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Abstract

Accurate and fast prediction of materials’ properties is central to the digital transformation of
materials design. However, the vast design space and diverse operating conditions pose significant
challenges for accurately modeling arbitrary material candidates and forecasting their properties.
We present MatterSim, a deep learning model actively learned from large-scale first-principles
computations, for efficient atomistic simulations at first-principles level and accurate prediction of
broad material properties across the periodic table, spanning temperatures from 0 to 5000K and
pressures up to 1000GPa. Out-of-the-box, the model serves as a machine learning force field, and
shows remarkable capabilities not only in predicting ground-state material structures and ener-
getics, but also in simulating their behavior under realistic temperatures and pressures, signifying
an up to ten-fold enhancement in precision compared to the prior best-in-class. This enables Mat-
terSim to compute materials’ lattice dynamics, mechanical and thermodynamic properties, and
beyond, to an accuracy comparable with first-principles methods. Specifically, MatterSim pre-
dicts Gibbs free energies for a wide range of inorganic solids with near-first-principles accuracy
and achieves a 15meV/atom resolution for temperatures up to 1000K compared with experi-
ments. This opens an opportunity to predict experimental phase diagrams of materials at minimal
computational cost. Moreover, MatterSim also serves as a platform for continuous learning and
customization by integrating domain-specific data. The model can be fine-tuned for atomistic
simulations at a desired level of theory or for direct structure-to-property predictions, achieving
high data efficiency with a reduction in data requirements by up to 97%.

1

ar
X

iv
:2

40
5.

04
96

7v
2 

 [
co

nd
-m

at
.m

tr
l-

sc
i]

  1
0 

M
ay

 2
02

4

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4531-093X
https://orcid.org/0009-0006-8486-9230
https://orcid.org/0009-0008-9215-3990
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9235-8963
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4428-2452
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4167-6432
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4183-2941
https://orcid.org/0009-0005-2701-5565
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6334-2679
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7777-8871
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1454-188X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1626-5065
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0987-4666
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0412-1312
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7971-5222
https://orcid.org/0009-0007-7680-4514
https://orcid.org/0009-0006-2226-5730
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5207-5440
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4382-200X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2239-8526


1 Introduction

Material design stands at the heart of technological advancements in nanoelectronics,[1, 2] energy

storage,[3, 4] biomedicine,[5] and environmental sustainability.[6, 7] Conventionally, the development

of new materials has been a slow and expensive process, dominated by experimental trial and error.

Transitioning these efforts in silico offers an immense potential to expedite this process.[8] At the core

of this paradigm shift is the ability to accurately and efficiently predict the properties of arbitrary

materials under practical synthesis and working conditions.

Advances in deep learning have enabled efficient prediction of materials properties in many

domains.[9–12] A few models based on extensive computational databases can make predictions

across many chemical compositions,[13–16] and recent attempts have tried to extend this capability

to the entire periodic table.[11, 17, 17–23] One of the most outstanding examples, universal machine

learning force field (MLFF), has been proposed based on open-source or proprietary crystalline

databases.[11, 17, 19–23] These models mark a significant advancement of machine learning towards

chemical universality for materials modeling. However, the property of a potential candidate material

not only depends on its chemical composition and corresponding near-equilibrium atomic structure,

but also on thermodynamic conditions including temperature and pressure. This results in a require-

ment of high predictive accuracy over an enormous configuration space well beyond the ground states

or local minima of crystal structures typically captured by current databases and models, which

fundamentally limits their applicability for materials design.

To address this challenge, we introduce MatterSim, a deep learning model designed for emulating

materials and predicting their properties under realistic thermodynamic conditions including finite

temperatures and pressures, as illustrated in Fig. 1. MatterSim utilizes deep graph neural networks,

uncertainty-aware sampling and active learning to explore the vast materials space with first-principles

computations as a supervisor for enhanced generalizability.[24] Out-of-the-box, MatterSim operates

as a zero-shot MLFF, delivering both efficient and precise predictions of energies and forces, showcas-

ing proficiency in predicting energetics near ground states and dynamics under realistic conditions,

with a mean absolute error (MAE) of 36 meV/atom (43 meV/atom as chemical accuracy) on MPF-TP

(a dataset covering wide ranges of materials structure sampled under finite temperature between 0-

5000 K and pressures between 0–1000 GPa), marking a ten-fold increase in accuracy compared with

previous efforts.[19–21] Therefore, MatterSim is well-suited for calculating a broad range of proper-

ties, including lattice dynamics, mechanical properties, thermodynamics and more. Remarkably, the

model is capable of predicting temperature- and pressure-dependent free energies of wide ranges of

solid materials comparable with first-principles methods and experimental measurements, thereby

opening an opportunity for fast and accurate prediction of phase diagrams of materials. Furthermore,
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Fig. 1: MatterSim is a deep learning atomistic model for predicting materials properties
with high predictive accuracy across chemical elements, temperatures and pressures,
enabling a wide range of applicability and functionality.

MatterSim’s extensive coverage of the compositional and configurational space of materials enables

it to effectively describe material features in the latent space and to serve as a pre-trained model for

continuous learning and further customization, with high data efficiency. With active learning and

fine-tuning, the model can be extended to carry out atomistic simulations of highly complex systems

beyond its current data coverage and theory level. For example, to simulate liquid water, only 3% of

the data is needed to customize MatterSim to obtain the results of a specialized model trained from

scratch, and to reproduce the experimental structural and transport properties of water. Additionally,

MatterSim’s highly expressive features enable direct structure-to-property prediction of materials,

which is also known as end-to-end prediction. After being fine-tuned with a limited amount of data,

MatterSim outperforms specialized models trained exclusively with domain specific data on the tasks

related to lattice dynamics, electronic and mechanical properties in Matbench.[25]
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2 Results

2.1 Learning the materials space under first-principles supervision

MatterSim employs an active learning approach to explore the extensive materials space, integrating

a deep graph neural network, a materials explorer, a first-principles supervisor,[24, 26–28] and an

ensemble uncertainty monitor, see Fig. 2(a). Starting from an initial dataset curated from existing

sources, the first-principles supervisor offers the deep learning model supervision signals relating to

energies, forces, and stresses on the given structures at the generalized gradient approximation (GGA)

Perdew–Burke–Ernzerhof (PBE)[29] level of theory with Hubbard U correction[30] for select materials

as specified by the Materials Project standard settings[31]. This trained model then functions as

an effective surrogate to the first-principles method, guiding the materials explorer to gather more

structures, thereby exploring the most uncertain regions of materials space to enrich the samples for

model training. These sampled structures will also be labeled by the first-principles supervisor to

provide additional training signals to the model following an active learning loop. The MatterSim

model, curated from several such iterations, is capable of learning a wide range of materials space

with minimal data redundancy.

