaged over year 2015–2019). Therefore, it may take at least several decades of strenuous experimental endeavors to uncover a large portion of ternary or quaternary domains in the structure database. Considering that major technological advances were achieved by multinary systems such as CuAlO_2 [18], InGaZnO_4 [19], CuIn_xGa_{1−x}Se_2 [20], and Li_{10}GeP_2S_{12} [21], a rapid knowledge expansion on multinary compounds via efficient and reliable CSP, followed by theoretical investigations on their properties, may expedite discovery of novel materials from the uncharted chemical space.

There have been several theoretical attempts to identify the stable structures of unknown ternary systems [14, 15,22–40]. However, the previous works often limited the configurational space by referring to available prototypes or fixing the number of atoms in the unit cell. The main reason for the restrictive searching is the sheer computational cost of DFT calculations. To predict the equilibrium structure of multinary crystals from exhaustive searching, a significant increase of possible atomic arrangements from permutations among different species demands evaluating the objective function far more efficiently than DFT. The classical potential is computationally cheap, which allowed for predicting stable structures of even quinary compounds [41]. However, scarcity and low fidelity of classical potentials prohibit wide use as an objective function. Recently, machine-learning potentials (MLPs) are drawing much attention as it delivers accuracy of DFT yet is faster than DFT by more than thousands fold. (Exploiting the locality of quantum systems, the MLP is a variant of the order-N method for DFT calculations, which is realized by atomic energies [42].) Therefore, MLP is poised to meet the requirement for evaluating energies in multinary CSP. Indeed, there are recent works that pursued this direction [43–46] The development style of MLP invokes a distinct challenge when applying MLP to CSP for unknown multinary compounds. That is to say, MLP infers total energies after learning on DFT results for reference structures. In usual practices, MLPs are first trained over structures derived from known crystals. However, such information is not available at the outset in CSP for unknown compounds, and one should construct MLPs out of ‘nothing’. To cope with this hurdle, in Refs. [43–45], structures from the random search or evolutionary algorithm were used to generate and update MLPs for unary systems of B, C, and Na, whenever prediction uncertainties are large for the structures (meaning that they are yet to be learned). However, these approaches might be less effective for multinary compounds because they unnecessarily sample high-energy structures that violate chemical rules from mutation (genetic algorithm) or random distribution (random structure search).

Motivated by the above discussions, we herein propose a way to construct MLP as a hi-fidelity surrogate model of DFT, mainly targeting to predict the most stable structure of multinary inorganic crystals at ambient conditions. The key strategy is to train an MLP over disordered structures such as liquid and melt-quenched amorphous phases. With only compositional information, the molecular-dynamics (MD) simulation on liquids can self-start from a random distribution and quickly equilibrates at sufficiently high temperatures (well above melting points), which is then cooled to amorphous structures. Thus, it is feasible to build the whole training set without preceding knowledge on the crystal structure. Furthermore, short-range orders in the amorphous phase resemble those in the crystalline phase (for example, consider amorphous Si and SiO_2), and local fluctuations in liquid and amorphous phases also sample diverse local orders that can appear in crystals. Therefore, it is anticipated that the trained MLP provides correct energies for stable as well as metastable phases, thus properly ranking energies of various structures emerging from search algorithms. We note that in Ref. [46], amorphous and liquid structures of C were used in training a MLP which could in turn identify metastable phases for C. However, the application to finding the crystal structure of multinary systems has not been attempted as far as we are aware. As a machine-learning model, we adopt the Behler-Parrinello-type neural-network potential (NNP) [47]. However, the present method is also compatible with other MLPs. For test materials, we select Ba_2AgSi_3, Mg_2SiO_4, LiAlCl_4, and InTe_2O_5F whose experimental structures are available at ICSD. These compounds also encompass diverse chemical bonding and structural motifs.

The main objective of this article is to benchmark NNPs trained over disordered structures as a surrogate model of DFT in structure searching. To this end, we compare energies between DFT and NNP for stable and metastable structures. A strong correlation may indicate that the trained NNP can properly rank diverse structures explored by the CSP algorithm. To collect a large pool of metastable structures, we utilize an evolutionary algorithm in combination with DFT calculations, which is a favored approach in CSP [11]. Then, we compare NNP and DFT energies for each compound over experimental phases in ICSD as well as low-energy metastable structures that emerge from the evolutionary algorithm. For every material, we find strong correlations between DFT and NNP energies, confirming that the NNPs can accurately prioritize structures in the order of the total energy. Interestingly, NNPs consistently predict that an experimental structure is the most stable. By combining the evolutionary algorithm with the trained NNP, we also search the stable structure for the test compounds. The method finds the stable phase for LiAlCl_4 and metastable structures for other compounds with energies higher than for the stable phases by 11.5-41.2 meV/atom, and they are obtained more efficiently compared to the DFT-based approach. The rest of the paper is organized as follows: in Sec. II we explain computational methods used in the present work. The main results are discussed in Sec. III and Sec. IV summarizes and concludes this work.

