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S1: Baseline Model with Morgan Fingerprints

We further design a purely data-driven baseline model, MixECFP, by removing the mix-

ture physics model and replacing the GNNs with Morgan fingerprints.1 MixECFP simply

concatenates the fingerprints, compositions, and environment conditions, so it does not in-

clude a mixture pooling operator and does not preserve the permutation invariance. Overall,

the results of three model variants are shown in Table S 1, DiffMix, GNN-only and Mix-
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ECFP. InMixEFCP, by permuting the sequences of mixture components, the testing MAE

increases significantly for all three tasks, preventing its use in real-world applications. Fur-

ther, DiffMix and GNN-only outperform MixECFP on the model accuracy even without

permuting.

Table S 1: Model Performance on Thermodynamic Properties and Ionic Conductivitiesa

Task DiffMix test GNN-only test MixECFP test MixECFP permutedc

V E
m (cm3/mol) 0.033±0.009b 0.090±0.106 0.034±0.008 0.462±0.114
HE

m (J/mol) 5.10±0.32b 9.88±2.21 16.97 ± 2.19 365.26 ± 44.53
κ (mS/cm) 0.044±0.005 0.045±0.006 0.105 ± 0.007 22.70 ± 6.62

a. Results are reported by regression mean-absolute-errors (MAEs) (Mean ± Standard
Deviation) after running an ensemble of 5 models. b. The polynomial order N is 4 in
Equation (2) in Main Text. c. Permuted loss is generated by permuting input component
sequences.

S2: Data Efficiency of DiffMix

The amount and diversity of the data may highly influence the performance of data-driven

models. To evaluate the model performances on the datasets of varying sizes, we randomly

sampled 10%, 20%, 50%, and 100% of the original thermodynamic datasets and reran the

training processes in order to obtain a curve of testing losses against the amount of sampled

data. The curve is visualized in Figure S 1 (a) and (b), indicating the deteriorated model

accuracy when fewer data were provided. From Figure S 1 (a) and (b), we found that

DiffMix is more accurate than the GNN-only baseline, except for the two most data-

limited points in Figure S 1 (a) on excess molar volumes. This may be attributed to the

high variances of the model performances.

S3: Physics Capacity Analysis on DiffMix

To further interpret the trained DiffMix model on thermodynamic data in this work, we

visualize the magnitudes of R-K coefficients {Ck
RK,ij} varied by the polynomial order number
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Figure S 1: (a-b) The testing regression MAEs as a function of the number of training data
for (a) excess molar volumes (V E

m ), and (b) excess molar enthalpies (HE
m). These curves are

generated after running an ensemble of 5 models, where the solid lines and shaded areas
display the mean values standard deviations of results, respectively.

k, as shown in Figure S 2. Both the results in Figure S 2 (a) and (b) indicate an overall

decreasing trend of the R-K coefficients with some fluctuations, where the zeroth order (k=0)

term plays the most dominant role in the following R-K polynomials.

Pm = Σi<j[xixjΣ
N
k=0C

k
RK,ij(xi − xj)

k] + ΣixiP
i (1)

This is consistent with the plateauing pattern of the model performance when increasing

the number of polynomials involved (N), where adding higher-order terms does not help

improve the model accuracy, as discussed in the main text.
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Figure S 2: Magnitudes of R-K Coefficients {Ck
RK,ij} Varied by the Order Number k, on

the Task of (a) Excess Molar Volumes (V E
m ), and (b) Excess Molar Enthalpies (HE

m). The
coefficients are extracted by averaging the values from all data points, including training,
validation and testing, as well as from all five models in the ensemble of the model training
process (R-K order numbers of these models (N) are set as 15 during training). For the
binary systems evaluated in this work, only one series of interaction coefficients {Ck

RK,12}
exists, i.e. between chemical species 1 and chemical species 2.