A key feature of MatterSim is the vast coverage of materials space. We note that data in current

databases has significant chemical and/or structural bias, leading to significant under-sampling of

materials space. For example, most open databases are obtained through relaxation of experimental

crystal structures with first-principles calculations.[19, 20, 32–34]. As demonstrated in Fig. 2(c) and

Fig. 2(d), the relaxation trajectory contains highly symmetric structures close to local energy minima

with high structural redundancy. Therefore, models trained on such data are deficient in the general-

izability and predictive power needed for atomistic simulation of materials under realistic conditions

like finite temperatures and pressures. In addition, these databases tend to have a strong bias towards

certain elements, which leads to an under representation of many interatomic interactions.[20] Here

our designed materials explorers featuring a diverse collection of materials, including ground-state

or near-equilibrium structures from public datasets and in-house generated ones by the ground-state

materials explorer, as well as off-equilibrium structures (see Fig. 2(a)) across a wide range of temper-

atures and pressures by the off-equilibrium materials explorer, signifying a critical expansion of the

configurational space. It is worth noting that active learning is adopted in a batched manner in the

sampling process to avoid relabeling structures of high confidence to the model. With such a scheme,

we collected a first-principles labeled dataset with better chemical and structural coverage, with an

analysis in Section S3. As of the date of publication, the training dataset contains ∼17M structures
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labeled with first-principles computations. As shown in Fig. 2(b), the curated dataset is representa-

tive of materials at temperatures and pressures covering 0–5000 K and 0–1000 GPa. The element pair

distribution (see Fig. S11) also shows significantly better sampled chemical space with a more uni-

form distribution. More importantly, the dataset contains on average 2 to 3-fold more distinct atomic

environments across the entire periodic table compared to previous databases based on DFT relax-

ation of crystal structures, and 10-fold or even higher for certain elements especially for noble gas

elements. More details on this are provided in Section Fig. S13. The coverage of the data generated

in this work has empowered MatterSim to make accurate and robust predictions for a wide range

of applications; in Fig. 2(e), we list the performance of MatterSim on six tasks, including phonon-

related property prediction, materials discovery (MatBench Discovery), and dynamics under realistic

conditions (structure benchmark sets sampled from ab initio molecular dynamics with wide tempera-

ture and pressure ranges). The most noticeable enhancement are observed on the benchmark datasets

MPF-TP and Random-TP (sampled from high temperature and pressure), where MatterSim achieves

up to 10-fold improvement compared to universal force fields trained on relaxation trajectories.

The choice of model architecture is of central importance to the performance of MatterSim. It

needs to be scalable – capable of consuming large amount of data by expanding the model size. It also

needs to be efficient during inference so that the model can tractably be used to carry out complex

simulations for long timescales. Many models have been developed for application as an MLFF as

well as to predict other properties. In this work, we opt to use two primary architectures, M3GNet[19]

and Graphormer[35] as the backbones for MatterSim. M3GNet is an invariant graph neural network

model with high data efficiency, which has been used to train models (and ensembles) with data up

to 3M. For models with larger data sizes, we turn to Graphormer. Graphormer is a transformer-

based model with proven learning capacity and scalability.[35, 36] In particular, we baked in several

additional attributes including invariance to translation and periodic boundary conditions and explicit

equivariant features to better accommodate materials-related tasks, see Section S1 for more details.

Such a model has better accuracy and better generalizability compared with smaller models at the

cost of substantially reduced inference speed and higher GPU memory requirements, see Fig. S5

for more details. Considering that models with different sizes have different accuracy and inference

speeds, the choice for which model to use can be made based on the time or accuracy constraints of

the relevant task. In this work, we use the M3GNet-based model for all zero-shot simulations due to

its fast inference speed, except for the MatBench Discovery task. For MatBench Discovery and end-

to-end property prediction, we turn to a Graphormer-based model, which gives better accuracy. A

brief comparison of model efficiency and accuracy is provided in Section S1.5 of SI.
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(a)

(b) (c) (d)

(e)

Fig. 2: MatterSim is developed on an enriched materials space. (a) A data explorer employed
in MatterSim for generating datasets covering wide potential energy surface; Histogram of the stress
(GPa) and effective temperature (K) of (b) the generated materials in this work, (c) the MPF2021

dataset and (d) the Alexandria dataset. (e) Comparative performance metrics of MatterSim across
six tasks: energy prediction on MPF-TP and random-TP datasets, phonon properties including max
frequency and density of states (DOS), Bulk Modulus, and inverse F1 score in MatBench-Discovery
leaderboard. Lower scores indicating superior performance for all tasks. Refer to main text and
supplementary information for task details.

2.2 MatterSim as a zero-shot atomistic emulator

MatterSim serves as a universal MLFF to efficiently predict energies, forces, and stresses of struc-

tures consisting of any combinations of elements from the periodic table (currently supports the first

89 elements) under simulation conditions of 0-5000 K and 0-1000 GPa, without additional training

data. Its universality and accuracy is benchmarked on multiple open datasets as well as three newly

created ones with better representation of the model’s capability under finite temperatures and pres-

sures. Detailed description of these datasets are provided in Section S6 of SI. As shown in Table S1,

MatterSim outperforms force fields trained on open relaxation trajectory databases with a substantial

increase in accuracy by an order of magnitude compared to previous best-in-class, which showcases

the model being faithful in reproducing first-principles potential energy surfaces covering wide chemi-

cal, temperature, and pressure spaces. Most significant improvements are observed on the MPF-TP and
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(b)

(c)

(d)

Ir3B2 (Iba2) Ca2C3 (C2) Pt4P3 (R3) Y2C (P32)

(a)

Fig. 3: MatterSim as a zero-shot emulator empowering materials discovery. (a) and (b) are
the contribution of each dataset to the combined convex hull formed by Alexandria-MP-ICSD dataset
(see text) and RSS-generated materials; (c) Elementwise appearance distribution[37] of the 852 RSS-
generated materials found be to on the combined convex hull formed by the Alexandria-MP-ICSD

and RSS-generated materials. The materials containing H, Si, N, Sb, O, S, Se, Te, F, Cl, Br, I are
removed due to potential issue with how anion corrections are implemented in Materials Project when
applied to hypothetical materials[38]. (d) exhibits examples of materials found to be lower than the
Alexandria-MP-ICSD hull, with the corresponding space group in the parentheses.

Random-TP datasets, which are sampled from high temperature and pressure simulations; see Fig. 2(e)

for more details. This enables MatterSim to carry out wide ranges of zero-shot simulation tasks

including but not limited to materials discovery, phonon prediction, mechanical property prediction,

Gibbs free energy prediction, phase diagram construction, and molecular dynamics simulations.