II. COMPUTATIONAL METHODS

A. Construction of training set

To generate training structures for NNP to be used in CSP, we carry out first-principles molecular dynamics (FPMD) simulations on the melt-quench-annealing process for each material. All DFT calculations in the present work are performed with Vienna ab initio simulation package (VASP) [48] and the Perdew-Burke- Ernzerhof (PBE) functional is used for the exchangecorrelation energy of electrons [49]. The cutoff energies and the k-point meshes for FPMD simulation are determined by the convergence test on a superheated structure at 4000 K (see below) such that the energy, pressure, and the maximum atomic force converge within 20 meV/atom, 10 kbar, and 0.3 eV/Å, respectively. As results, 250, 450, 300, and 500 eV of cutoff energies are chosen for Ba_2AgSi_3, Mg_2SiO_4, LiAlCl_4, and InTe_2O_5F, respectively, and the Γ point is used in the Brillouin zone integration for all the materials.

We first determine the melting temperature (T_m) and simulation volume as follows: the initial structure is prepared by randomly distributing ∼100 atoms for the given stoichiometry, which is then superheated at 4000 K for 5 ps. Next, we perform FPMD simulations by lowering the temperature gradually and select an ad hoc T_m as the lowest temperature at which the mean square displacement of atoms linearly increases with time. The determined T_m’s are 1500, 3500, 1500, and 2000 K for Ba_2AgSi_3, Mg_2SiO_4, LiAlCl_4, and InTe_2O_5F, respectively. (The experimental T_m’s are 2174 [50] and 419 K [51] for Mg_2SiO_4 and LiAlCl_4, respectively.) The cell volume is then adjusted such that the average hydrostatic pressure is equal to zero. Using the obtained T_m and cell parameters, we generate liquid-phase trajectories for 20 ps in the NVT condition. Subsequently, the liquid is quenched with a cooling rate of 100 K/ps from T_m to 300 K, and then annealed at 500 K for 15 ps to sample amorphous structures. The training set samples the whole melt-quench-annealing trajectory every 20 fs, and consists of 2,400-3,200 structures.

In the above, the computational parameters were determined by testing convergence for superheated liquid structures. When tested over 30 snapshots sampled from the training set of each material, the same computational settings result in mean absolute errors below 4 meV/atom and 0.12 eV/Å for the total energy and atomic forces, respectively, which provides sufficient accuracy as training data. (The reference data are obtained with 3 × 3 × 3 k-point sampling and the cutoff energy of 700 eV.)

B. Training NNP

For training NNPs, we use the SIMPLE-NN package [52] that utilizes Google Tensorflow for training and LAMMPS [53] for MD simulations. The package has been applied to studying amorphous phases of GeTe [54] and Ni-silicidation process [55]. As an input descriptor, we employ Behler-Parrinello type atom-centered symmetry function vectors (G), G^2 and G^4 for radial and angular distributions, respectively, following the definition in Ref. [56]. For each pair of atomic species, 8 radial and 18 angular components are used with the cutoff radius of 6 Å, resulting in 132 input layers for ternary materials and 212 for quaternary material. The network architectures are 132-30-30-1 and 212-30-30-1 for ternary and quaternary compounds, respectively. The output layer provides an atomic energy [E_{at}(G_i)] for an atom i in the given structure, and the atomic energies add up to the total energy (E_{tot}) of the structure. The input vectors are decorrelated by principal component analysis (PCA), and then whitened, which significantly increases the learning speed [54]. We train NNPs by minimizing the loss function that is the sum of mean-square errors for energy, force, and stress. The weight parameters in NNP are updated in a minibatch style with the momentumbased Adam optimizer [57]. We also include an L2 regularization term in the loss function to avoid overfitting and allocate 10% of the training set to the validation set. The optimization is performed until the root-mean-square-errors of the validation set become smaller than 10 meV/atom, 0.2 eV/Å (0.4 eV/Å for InTe_2O_5F), and 10 kbar for energy, force, and stress components, respectively. We also confirm that the number of reference structures in the training set is sufficient by checking the convergence of the validation error with respect to the training set size (not shown).