S4: Differentiable Optimization Results with Fixed Sol-

vent Concentrations

Across Figure 4 (a)-(d) in the main text, we focus on varying solvent composition space while

fixing lithium mole fractions. Figure S 3 (a) and (b) further introduce the optimization

scenario of fixed solvent compositions and varying salt concentrations. Figure S 3 (a) is

created given the DMC:EC ratio of 0.7:0.3, close to the bottom ending point of Figure 4 (c)

in the main text, indicating that the optimal lithium mole fraction is around 0.08, agreeing

with the value we select in Figure 4 (c) in the main text. Clio2 further validated theDiffMix

simulation results in Figure S 3 (b).
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Figure S 3: (a) Ionic conductivities (κ, red curve) and their gradients (∆κ, blue curve)
with varying lithium concentrations and fixed solvent composition (DMC:EC, 0.7:0.3 mole
fraction). (b) Optimization Curve of ionic conductivities with fixed solvent compositions
(four initial points Figure 4 (c) in the Main Text), where we include both DiffMix results
and the robotic experimentation results generated by Clio.

Differentiable Optimization Data

In Table S 2, we present the data generated from differentiable optimization and compare

the results from both DiffMix and Clio. These data correspond to Figure 4 (c-d) in the

main text. Note that the lithium-ion mole fraction is fixed as 0.08 and the temperature

we run DiffMix optimization is 30 ◦C, while the temperature of robotic experimentation is

slightly off.
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Table S 2: Differentiable Optimization Historya

batch step PCmol DMCmol ECmol
κML

(mS/cm)
κClio

(mS/cm)
TClio

(◦C)
1 0 0.8 0.1 0.1 7.33 7.63±0.02 27.16±0
1 1 0.73 0.26 0 9.17 9.41±0.09 27.06±0.02
1 2 0.65 0.35 0 10.37 10.39±0.22 27±0.01
1 3 0.54 0.46 0 11.58 11.65±0.16 26.94±0
1 4 0.4 0.6 0 12.93 12.49±0.01 26.88±0.01
1 5 0.27 0.71 0.03 13.74 12.65±0.05 26.94±0.03
1 6 0.19 0.71 0.1 13.87 13.4±0 27.06±0
1 7 0.13 0.71 0.15 14.06 13.41±0.08 27.13±0.02
1 8 0.06 0.75 0.19 14.14 13.62±0.01 26.99±0.01
1 9 0.06 0.75 0.19 14.14 13.62±0.01 26.99±0.01
2 0 0.1 0.9 0 10.76 11.05±0 26.89±0
2 1 0.06 0.74 0.19 14.16 13.62±0.01 26.99±0.01
2 2 0.06 0.74 0.2 14.16 13.62±0.01 26.99±0.01
2 3 0.06 0.74 0.2 14.16 13.62±0.01 26.99±0.01
2 4 0.06 0.75 0.2 14.16 13.62±0.01 26.99±0.01
2 5 0.06 0.75 0.2 14.16 13.62±0.01 26.99±0.01
3 0 0.3 0.4 0.3 11.65 11.52±0.05 27.42±0.03
3 1 0.26 0.59 0.15 13.25 13.22±0.12 27.53±0.02
3 2 0.2 0.71 0.09 13.86 13.4±0 27.06±0
3 3 0.14 0.71 0.15 14.05 13.41±0.08 27.13±0.02
3 4 0.07 0.71 0.22 14.2 13.69±0.08 27.2±0.01
3 5 0.06 0.71 0.23 14.21 13.69±0.08 27.2±0.01
4 0 0.1 0.4 0.5 12.1 11.62±0.08 26.86±0.02
4 1 0 0.57 0.43 13.88 13.75±0.02 27.01±0.04
4 2 0 0.7 0.3 14.39b 13.71±0.14 27.2±0.03
4 3 0 0.74 0.26 14.24 13.82±0.04 27.2±0.02
4 4 0 0.73 0.27 14.3 13.82±0.04 27.2±0.02
4 5 0 0.73 0.27 14.33 13.82±0.04 27.2±0.02

a. Results are reported for four trajectories corresponding to Figure 4 (c-d) in the main
text. The lithium mole fraction is fixed at 0.08. κML is DiffMix output with temperature
set at 30 ◦C. b. Highest κML from DiffMix optimization, with AEM3 verification of 14.2
(mS/cm) at the optimal lithium mole fraction of 0.082 to 0.085 with the given
PC:DMC:EC ratio.
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