Materials Discovery. MLFFs combined with high-throughput screening, crystal structure pre-

diction, or generative models, have shown the capability to accelerate materials discovery where the

force field is used as an efficient surrogate to first-principles method to compute energy as a measure
7



of materials’ stability.[11, 39, 40] At the core lies the accuracy in measuring ground-state energies of

materials of wide elemental combinations. MatterSim shows a strong capability in predicting stability

of new materials, with an F1 score of 0.83 and a mean absolute energy error of the formation energy

of 25 meV/atom benchmarked on MatBench Discovery, details to follow in Table S2, marking the

SOTA capability to relax the initial structures as well as to accurately label the energies of the relaxed

ones. To further demonstrate its potential at scale, we carried out an exhaustive search on all binary

chemical systems using random structure search (RSS),[41] and the computational details are listed

in Section S8 of SI. RSS has the advantage of baring a theoretical guarantee of being exhaustive, but

its applicability has been constrained due to the prohibitive computational cost of relaxations with

first-principles methods and the lack of an MLFF that is capable of predicting materials near and

far from their equilibrium positions. (The initial structures of RSS are far from equilibrium.) Using

MatterSim, we carried out materials screening on all 4,005 unary and binary chemical systems of 89

elements with 45 chemical compositions for binary chemical systems, up to 12 atoms in the unit cell.

For each chemical system, we generate 20,000 candidate materials, resulting in about 80 million struc-

tures in total. By taking the most stable three structures from each chemical composition according

to MatterSim’s energy prediction, and using first-principles computations for verification, we identi-

fied 16,399 structures to be on or below the energy convex hull defined by the Alexandria-MP-ICSD

structures[31, 42–44] (See Ref. 39 for more details). Importantly, on the combined energy convex hull

formed by Alexandria-MP-ICSD and the RSS datasets, the current RSS constitutes the largest con-

tribution of 5,213 out of 7,268 materials, representing the best coverage of 71%, compared with any

previous efforts as shown in Fig. 3(a). Among the 5,213 stable structures, 1,974 of them are newly

discovered, i.e., not present in the Alexandria-MP-ICSD dataset (see Fig. 3(b)). Fig. 3(c) presents

the element-wise appearance of the 852 materials out of the 5,213 structures on the combined hull,

excluding materials that would be potentially impacted by anion correction implementation in Mate-

rials Projects. Our findings underscore the vast potential for discovering diverse new materials, even

within binary chemical systems.

Phonons. Phonons are pivotal in solid-state physics and materials science,[45, 46] acting as

key indicators of dynamic stability and the paramount foundation for predicting mechanical proper-

ties and free energies, but it is computationally expensive to compute phonons using first-principles

methods.[47–51] While machine learning can in principle accelerate this process[19, 21], enhanced

quantitative predictive power is needed.[52] MatterSim achieves high accuracy in predicting phonon

spectra of materials thanks to its faithful and robust reproduction of the potential energy surface close

to local minima. Fig. 4(a) shows the benchmark results on the materials from the PhononDB,[53]

using maximum phonon frequency as an indicator, and a good agreement is achieved with a mean

8



absolute error (MAE) of 0.87 THz. An example phonon dispersion of ZnSe is shown in Fig. 4(b). Com-

pared with first-principles references, not only is the highest frequency reproduced but also the entire

spectra. More phonon dispersions of example materials and their comparison with first-principles

calculations can be found in Section S9 in the SI.

Mechanical Properties. Understanding mechanical properties is crucial in materials design and

engineering to ensure safety and reliability, especially when taking into consideration temperature

and pressure dependence. We showcase the capability of MatterSim to predict mechanical properties

by computing the bulk modulus of a wide range of ordered inorganic crystals gathered from previous

studies (see Section S10 for details) and their temperature dependence under quasi-harmonic approx-

imation (QHA) with computational details list in Section S10. Fig. 4(c) shows the parity plot of the

0 K-bulk modulus predicted from MatterSim and their first-principles references. A remarkable agree-

ment is achieved with an MAE of only 2.47 GPa. In addition, as a model that predicts materials under

finite temperature, we also predict the temperature dependence of the bulk modulus of materials. As

an example, Fig. 4(d) exhibits the temperature dependence of the bulk modulus of AlN predicted by

MatterSim, with the MAE being 0.97 GPa over the temperature range and with a percentage error

less than 5% up to 1000 K compared to first-principles references. A detailed comparison on other

materials are shown in Section S10 of SI. These results demonstrate MatterSim’s robustness and accu-

racy in predicting the effects of materials’ properties under a wide range of temperatures. In addition

to temperature dependence, we demonstrate that MatterSim is capable of predicting the pressure-

dependent behavior in Fig. S20b up to 1000 GPa. Such capability further signifies the importance of

data coverage, especially under realistic temperatures and pressures.

Free Energy and Phase Diagrams. Over the last two decades, high-throughput computations

driven by first-principles methods[31] and more recently by large-scale machine learning[11, 19] have

been proposed in hope to accelerate the discovery of new materials. However, such methods heavily

relied on the energy above hull metric to determine the stability of proposed candidates, suffering

from the zero-Kelvin curse[54] — the stability of materials is measured by their ground-state energies

without considering temperature effect. Formally, the thermodynamic stability of a material is deter-

mined by its Gibbs free energy under synthesizing and operating conditions. While such quantity can

be computed using first-principles methods in principle, the cost to transit from ‘energy above hull’ to

‘free energy above hull’ is prohibitive. We benchmark MatterSim for its efficiency and accuracy on free

energy prediction on wide ranges of ordered inorganic solids by comparing with both first-principles

calculations using the PBE functional,[29] and experimental measurements.[55] As shown in Fig. 4(e)-

(f), and Fig. S21, MatterSim achieves a sub-10 meV/atom error for temperatures up to 1000 K when

compared with QHA computations at PBE level of theory, signifying a near-first-principles predictive

9



(b)

(f)

(a)

(c)

(e)

(d)

Fig. 4: MatterSim as a zero-shot emulator for predicting lattice dynamics and thermody-
namic properties. (a), (c) and (e) are parity plots of maximum phonon frequency, bulk modulus
and computed free energy difference between 0 and 300 K, respectively; (b) is the phonon dispersion
of ZnSe, (d) is the temperature dependent bulk modulus of AlN and (f) is the predicted B1-B2 phase
boundary of MgO with a comparison to first-principles studies and experimental measurements.

power. More importantly, when compared with experimental measurements on over 200 materials

as shown in Fig. S22, it achieves an MAE of 15 meV/atom(see Section S11.1), lower than dedicated

models directly trained on experimental data.[55] With such a result, we demonstrate as a proof-

of-concept construction of temperature- and pressure-dependent phase diagrams using MatterSim.