C. Crystal structure prediction by genetic algorithm

To sample metastable structures for each material, CSP is performed by an evolutionary algorithm implemented in the Universal Structure Predictor: Evolutionary Xtallography (USPEX) package [58] while the energy evaluation is carried out by DFT calculations with VASP. We fix the number of formula units (Z ) to that of the stable structure (4 for every material). We set the population size to 20-60, which increases with the number of atoms in the unit cell. Initial structures are generated by either random symmetric [59] or topological structure generators [60]. The succeeding structures are produced by both random generators and evolutionary operators, including heredity, permutation, soft mutation, and lattice mutation. The ratio of variation operators in US- PEX is set automatically, encouraging the operators to produce more diverse structures in the low-energy spectrum [60]. The generated structures are fully relaxed (both atomic positions and lattice vectors) until atomic forces and total stress become less than 0.1 eV/Å and 20 kbar, respectively, or the number of relaxation steps reaches 400. In addition, we turn on the antiseed option, which prevents the evolution from being trapped in local minima by adding repulsive Gaussian potentials for sampled structures [61]. We collect metastable structures generated during the whole evolution and use them in benchmarking NNPs. For accurate evaluation of energies, the metastable structures are further relaxed by DFT calculations until atomic forces and stresses are less than 0.02 eV/Å and 4 kbar. USPEX is also used in predicting stable structures within NNP by interfacing with LAMMPS. (See Sec. III C.)

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

A. Test materials

For test materials, we choose four compounds (three ternary and one quaternary) from ICSD: Ba_2AgSi_3 (Fddd), Mg_2SiO_4 (Pnma), LiAlCl_4 (Pmn2_1) and InTe_2O_5F (C 222_1). (See Fig. 1.) These four materials encompass diverse structural motifs such as layers, intercalations, and shared polyhedra. We intentionally

FIG. 1: (Color online) Unit cells of the stable phase of (a) Ba_2AgSi_3, (b) Mg_2SiO_4, (c) LiAlCl_4, and (d) InTe_2O_5F

chose materials with low symmetries (rather than simple systems with the high symmetry such as SrTiO_3) to stress-test the proposed approach. These materials are employed in a variety of applications owing to their mechanical, electrical, and optical properties: Ba_2AgSi_3 is a member of the Ba-Ag-Si system, which is anticipated for potential high-T_c superconductors [62], and has a layered structure formed by Si_6 [63]. Mg_2SiO_4 (also known as forsterite) features high fracture toughness and is actively studied as bioceramic implants [64]. It has a shared-polyhedra structure with Mg and Si occupying octahedral and tetrahedral sites, respectively. There are also three additional structures of Mg_2SiO_4 available in ICSD with the space group of Ibmm, Fd3m, and Cmc2_1. LiAlCl_4 is an archetypal halide solid-state Li-ion conductor [65]. After aliovalent doping, LiAlCl_4 exhibits high Li-ion conductivities, which could be used as electrolytes in all-solid-state batteries [66,67]. There are two structures of LiAlCl_4 in ICSD with the space group of P2_1/c and Pmn2_1. Among them, we find that the Pmn2_1 structure has a slightly lower DFT energy at 0 K [68]. LiAlCl_4 has a relatively simple structure where both Li and Al ions are tetrahedrally coordinated by Cl ions. Lastly, InTe_2O_5F is anticipated for nonlinear optical applications owing to a non-centrosymmetric structure [69]. The In ions occupy octahedral sites surrounded by four O and two F ions. The theoretical band gaps calculated within the hybrid functional [70] are 0.25, 6.70, 7.17, and 4.71 eV for Ba_2AgSi_3, Mg_2SiO_4, LiAlCl_4, and InTe_2O_5F respectively.

FIG. 2: (Color online) Correlation between DFT and NNP energies. Structures are fixed to metastable structures from USPEX (blue circles) or experimental structures from ICSD that are relaxed by DFT (red squares). In both ΔE^{NNP}_{tot} and ΔE^{DFT}_{tot} , the reference energy is the DFT energy of the stable phase. The experimental structures are plotted as red squares. (a) Ba_2AgSi_3, (b) Mg_2SiO_4, (c) LiAlCl_4, and (d) InTe_2O_5F.