Under QHA (See Section S10 for details), we computed the phase boundaries (Fig. 4(f)) of MgO

and Si (discussed in Section S11). In Fig. 4(f), MatterSim predicts the transition pressure of MgO

from B1 to B2 at 300 K to be 584 GPa, which is very close the recent experimental measurement

429–562 GPa[56] and a recent first-principles prediction 520 GPa[57]. In addition, Fig. 4(f) plots the
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B1–B2 boundary over temperatures up to 16 000 K and pressures up to 700 GPa. MatterSim not only

computes phase transition pressures in good agreement with experiments for ambient temperature,

but also predicts the phase stability under extreme temperatures and pressures well — the predicted

phase boundary falls into the shaded region connecting experiments reported in literature and is very

close to the experimentally measured boundary for temperatures higher than 4000 K.[56, 58] Notably,

such a prediction not only requires good description of free energy with the temperature dependence,

but also its pressure dependence, signifying the importance of generalizability hardly achieved by

directly fitting to limited experimental data.[55]

Molecular Dynamics Simulations. MLFFs have shown significant acceleration in molec-

ular dynamics simulations and high accuracy compared with first-principles methods, if trained

properly.[59] The universality and robustness of MLFFs heavily rely on the coverage of underly-

ing training data. A lack of chemical, configurational, or compositional coverage inevitably leads to

erroneous or even diverging simulations.[60] This issue becomes particularly pronounced when the

simulation temperatures and pressures are high. Benefiting from the data collection and training

pipeline, MatterSim serves as a surrogate model to first-principles methods to carry out robust, effi-

cient, and accurate molecular dynamics for complex materials under finite temperature and pressure

conditions. To validate MatterSim’s robustness under arbitrary simulation conditions (especially on

finite temperature and pressure tasks), we randomly selected 118 systems including bulk inorganic

materials, metal organic frameworks, two-dimensional materials, interfaces, molecular crystals, poly-

mers and surfaces, with details of the selected materials discussed in Section S12 of SI. All of these

systems are subject to heating from 0 to 5000 K in a relatively short time frame to benchmark the

emulator’s robustness to deal with both the crystalline and the liquid or disordered structures, as well

as the phase transition between them. A success rate is defined as the ratio of the actual runtime to

the preset total time in MD simulations. As shown in Fig. 5(b), MatterSim achieved more than 90%

success rate for all the material families tested, exhibiting robustness over wide temperature ranges.

In addition, all bulk systems are subject to additional compression from 0 to 1000 GPa (followed by

heating from 300 to 5000 K) to further benchmark MatterSim’s pressure response, see the inset in

Fig. 5(c) for details. As Fig. 5(c) shows, the vast majority of systems have completed the entire simu-

lation process and the average finished rate is above 90% as well. Beyond robustness, MatterSim also

achieves high accuracy. As an indicator, MatterSim has an up-to-10-fold lower prediction error com-

pared with previous universal MLFFs on the Random-TP and MPF-TP datasets that are created under

wide temperature and pressure ranges, see Fig. 2(e) and Table S1 for more details. Interestingly, Mat-

terSim demonstrates good generalizability to material systems that is not trained on. We depicted

two example MD trajectories, including a metal-organic framework (MOF) compound under NPT
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Fig. 5: MatterSim as a zero-shot molecular dynamics (MD) engine. (a) Examples materials
selected for running molecular dynamics; (b) the success rate of molecular dynamics with increasing
temperature and pressure for various categories of materials; (c) analysis of the stopping temperature
and pressure of the molecular dynamics trajectories, with the temperature and pressure profile of
the trajectory shown in the inset; (d) the potential energy of a MOF material under increasing
temperature and NVT ensemble, with the inset being the radial distribution function of the Ag-Ag
atoms gAg−Ag(r) at 0, 200 and 400 ps of the trajectory; and (e) the potential energy of a bulk inorganic
material under increasing pressure and NPT ensemble, with the inset being the radial distribution
function of the Mg-Mg atoms gMg−Mg(r) at 0, 200 and 400 ps of the trajectory.

ensemble and a bulk inorganic material under NVT ensemble to show the accuracy of MatterSim in

Fig. 5(c) and Fig. 5(d) – for the six snapshots, MatterSim predicts a mean error of energy lower than

50 meV/atom, within wide temperature and pressure ranges.
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2.3 MatterSim as an active learner

Uncertainty quantification and continuous learning are critical to the successful application of a

machine learning model to predict material properties or carry out meaningful simulations. This is

especially the case for molecular dynamics because making prediction on out-of-distribution (OOD)

configurations can lead to erroneous energies and forces, which in turn results in unphysical simulation

trajectories or even simulation failure. Considering that the pretrained MatterSim model covers wide

ranges of atomic configurations, the idea is that only a small amount of new data is needed to

supplement the model to capture the OOD configurations. We show that with the help of a model

ensemble, MatterSim provides confidence estimates in simulating any system without performing

actual first-principles computations. More importantly, whenever the pretrained model is deemed

unconfident, MatterSim only requires a small fraction of the trajectory being labeled by first-principles

computations as additional training context to reach the same level of accuracy compared with

training from scratch.

Building on the strengths of MatterSim and its active learning capabilities, we applied it to a few

intricate systems to showcase its efficacy, including molten phosphorus, molten boron, and an ionic

superconductor (lithium dodecahydro-closo-dodecaborate, Li2B12H12), whose structures are depicted

in Fig. S40 and the inset of Fig. 6(a). Such systems demonstrate complex interatomic interactions

and intrinsically require heavy effort in data generation and model training.[61, 62] In our study,

MatterSim selected the structures for active learning based on an ensemble criterion described in

Section S13 in the SI, and it only requires including a small fraction of the structures in the simulation

trajectory as additional training data to recover a high prediction accuracy. As shown in Fig. 6(a),

the model reproduces similar level of accuracy for Li2B12H12, while including only 15% of the data if

it were trained from scratch. Similar performance was also observed for phosphorus and boron shown

in Fig. S42 and Fig. S43. In addition, we show in Fig. 6(b) that by incorporating additional first-

principles supervision signal on the data points of high uncertainties in the active learning process,

we notably reduced the maximum error compared to the zero-shot prediction of MatterSim, which

clearly demonstrated the efficacy of MatterSim’s capability as an active learner.