B. Comparison of NNP and DFT energies for metastable structures

To judge the suitability of the developed NNPs for multinary CSP, we compare NNP and DFT energies for metastable structures collected by USPEX (see Sec. II C) as well as experimental structures in ICSD (relaxed within PBE). During 10-20 generations, USPEX garnered on average 274 metastable structures with energies relative to that of the stable phase (ΔE_{tot}) less than 500 meV/atom. The lowest ΔE_{tot}’s are 46.5, 28.2, 1.9, and 33.2 meV/atom for Ba_2AgSi_3, Mg_2SiO_4, LiAlCl_4, and InTe_2O_5F, respectively. (The package could not identify experimental structures.) We note that many metastable structures share similar atomic configurations such that slight shifts of a few atoms relax one metastable structure to another.

Using NNPs trained over disordered structures (see Sec. II B), we evaluate energies for metastable structures without further relaxations and compare them with DFT energies in Fig. 2. It is seen that the NNP and DFT energies are highly correlated, and Pearson coefficients among the structures with ΔE^{DFT}_{tot} < 200 meV/atom are 0.769, 0.864, 0.977, and 0.962 for Ba_2AgSi_3, Mg_2SiO_4, LiAlCl_4, and InTe_2O_5F, respectively. This is striking because none of the metastable structures were explicitly included in the training set. Thus, it is confirmed that the training set could sample the structural motifs appearing in low-energy metastable phases. It is also intriguing in Fig. 2 that the NNPs consistently predict the most stable experimental structure to be more stable than any theoretical structures (see red squares). This is the case even if the structures are relaxed using the NNPs.

Each disordered structure in the training set consists of various local configurations that are similar to structural motifs in metastable phases. The strong energy correlations in Fig. 2 suggest that the machine-learning procedure successfully delineated local energies without ad hoc energy mapping [42].

In Fig. 2, RMSEs of NNP energies with respect to DFT energies are 27.4, 29.6, 10.7, and 63.7 meV/atom for Ba_2AgSi_3, Mg_2SiO_4, LiAlCl_4, and InTe_2O_5F, respectively (averaged over structures within 200 meV/atom). These are bigger than training errors, which is understandable because local orders in disordered structures do not exactly match with those of crystalline phases. Nevertheless, the trained NNPs can still serve as a surrogate model because candidate structures are recalculated by DFT (see the next subsection).

In Fig. 2, it is also seen that the errors of NNP prediction increase with ΔE_{tot}. This might be because structural features in high-energy phases (> 200 meV/atom) were not sufficiently sampled in the entropy-driven liquid or amorphous structures. (ΔE_{tot} of the amorphous structure is 60–180 meV/atom.) The systematic upward deviation can be explained because structures are relaxed by DFT, which slightly deviate from the equilibrium positions given by NNP. When the structures are relaxed by NNP, the same plots show downward deviations (not shown).

In Fig. 2(a), we note that the energy scale is not well resolved for low-energy structures of Ba_2AgSi_3. For instance, ΔE_{tot} for the third lowest metastable structure is 93 meV/atom in DFT but it is only 14 meV/atom in NNP. This is attributed to deficiencies in the training set: in the disordered phases, we find that the hexagonal Si ring in the crystalline structure [see Fig. 1(a)] is absent and linear Si chains embedded with Ag atoms are prevalent. Since the low-energy structures mainly differ in the connection topology of Si chains, the energy prediction in this region becomes rather inaccurate. This sampling problem is caused by the high cooling rate of 100 K/ps, which may not provide enough time to establish mediumrange orders such as hexagonal rings.

In Fig. 3, using the principal component analysis, we examine element-by-element distributions of G vectors in the training set and (meta)stable structures of Ba_2AgSi_3. It is seen that most G points from USPEX-generated and experimental structures lie within those from the training set. (Analysis on other principal axes show similar relationships.) Other materials also exhibit Gpoint distributions similar to Ba_2AgSi_3. (The only excep-

FIG. 3: (Color online) The distribution of G vectors in Ba_2AgSi_3 projected onto the first two principal component axes (PC1 and PC2). The distribution of (a) Ba atoms, (b) Ag atoms, and (c) Si atoms. The projected density on each axis is plotted on the top and side.

tion is Al in LiAlCl_4, where Al atoms from high-energy metastable structures are distinct from the training set.) Therefore, we explicitly confirm that the local motifs of USPEX-generated structures and ICSD structures are well-included in the region spanned by the training set.