2.4 MatterSim with arbitrary level of theory

The potency of predictions generated by the machine learning emulator is inherently constrained

by the theoretical level of the training data. Here, MatterSim capitalizes on the supervisory signal

derived from GGA-PBE[29] functional (and Hubbard U correction[30] for qualified materials; the

detailed information is listed in Section S5). This underlying constraint imposes a limitation on the

accuracy of MatterSim when applied to a more expansive range of systems and applications. Here
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Fig. 6: MatterSim’s efficiency for complex simulation tasks using active learning and fine-
tuning. (a) Max force error against first-principles results in the simulation trajectory of Li2B12H12

from the actively learned model and the model trained from scratch and its crystal structure, with
increasing number of data samples. (b) The inference error and uncertainty of force along the AIMD
trajectory for Li2B12H12. The red points represent the structures with above-threshold uncertainty
taken for active learning. (c) Oxygen-oxygen radial distribution functions of water obtained from MD
simulations performed by the zero-shot (blue thick dotted dash), scratch-900 (blue thin dotted dash)
and finetune-30 (dark purple solid line) models. Black dots represent experimental references.[63, 64]
(d) Oxygen-oxygen-oxygen-angular distribution functions,POOO(Θ), obtained from MD simulations
performed by the zero-shot (blue thick dotted dash), scratch-900 (blue thin dotted dash) and finetune-
30 (dark purple solid line) models. Black dots symbolize the empirical potential structural refinement
(EPSR) of joint Xray-Neutron measurements for bulk water at 298 K.[65] Further details of each
model can be found in Section S14 in the SI.

as a demonstration, we conjugate MatterSim with the fine-tuning technique to recover the structural

and dynamical property of liquid water at the rev-PBE0-D3 level of theory and more remarkably

show its high data efficiency. Details of the fine-tuning setup can be found in Section S14.

When simulated with MatterSim in the zero-shot mode at PBE level of theory, water displays

an overstructured feature demonstrated by both the radial distribution function including gOO(r),

gOH(r), gHH(r) (see Fig. 6(c) and Fig. S46), and angular distribution function of the oxygen-

oxygen-oxygen triplets (see Fig. 6(d)) in contrast to experimental measurements. Such overstructured

behavior for water systems has been reported in literature, indicating the deficiency of the PBE
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functional in correctly simulating water properties.[63, 64, 66] However, with only 30 configura-

tions sampled from an ab initio molecular dynamics (AIMD) trajectory with rev-PBE0-D3 level of

theory[67, 68], MatterSim can be efficiently fine-tuned and the resultant model (indicated as finetune-

30 model) reaches the same performance as the model trained from scratch with all 900 configurations

from the AIMD trajectory (denote as scratch-900) for water structural properties (see Fig. 6(c) and

Fig. 6(d)). In addition to structural properties of liquid water, we found that the dynamical proper-

ties, here exemplified by the self diffusion coefficient D, can also be greatly improved. The finetune-30

model predicts D=1.862×10−5 cm2/s for liquid water, with an error below 20% w.r.t. the experimen-

tal measurements (2.3–2.4×10−5 cm2/s)[69]. The detailed discussion of D prediction can be found in

Section S14. Therefore, by finetuning MatterSim, we were able to obtain the similar accuracy of the

scratch-900 model on this task while using only 1/30 of the training data, which clearly underscores

the effectiveness of supervised pretraining on large-scale high-fidelity first-principles data with wide

coverage.

2.5 MatterSim as a direct property predictor

Direct prediction of materials’ properties from their structures is critical to large-scale virtual screen-

ing due to its low computational cost when compared to first-principles methods. This becomes

particularly noticeable when it comes to properties that are computationally intractable to calculate

or experimentally challenging to measure. Machine learning models are promising in this area due to

their capability of capturing non-linear mappings in high dimensional spaces. However, the prediction

error is typically too large to be of practical use due to the lack of data in specific domains. Matter-

Sim adopts an architecture with high transferability (graphormer) and is pretrained on high-quality

first-principles data with a wide coverage. Such data contains the rich dynamics of off-equilibrium

systems, presenting a wealth of complex information for deep learning models to learn from. This pre-

training enables the model to extract expressive features of materials to accommodate domain-specific

property data, facilitating the application to a wide range of downstream tasks beyond atomistic

simulations.

MatterSim’s capability to directly predict materials properties from structures is benchmarked on

a few regression tasks from MatBench,[25] including prediction of computed band gaps, shear moduli,

dielectric constants, max phonon frequency of bulk crystalline materials, and the exfoliation energies

of two-dimensional materials. Detailed training scheme is provided in Section S15 of SI. As shown in

Table 1, leveraging the expressive features extracted from the vast materials data, the model is able to

learn with minimal number of data points and reaches the highest accuracy in predicting all of these

properties. Interestingly, the improvement in predictive power is regardless of the model architecture
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when the model is pre-trained on the large-scale materials database presented in this work, as shown

in Table S5. This signifies the importance of data coverage in extraction of representative materials

features when training deep learning models for robust domain-specific property predictions.

Table 1: MatterSim as a direct property predictor. The perfor-
mance of MatterSim’s performance of the predictions of the properties
in MatBench leaderboard[25] with a comparison with previous models
trained exclusively with domain specific data.

Property Specialized model Training from scratch MatterSim
MP Gap (eV) 0.1559[70] 0.3031 0.1290

logGVRH (GPa) 0.0670[70] 0.0895 0.0608
logKVRH (GPa) 0.0491[70] 0.0687 0.0488

Dielectric (unitless) 0.2711[71] 0.3823 0.2516
Phonons (cm−1) 28.7606[17] 65.8220 26.0220

jdft2d (meV/atom) 33.1918[71] 47.8040 32.7620

3 Discussion

The accurate prediction of material properties and the simulation of their behaviors without

constraints on chemical elements, compositions and configurations are crucial to the digital trans-

formation of materials design. While deep learning has already shown promise in making such

predictions, their practical use is still constrained due to the limited generalizability across the vast

materials space. This challenge is particularly pronounced when factoring in temperature and pres-

sure, as the configurational space becomes exceedingly large. MatterSim addresses this by combining

deep graph neural networks, active learning, and large-scale first-principles computations. The model

achieves up to 10-fold increase compared with previous best-in-class, in the prediction accuracy of

energies, forces, and stresses for off-equilibrium material structures sampled from an extensive chem-

ical space under finite temperature and pressure, benchmarked against first-principles computations.

This enables robust and accurate zero-shot emulation of materials’ ground-state energetics, as well

as their dynamical behaviors under arbitrary temperatures and pressures. Remarkably, the free ener-

gies computed using the model agree well with experimental results; this opens the possibility to

efficiently predict experimental phase diagrams of candidate materials.

More importantly, MatterSim provides a platform for adaptive learning and customization based

on the specific materials design request. Starting from the model pretrained on diverse first-principles

results, only a small amount of new data needs to be brought to the model to refine the pretrained

potential energy surface, thanks to the good coverage of the initial dataset. In addition, the level

of theory of the emulator can then be customized by incorporating a small amount of expensive

data with beyond the PBE level of theory when necessary. For example, MatterSim allows fine-

tuning to achieve the hybrid functional level of theory with only 3% of the data needed to train
16



from scratch. Such two-step adaptivity, i.e., fine-griding the sampling, and fine-tuning the level of

theory, enables extreme data efficiency thanks to the pretrained model. Finally, the model also allows

direct connection with real-world experiments without complex ground-up simulations by building

end-to-end property predictors, thanks to the expressive feature extracted from the pretrained model.

Despite these advancements, MatterSim could be improved in several areas. From the perspective

of model development, it currently utilizes a semi-local description of atomic interactions, where

long-range interactions majorly leverages message passing or updates on attention weights through

graph nodes. Even though this model demonstrates superior performance compared to models that

rely solely on local environments,[19, 72], it doesn’t perform effectively in scenarios where long-range

interactions dominate the properties, such as polymeric and heterogeneous systems[73]. As for data

coverage, the current model is trained only on homogeneous bulk systems, without explicit inclusion

of surface and interface data that are crucial for applications such as catalysis. Additionally, the model

currently only naively supports inferences with DFT-PBE level of theory, limiting its use for systems

involving complex interactions, such as polymers and organic liquids. Inclusion of additional data

with different theory levels by multi-task pretraining could aid in this respect. Further improvement

on data efficiency and the model’s prediction accuracy is possible with semi-supervised pretraining.

Currently, the model only supports the native prediction of energy, forces, and stresses. Including

more data modalities, such as charge, spin, magnetic moments, and even more complex electronic

structure features, could further enhance the model’s accuracy and applicability.
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Fig. S1: MatterSim leverages materials graphs built upon point clouds to represent atomic interac-
tions and geometric features in Euclidean space.

S1 Model architecture and training details

S1.1 Materials Graphs

The input data for the MatterSim model are constructed from material graphs built upon the under-

lying point clouds in the three-dimensional Euclidean space with periodic boundary conditions. Each

point represents an atom with an associated element from the periodic table. We define a materials

graph G = (Z,V ,R, [L,S]) (see Fig. S1) with the following components: Z denotes the atomic num-

ber zi and additional features. The geometric features are encapsulated by V and atomic coordinates

R, with each atomic position r in Euclidean space R3. V represents the relative vectors, such as the

bond information between two atoms. S and L are additional optional information, where S is the

global scalar state information, such as temperature, pressure, and other conditions, and L is the 3×3

lattice matrix in crystals. Within material graphs, nodes correspond to individual atoms and edges

are formed based on a predefined rule. Here, a radial cutoff distance rc is used to construct edges. For

any two atoms ri and rj , there exists an edge if the Euclidean distance between them is less than or

equal to ≤ rc. It should be noted that if the coordinates are fractional, we scale them to Cartesian

coordinates. As a form of geometric graph, materials graphs exhibit roto-translational symmetry in

Euclidean space; specifically, MatterSim maintains roto-translational invariance for scalar properties,

such as total energy of materials, and equivariance for vectorial properties like forces. Given a mate-

rial graph, MatterSim adapts different input representations and crystalline features compatible with

the underlying architectures, M3GNet and Graphormer, which will be discussed in more details in

the following sections.
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S1.2 M3GNet

M3GNet is a graph neural network that explicitly incorporates two- and three-body interactions,[19]

enabling high-accuracy predictions of material properties. This architecture is summarized briefly

below; for further information, we refer readers to the original M3GNet publication[19]. The major

innovation of M3GNet relies on incorporation of three-body interaction into its message-passing

framework, thereby enriching the updated atomic and bond features with three-body information.

This is achieved through the following formulation:

ẽij =
∑
k

jl

(
zln

∥rik∥
rc

)
Y 0
l (θjik) ⊙ ξ(W vvk + bv)fc(∥rij∥)fc(∥rik∥),

e′ij = eij + g(W̃ 2ẽij + b̃2) ⊙ ξ(W̃ 1ẽij + b̃1),

(1)

where eij is the input edge feature on the bond connecting atoms i and j, e′ij is the edge update

message containing three-body information, and xi is the feature of atom i. Here, rij represents

the relative positions of atoms i, j; θjik represents the angle between bonds eij and eik; W̃ and

b̃ are learnable parameters of the neural network,;jl is the spherical Bessel function with roots zln,

Y 0
l is the spherical harmonics function with m = 0 and rc is the cutoff radius. In addition, fc(r) =

1−6(r/rc)
5+15(r/rc)

4−10(r/rc)
3 is a smooth cutoff function, ξ(·) is the sigmoid activation function,

g(x) = xξ(x), and ⊙ represents the element-wise product. It is worth noting that edge feature ẽij is a

vector of nmaxlmax elements, with n = 0, · · · , nmax−1 and l = 0, · · · , lmax−1, and nmax and lmax are

user-defined model hyperparameters. The edge update message e′ij are then passed to several graph

convolution steps to update both the atom and bond information xi and eij .

In M3GNet, message passing described above are conducted multiple times, and the resulting

atom and bond features vi and eij are passed to a gated multi-layer perceptron (MLP) to obtain the

prediction of energies E. Forces and stresses are predicted by taking gradient of energy with respect

to atomic positions f = −∂E/∂r and lattice strain σ = V −1∂E/∂ε via auto-differentiation, where r

are the atomic positions, V is the lattice volume and ε are lattice strains. In this work, we used a re-

implemented version of M3GNet with PyTorch[74] based on original TensorFlow implementation. We

note that during the development of MatterSim, another PyTorch version of the M3GNet emerged

in the MatGL library.[75]

S1.3 Graphormer

In this section, we provide a short introduction to the design and implementation of Graphormer,

with a focus on the modification made to the original architecture for better adaptation to materials
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Fig. S2: The overview of the Graphormer model.

structures. Graphormer model consists of two major parts: the structural encoder and property

decoder, as illustrated in Fig. S2.

Structural Encoder. The structural encoder is depicted in the left panel of Fig. S3. Here, we

provide a concise overview of the encoder’s components, which facilitate the mapping of atomic species

Zi and positions ri into an embedding feature xi. Similar to existing studies, the embedding features

are initialized with an embedding function, x0
i = Embedding(Zi).

Before going through the attention layer to learn the interaction among atoms, we first model

the spatial relationships between atoms to obtain an attention bias, which will be added to the later

self-attention layer. With rij = ri − rj being the relative positions between atoms i and j, and Φ̃(·)

being the Gaussian basis kernel function, the attention bias writes

bij = Linear(Φ̃(∥rij∥)). (2)

Then, Graphormer captures the significance of different atoms through centrality encoding by

aggregating the spatial encodings and passing them to a linear layer

b′i =
∑

j∈N (i)

Linear
(
mij · Φ̃(∥rij∥)

)
, (3)

where N (i) is the neighbor list of the i-th atom within a predefined cutoff radius rc, and the local

mask is given by mij = 1 − 6 (∥rij∥/rc)5 + 15 (∥rij∥/rc)4 − 10 (∥rij∥/rc)3 for two atoms i and j. The

centrality encoding is used to update the initial embeding x′0
i = x0

i + b′i, which will be passed to the

attention module.
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In the multi-head self-attention module of the h-th layer, Q, K, and V are obtained through

linear mappings from the features xh
i and the features are updated as follows

xh+1
i =

∑
j

Softmax

(QKT

√
d

)
i,j

+ bij

 ·mij · V j . (4)

Here d is the hidden dimension and
√
d is used to normalize the product. It should be noted that

K and V for the expanded atoms are directly copied from the initial atoms to ensure the same

representation is shared between an atom within the unit cell and its images outside the unit cell.