C. Prediction of crystal structures combining USPEX and NNP

Given that the NNPs trained over disordered phases are suitable as a hi-fidelity model in CSP, we try to search the stable phase for the test compounds by interfacing USPEX with LAMMPS and SIMPLE-NN. The computational parameters in USPEX are the same as those in Sec. II C except that the evolution extends to 120 generations. This is much longer than 10-20 generations in the DFT-based approach (see Sec. II C) but the total computational time is shorter owing to the fast evaluation by NNP. After 120 generations, USPEX suggests 10-20 candidate structures with lowest energies. By utilizing AMP^2 [71], an automation script for operating VASP, we relax these structures until all the atomic forces and stress components are less than 0.02 eV/Å and 4 kbar, thereby obtaining accurate DFT energies.

Despite a larger number of generations compared to previous studies (mostly binary compounds) [61,72,73], the evolutionary algorithm identifies the most stable phase only for LiAlCl_4 and fails for the other three ma-

FIG. 4: (Color online) The lowest-energy structures of (a) Ba_2AgSi_3, (b) Mg_2SiO_4, (c) LiAlCl_4, and (d) InTe_2O_5F found by USPEX in combination with NNP. (c) is the same as Fig. 1(c).

terials. This may indirectly reflect complicated configuration spaces for multinary compounds. Figure 5 shows the structures with lowest ΔE_{tot} (41.2, 27.7, 0, and 11.5 meV/atom for Ba_2AgSi_3, Mg_2SiO_4, LiAlCl_4, and InTe_2O_5F, respectively). While local structures of three metastable phases look similar to those in the stable phase (see Fig. 1), there are also distinct differences; Ba_2AgSi_3 in Fig. 4(a) consists of only mixed Si-Ag rings without pure Si rings in Fig. 1(a). On the other hand, Mg_2SiO_4 in Fig. 4(b) comprises corner-sharing tetrahedral Mg and Si atoms while the stable phase in Fig. 1(b) is characterized by edge-sharing octahedral Mg and tetrahedral Si atoms. (The corner-sharing structures were also obtained by DFT-based USPEX in the previous subsection.) Nevertheless, the NNP energy of the stable phase is close to that of DFT, which implies that more aggressive mutations are in need to create and stabilize the octahedral configuration of Mg during evolution. In the case of InTe_2O_5F, although both the experimental and theoretical structures have three-fold Te and twofold O, substantial differences are observed for In octahedra. The octahedra in Fig. 1(d) are corner-shared with each other through F atoms, resulting in two-fold F. However, the metastable structure in Fig. 4(d) features edge-sharing and singly-coordinated F atoms. In spite of the significant difference in the short-range order, ΔE_{tot} is only 11.5 meV/atom. This suggests that quaternary InTe_2O_5F has a rugged energy landscape where the configurational similarity weakly correlates with the energy.

In comparison with the DFT-based method, we find

FIG. 5: (Color online) ΔE^{DFT}_{tot} vs. ΔE^{NNP}_{tot} for Ba_2AgSi_3 with structures in Fig. 2(a) after augmenting the training set with metastable structures from USPEX-NNP.

that some aspects of the evolutionary algorithm work differently because of characteristics of NNP. For instance, random and mutated structures often relax to unphysical structures by NNP because they possess short bonds that are not in the training set. In contrast, the DFT method can automatically adjust bond lengths. We believe that additional short-range repulsive potentials can relax those structures to reasonable ones that can be utilized by the evolutionary algorithm.

The metastable structures obtained from the evolutionary algorithm coupled with NNPs can be also used for updating NNPs. For instance, we add 22 candidate structures of Ba_2AgSi_3 to the training set and generate another NNP. [We recall that these are not structures in Fig. 2(a).] In detail, we include the relaxation trajectories when DFT is applied on the candidate structures and energy curves along elastic deformations (shear, uniaxial, and hydrostatic types). After training, we recalculate NNP energies for metastable structures used in Fig. 2(a). The result in Fig. 5 shows that energy resolution for the low-energy region is significantly improved in comparison with Fig. 2(a), which is a result of hexagonal Si-Ag rings added to the training set. The Pearson coefficient for low-energy structures increases from 0.769 to 0.828. Notably, ΔE_{tot} for the third lowest metastable structure is 104 meV/atom in NNP, which is comparable to 93 meV/atom in DFT. Such refinement in the energy resolution should help identify the stable phase more quickly. One can also improve NNPs through iterative training. For example, we perform a melt-quench simulation on Ba_2AgSi_3 using the NNP and re-train NNP by adding trajectories of amorphous phases to the training set. We then find that the energy correlation improves similarly to Fig. 5.

So far, we assumed that Z (the number of formula units in the unit cell) is known for the target compounds. This is not the case in dealing with a truly unknown compound and various Z values should be tested separately.

(We find that Z for most inorganic crystals are 1, 2, or 4.) Utilizing NNP is advantageous in increasing the Z number because of order-N scaling, which is much more favorable than order-N^3 scaling with DFT.

D. Computational efficiency

We remark on the computational efficiency of the present approach. The main computational cost of this work came from generating the training set, which requires tens of thousands of supercell calculations for MD. However, during MD simulations, wave functions extrapolate well, which significantly shortens self-consistent loops. As a computational hardware, we employed clusters of Intel^® Xeon Phi 7250 1.4 GHz (68 cores per CPU). CPU times spent over one generation are 2,072 (69,564) and 11,532 (244,646) secs/CPU for LiAlCl_4 and InTe_2O_5F, respectively, when NNP (DFT) is used. Using 4(8)-CPU cluster computers for ternary (quaternary) compounds, it took a couple of days in computer time to obtain the whole training set and half-day for training and one day for USPEX to complete 120 generations with the NNP. With the same computational resource and the total time span (3–4 days), DFT-based USPEX could finish about 10-20 generations.

As mentioned above, the multinary CSP would require generations significantly longer than 100. For instance, in evolving over 1,000 generations, NNP-based USPEX would be faster than DFT-based one by up to 30 times. Furthermore, in evaluation of the energy and force of a single structure in the present study, NNP takes 1 × 10^{−4} ∼ 3 × 10^{−4} CPU seconds per atom while DFT takes 1 × 10^{−1} ∼ 5 × 10^{−1} CPU seconds per atom. Thus, the ∼ 10^3 speed gain by NNP did not translate into the acceleration in the present structure search by US- PEX. This could be improved by tuning the parameters in USPEX and adjusting program interfacing between USPEX and LAMMPS. By optimizing the supercell size and melt-quench protocols, it would be also possible to reduce the computational time to construct the training set significantly.

IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In summary, we proposed a way to train NNPs using disordered structures sampled from liquid-quench-annealing MD trajectories. From the strong correlations of NNP and DFT energies among diverse metastable structures, it was confirmed that the NNPs can properly rank energies of structures that emerge from search algorithms. The CSP using the NNPs could identify low-energy metastable crystal structures more efficiently compared to the DFT-based approach. The short-range orders were established rather quickly but it seems to take much longer generations to arrive at correct medium-range orders. The fast energy evaluation by NNP would be advantageous for identifying medium range orders of multinary crystals from extended generations. We note that the present approach is equally applicable to unary and binary systems although DFTbased search methods can identify equilibrium structures efficiently for low-order compounds, as shown in numerous literatures. In conclusion, by proposing a way to develop machine-learning potentials for CSP, this work will pave the way to identifying unexplored multinary phases efficiently.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work was supported by Korea Institute of Science and Technology Information (KISTI) and Creative Materials Discovery Program through the National Research Foundation of Korea (2017M3D1A1040688). The computation was carried out at the KISTI National Supercomputing Center (KSC-2020-CRE-0064).

[1] J. Maddox, Nature 335, 201 (1988).

[2] D. H. Wolpert and W. G. Macready, IEEE Trans. Evol.

Comput. 1, 67 (1997).

[3] C. J. Pickard and R. J. Needs, Phys. Rev. Lett. 97, 045504 (2006).

[4] C. J. Pickard and R. J. Needs, J. Phys. Condens. Matter.

23, 053201 (2011).

[5] J. Pannetier, J. Bassas-Alsina, J. Rodriguez-Carvajal, and V. Caignaert, Nature 346, 343 (1990).

[6] Y. Wang, J. Lv, L. Zhu, and Y. Ma, Phys. Rev. B 82, 094116 (2010).

[7] S. T. Call, D. Y. Zubarev, and A. I. Boldyrev, J. Comput.

Chem. 28, 1177 (2007).

[8] S. Goedecker, J. Chem. Phys. 120, 9911 (2004). [9] D. J. Wales and J. P. K. Doye, J. Phys. Chem. A 101, 5111 (1997).

[10] R. Martoňák, A. Laio, and M. Parrinello, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 90, 075503 (2003).

[11] A. R. Oganov and C. W. Glass, J. Chem. Phys. 124, 244704 (2006).

[12] Q. Zhu, A. R. Oganov, C. W. Glass, and H. T. Stokes, Acta Crystallogr. Sect. B 68, 215 (2012).

[13] D. Duan, X. Huang, F. Tian, D. Li, H. Yu, Y. Liu, Y. Ma, B. Liu, and T. Cui, Phys. Rev. B 91, 180502(R) (2015).