To account for the periodic boundary conditions (PBC) inherent in crystal structures, we have

adapted the original Graphormer by incorporating the multi-graph construction introduced in Ref. 10.

This approach enables us to represent atoms within the unit cell as a series of periodic graphs. In

these graphs, image atoms from neighboring lattices are included up to a pre-specified cutoff distance.

Similar to exisiting studies, the interaction of information between different atoms is influenced by a

smooth cutoff function, which is based on the interatomic distance and a predefined cutoff threshold,

allowing us to smoothly decrease the influence of long-distance atomic pairs.

Property Decoder For the Decoder part of Graphormer (see Fig. S3), we adopted the

GeoMFormer[76] module, which uses Transformer modules accommodated for SO(3)-equivariant

vectors.[77] It consists of two separate streams to maintain and learn invariant and equivariant rep-

resentations. Meanwhile, it also includes a cross-attention module that connects the two streams,

enabling information fusion between the two steams and enhancing geometric modeling in each

stream.

To accommodate periodic boundary condition in the decoder, we made the following modifications.

In the initialization part, we no longer use the original vector e0i = ri/∥ri∥Φ̃(∥ri∥), as it does not

maintain invariance to translation in periodic systems. Instead, we adopt the following initialization:

e0i =
∑
j

mij ·
rij

∥rij∥
Φ̃(∥rij∥), (5)

Furthermore, we adopted the multi-graph technique similar to that in the structural encoder for the

atoms in the unit cell. Finally, for the output features eN2
i of the N2-th layer, a linear layer is used

to obtain the force:

f i = Linear(
∥∥∥eN2

i

∥∥∥) (6)
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Fig. S3: The structural encoder and property decoder architecture of the Graphormer model.

The stress prediction was not supported in the original implementation of Graphormer. To enable

the model to predict stress, we designed a new stress head to evaluate stress as follows:

σ =
∑
ij

wij
Li

∥Li∥
⊗ Lj

∥Lj∥
, (7)

where L represents lattice vectors. Here, wij is derived from the features from the decoder followed

by the transformations defined in Fig. S4.

S1.4 Training details

For the training of the M3GNet, we referred to the training setups in the original implementation.[19].

To be specific, the loss function

L = l(e, eDFT) + ωf l(f ,fDFT) + ωσl(σ,σDFT) (8)

was used, where l(·, ·) is the Huber loss function, e is the energy per atom, f is the force vector on each

atom, σ is the stress, and ωf and ωσ are the weights of forces and stress, respectively. For the models

used in this work, ωf = 1 and ωσ = 0.1 are used. The initial learning rate was set to be 0.001 for

the Adam optimizer which decays in a cosine manner to 1% to the original values in 100 epochs, and

the training process stops after running for 200 epochs with a batch size of 128 on 8 NVIDIA A100

GPUs. As the training data size increases up to 3M, the the total number of parameters in M3GNet
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Fig. S4: Illustration of the newly designed stress head for the Graphormer model, utilizing a sym-
metrized weight matrix wij and normalized lattice vector outer products to predict the stress tensor
σ.

increase accordingly from 880K to 4.5M. Without modifying model architecture and training scheme,

further increase of model parameters led to instability under current settings.

For the training of Graphormer, we have configured the structural encoder with 24 attention layers

and the property decoder with 10 layers of GeoMFormer (2 layers in stress head). All attention heads

are set to 32, and the dimension of hidden layers and feed-forward layers is set to 768. The number

of Gaussian basis kernels is set to 128. In the structural encoder, all dropout rates are set to 0.0,

while in the property decoder, the activation dropout is set at 0.1, with all other dropout rates at

0.0. The cutoff for expansion is set to 20 Å, the smooth function cutoff is set to 5 Å, the maximum

number of expanded atoms is capped at 256, and the offsets for expansion range from -5 to 5 in each

direction. We use AdamW[78] as the optimizer with the hyper-parameter ϵ set to 1e-8, and β1 and

β2 set to 0.9 and 0.999, respectively. The peak learning rate is set to 2e-4, and weight decay is set to

0.0. The model is trained for a total of 1,562,500 steps with a warm-up period of 93,750 steps. After

the warm-up, the learning rate linearly decreases to 0. The batch size for training is set to 256, and

all labels use the mean absolute error (MAE) as the loss function. The energy loss factor, force loss

factor, and stress loss factor are all set to 1.0. The model training is conducted on 64 NVIDIA A100

GPUs. The total parameters of Graphormer is 182M. In the first round of training, only energies and
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Fig. S5: Model Inference Speed and GPU Memory Usage

forces are trained. After training is complete, the relevant parameters are frozen, and the stress head

is further trained.

S1.5 Model comparison

Graphormer offers a higher degree of model complexity and the potential for increased predictive

accuracy with its larger model parameters to consume the large training dataset. However, this

architectural design inherently leads to slower computational speed compared to M3GNet, especially

when automatic differentiation is employed to predict forces and stresses. Furthermore, the mem-

ory demands of Graphormer are significantly higher. This means that for larger atomic systems,

Graphormer’s need for GPU memory often reaches the upper limit of what is available even on

high-end GPUs such as the A100. On the other hand, M3GNet serves as a more resource efficient

alternative, especially in environments with constrained GPU resources. Its computational frame-

work is optimized for speed, making it a more practical choice for processing a majority of the tasks

encountered in our research. M3GNet’s design balances performance and resource utilization, allow-

ing for the analysis of large datasets and complex systems without the memory limitations faced by

Graphormer.

We further demonstrate the different level of needs of computing resources, we benchmarked the

performance of M3GNet and Graphormer on a set of materials with different number of atoms in the

unit cell in Fig. S5. For example, for a material with 100 atoms, Graphormer requires around 10-fold

more GPU memories compared to our implementation of M3GNet. The accuracy of the models based

on M3GNet and Graphormer is discussed in Section S6 and shown in Fig. S6.
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S2 Materials explorer

MatterSim’s predictive capabilities are underpinned by a two-part materials structure explorer, as

shown in Fig. 2(a), that enhances the training datasets through both equilibrium and off-equilibrium

structural data.