[14] A. R. Oganov, C. W. Glass, and S. Ono, Earth Planet.

Sci. Lett. 241, 95 (2006).

[15] A. R. Oganov, S. Ono, Y. Ma, C. W. Glass, and A. Garcia, Earth Planet. Sci. Lett. 273, 38 (2008).

[16] A. R. Oganov, C. J. Pickard, Q. Zhu, and R. J. Needs, Nat. Rev. Mater. 4, 331 (2019).

[17] G. Bergerhoff, R. Hundt, R. Sievers, and I. Brown, J.

Chem. Inf. Comput. Sci. 23, 66 (1983).

[18] H. Kawazoe, M. Yasukawa, H. Hyodo, M. Kurita, H. Yanagi, and H. Hosono, Nature 389, 939 (1997).

[19] K. Nomura, H. Ohta, K. Ueda, T. Kamiya, M. Hirano, and H. Hosono, Science 300, 1269 (2003).

[20] I. Repins, M. A. Contreras, B. Egaas, C. DeHart, J. Scharf, C. L. Perkins, B. To, and R. Noufi, Prog. Photovolt. Res. Appl. 16, 235 (2008).

[21] N. Kamaya, K. Homma, Y. Yamakawa, M. Hirayama, R. Kanno, M. Yonemura, T. Kamiyama, Y. Kato, S. Hama, K. Kawamoto, et al., Nat. Mater. 10, 682 (2011).

[22] M. Amsler, L. Ward, V. I. Hegde, M. G. Goesten, X. Yi, and C. Wolverton, Phys. Rev. Mater. 3, 035404 (2019).

[23] B. A. Steele and I. I. Oleynik, Inorg. Chem. 56, 13321 (2017).

[24] J. Shi, W. Cui, S. Botti, and M. A. L. Marques, Phys.

Rev. Mater. 2, 023604 (2018).

[25] C. Kokail, W. von der Linden, and L. Boeri, Phys. Rev.

Mater. 1, 074803 (2017).

[26] H. Wang, Q. Li, H. Wang, H. Liu, T. Cui, and Y. Ma, J.

Phys. Chem. C 114, 8609 (2010).

[27] Z. Shao, D. Duan, Y. Ma, H. Yu, H. Song, H. Xie, D. Li, F. Tian, B. Liu, and T. Cui, npj Comput. Mater. 5, 104 (2019).

[28] K. Gubaev, E. V. Podryabinkin, G. L. Hart, and A. V.

Shapeev, Comput. Mater. Sci. 156, 148 (2019). [29] J. Shi, T. F. Cerqueira, W. Cui, F. Nogueira, S. Botti, and M. A. Marques, Sci. Rep. 7, 43179 (2017).

[30] G. Hautier, C. C. Fischer, A. Jain, T. Mueller, and G. Ceder, Chem. Mater. 22, 3762 (2010).

[31] A. O. Oliynyk, L. A. Adutwum, B. W. Rudyk, H. Pisavadia, S. Lotfi, V. Hlukhyy, J. J. Harynuk, A. Mar, and J. Brgoch, J. Am. Chem. Soc. 139, 17870 (2017).

[32] T. Pavloudis, J. Kioseoglou, T. Karakostas, and P. Komninou, Comput. Mater. Sci. 118, 22 (2016).

[33] Y. Li, J. Yu, J. Jiang, Z. Wang, J. Zhang, and R. Xu, Chem. Mater. 17, 6086 (2005).

[34] G. Saleh and A. R. Oganov, Sci. Rep. 6, 32486 (2016). [35] J. Qu, D. Zagaceta, W. Zhang, and Q. Zhu, Sci. Data 7, 81 (2020).

[36] M. Rahm, R. Hoffmann, and N. W. Ashcroft, J. Am.

Chem. Soc. 139, 8740 (2017).

[37] A. Bhutani, J. A. Schiller, J. L. Zuo, J. N. Eckstein, L. H. Greene, S. Chaudhuri, and D. P. Shoemaker, Chem. Mater. 29, 5841 (2017).

[38] T. F. T. Cerqueira, S. Lin, M. Amsler, S. Goedecker, S. Botti, and M. A. L. Marques, Chem. Mater. 27, 4562 (2015).

[39] J. Wang, T.-N. Ye, Y. Gong, J. Wu, N. Miao, T. Tada, and H. Hosono, Nat. Commun. 10, 2284 (2019).

[40] A. Tran, J. Tranchida, T. Wildey, and A. P. Thompson, J. Chem. Phys. 153, 074705 (2020).

[41] C. Collins, M. Dyer, M. Pitcher, G. Whitehead, M. Zanella, P. Mandal, J. Claridge, G. Darling, and M. Rosseinsky, Nature 546, 280 (2017).

[42] D. Yoo, K. Lee, W. Jeong, D. Lee, S. Watanabe, and S. Han, Phys. Rev. Mater. 3, 093802 (2019).

[43] V. L. Deringer, C. J. Pickard, and G. Csányi, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 120, 156001 (2018).

[44] E. V. Podryabinkin, E. V. Tikhonov, A. V. Shapeev, and A. R. Oganov, Phys. Rev. B 99, 064114 (2019).

[45] Q. Tong, L. Xue, J. Lv, Y. Wang, and Y. Ma, Faraday Discuss. 211, 31 (2018).

[46] V. L. Deringer, G. Csányi, and D. M. Proserpio, ChemPhysChem 18, 873 (2017).

[47] J. Behler and M. Parrinello, Phys. Rev. Lett. 98, 146401 (2007).

[48] G. Kresse and J. Furthmüller, Comput. Mater. Sci. 6, 15 (1996).

[49] J. P. Perdew, K. Burke, and M. Ernzerhof, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 77, 3865 (1996).

[50] P. Richet, F. Leclerc, and L. Benoist, Geophys. Res. Lett.

20, 1675 (1993).

[51] W. Weppner, J. Electrochem. Soc. 124, 35 (1977). [52] K. Lee, D. Yoo, W. Jeong, and S. Han, Comput. Phys.

Commun. 242, 95 (2019).

[53] S. Plimpton, J. Comput. Phys. 117, 1 (1995). [54] D. Lee, K. Lee, D. Yoo, W. Jeong, and S. Han, Comput.

Mater. Sci. 181, 109725 (2020).

[55] W. Jeong, D. Yoo, K. Lee, J. Jung, and S. Han, J. Phys.

Chem. Lett. 11, 6090 (2020).

[56] J. Behler, J. Chem. Phys. 134, 074106 (2011). [57] D. P. Kingma and J. Ba, Adam: A method for stochastic optimization (2014), arXiv:1412.6980.

[58] C. W. Glass, A. R. Oganov, and N. Hansen, Comput.

Phys. Commun. 175, 713 (2006).

[59] A. R. Oganov, Y. Ma, A. O. Lyakhov, M. Valle, and C. Gatti, Rev. Mineral. Geochem. 71, 271 (2010).

[60] P. V. Bushlanov, V. A. Blatov, and A. R. Oganov, Comput. Phys. Commun. 236, 1 (2019).

[61] A. O. Lyakhov, A. R. Oganov, H. T. Stokes, and Q. Zhu, Comput. Phys. Commun. 184, 1172 (2013).

[62] R. F. Herrmann, K. Tanigaki, S. Kuroshima, and H. Suematsu, Chem. Phys. Lett. 283, 29 (1998).

[63] R. C. Gil, W. Carrillo-Cabrera, M. Schultheiss, K. Peters, H. G. v. Schnering, and Y. Grin, Z. Anorg. Allg. Chem. 625, 285 (1999).

[64] S. Ni, L. Chou, and J. Chang, Ceram. Int. 33, 83 (2007). [65] W. Weppner and R. Huggins, Phys. Lett. A 58, 245 (1976).

[66] W. Jeong, S. Han, and Y. Kang (2020), (submitted). [67] X. He, Y. Zhu, and Y. Mo, Nat. Commun. 8, 15893 (2017).

[68] S. W. Prömper and W. Frank, Acta Crystallogr. Sect. E 73, 1426 (2017).

[69] N. Jennene Boukharrata, J.-R. Duclère, J.-P. Laval, and P. Thomas, Acta Crystallogr. Sect. C 69, 460 (2013).

[70] J. Heyd, G. E. Scuseria, and M. Ernzerhof, J. Chem.

Phys. 118, 8207 (2003).

[71] Y. Youn, M. Lee, C. Hong, D. Kim, S. Kim, J. Jung, K. Yim, and S. Han, Comput. Phys. Commun. 256, 107450 (2020).

[72] A. O. Lyakhov, A. R. Oganov, and M. Valle, Comput.

Phys. Commun. 181, 1623 (2010).

[73] A. E. Shields, A. J. Miskowiec, K. Maheshwari, M. C.

Kirkegaard, D. J. Staros, J. L. Niedziela, R. J. Kapsimalis, and B. B. Anderson, J. Phys. Chem. C 123, 15985 (2019).