The ground-state explorer focuses on materials at or near atomistic equilibrium positions. It

primarily utilizes an uncertainty-based method with ensemble models to selectively incorporate data

from both public repositories and internally generated datasets into the database. This approach

ensures the inclusion of the most informative structures for model training, enhancing the accuracy

of property predictions at equilibrium. The off-equilibrium explorer, targets materials with off-

equilibrium atomistic positions. It conducts molecular dynamics (MD) simulations under a wide range

of pressures, including 0, 500, 800, and 1000 GPa. Under each pressure, we incrementally increase the

temperature from 0 to 5000 K within 200 ps. These simulations are crucial for sampling a wide range

of atomic configurations, allowing MatterSim to learn and predict material properties under high-

pressure and high-temperature scenarios that deviate significantly from equilibrium states. Together,

these explorers provide a dataset that spans a vast configurational space over the entire periodic table,

ensuring that MatterSim is equipped with the necessary information to predict material properties

across a full spectrum of conditions. In addition to the data explorers, a sub-sampling procedure is

applied according to the uncertain evaluated on an ensemble of models. The details of the uncertainty

evaluation can be found in Section S4. As an example to showcase the validity of this data generation

strategy, we tested the performance of intermediate model checkpoints up to 3M structures used in

model training in Fig. S6. As the the dataset increases, the model performance of force, energy and

stress prediction is improving on the test datasets.

We note that the dataset fueling MatterSim is part of a dynamic and continually evolving scheme,

ensuring that the model’s predictive power is constantly refined and updated. As of the time of the

release of this manuscript, 17 million data points have been compiled in this dataset, encompassing

materials sampled from publicly available databases, for example, Materials Project or Alexan-

dria, internally generated datasets, and molecular dynamics trajectories under ambient to extreme

conditions.

S3 Data distribution

MatterSim relies on the materials explorer defined in Fig. 2(a) to expand coverage of compositional

space configurational space so as to describe materials under a wide range of temperature and pressure.

In this section, we analyze the distribution of the dataset generated in this work and compare with
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Fig. S6: Performance of the intermediate checkpoints of MatterSim obtained on the iteratively
generated structures on three test datasets: MPF-alkali-TP, MPF-TP and random-TP. The details of
the generation of the test datasets can be found in Section S6.

public datasets, including MPF2021,[19] MPtrj,[20] and Alexandria[34] datasets. We first compare

the elementwise and pair-element appearance of the elements in the periodic table through different

datasets, then we compare the number of atoms distribution. Finally, we illustrate the definition of

the effective temperature used in Fig. 2(b), and highlight again the comparison of the distribution in

the effective temperature and pressure space across different database.

S3.1 Elemental and elemental pairwise distribution

Fig. S7, Fig. S8, Fig. S9 and Fig. S10 plot the elementwise percentage atomic appearance of the entire

MPF2021 dataset, 1M structures uniformly sampled from MPtrj dataset, 1M structures uniformly

sampled from Alexandria dataset and 1M structures uniformly sampled from the dataset generated

and used in this work, respectively. In the distribution of MPF2021 and MPtrj, a significant bias to

oxygen is observed – oxygen has 8-fold more percentage of appearance compared to most elements in

the periodic table. The distribution of Alexandria, on the other hand, has almost uniform distribution

over the periodic table, however we have shown in Fig. 2(d) that Alexandria only has a peaked

distribution around the pressure of 0 GPa. The dataset generated in this work, as shown in Fig. 2(b),

Fig. S10 and Fig. S11, not only ameliorates the biased distribution to oxides, but it also effectively

explored the configurational space and covers a much wider domain in the effective temperature and

pressure space.

In addition to elementwise distribution, in Fig. S11, we also compare the element pairwise distri-

bution in the four datasets. One pairwise appearance is counted when a pair of atoms exists with a

separation distance lower than 5 Å. MPF2021 and MPtrj are both derivatives of the Materials Project,

and thus it is no surprise that we notice a common distribution of them for elements with atomic
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Fig. S7: Elementwise percentage of atomic appearance in MPF2021 dataset.

Fig. S8: Elementwise percetage of atomic appearance of 1M structures randomly sampled from MPtrj

dataset.

number larger than the Lanthanum element – there are noticeable missing or close to negligible ele-

ment pairs. The Alexandria database again has a uniform distribution for most of the elements,

however, there are still missing columns or rows involving the noble gas elements. In contrast to pub-

lic ones, the dataset generated in this work has a relatively uniform distribution and also a almost

full coverage of all the combination of element pairs.

29



Fig. S9: Elementwise percentage of atomic appearance of 1M structures randomly sampled from
Alexandria dataset.

Fig. S10: Elementwise percentage of atomic appearance of 1M structures randomly sampled from
the dataset in this work.

S3.2 Number of atoms

In addition to the elemental and element pair distributions, we also compare the number of atoms

in the datasets. Fig. S12 shows the histogram of the number of atoms in the structures from the

MPF2021, MPtrj, Alexandria datasets and this work. Again, we use the entire MPF2021 datasets,

and 1M randomly sampled structures from the other three datasets. In Fig. S12, we clearly see that

the Alexandria has a biased distribution over structures with less than 100 atoms, while MPF2021

and MPtrj datasets have more dense distributions over materials with larger than 100 atoms. We
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Fig. S11: Pairwise elemental distribution of entire MPF2021 dataset, 1M structures randomly sampled
from MPtrj dataset, 1M structures randomly sampled from Alexandria dataset and 1M structures
randomly sampled from the dataset in this work.

also notice that MPF2021 has much less distribution over 200 atoms. The dataset generated in this

work has a less biased distribution compared with Alexandria and has a more smooth decreasing

in the distribution curve from structures with lower than 100 atoms to those with more 300 atoms,

empowering the model to handle materials ranging from simplest diamond structures to very large

complicated ones.

S3.3 Latent space coverage

In Fig. S13, we compare the atomic embeddings in MPtrj, Alexandria and the dataset generated in

this work. To make a fair comparison, we sampled 10,000 atomic embeddings from the 1M subset of

our dataset, 1,000 atomic embeddings from the 1M subset of MPtrj and 1,500 atomic embeddings

from the 1M subset of Alexandria for each element – this choice is based on the ratio of number of

structures in each dataset. The principal component analysis (PCA) is done for the embeddings to

reduce the embeddings to a 2-dimensional space. The principals are scaled to the range of -100 to 100

range and a circle of radius of 2 is assigned to each data point, and finally the coverage is computed as

the total areas of all circles excluding all the overlaps. Fig. S13a and Fig. S13b show the coverage ratio
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Fig. S12: Distribution of number of atoms in the structures in MPF2021, MPtrj (1M randomly sampled
structures), Alexandria (1M randomly sampled structures) and the dataset generated in this work
(1M randomly sampled structures).

between this work and MPtrj dataset, and between this work and Alexandria dataset, exhibiting

3-fold and 2.15-fold larger coverage on average through the entire periodic table with two examples

of Carbon and Zirconium elements shown in Fig. S13c and Fig. S13d, respectively. Interestingly, we

also noticed that the noble gas elements are extremely scared in the MPtrj and Alexandria datasets

that we can barely sample enough atomic embeddings from the 1M subsets, leading to much higher

coverage of our dataset, see Fig. S13e, and they are excluded from the computation of mean coverage

ratio in Fig. S13a and Fig. S13b.

S3.4 Temperature and pressure distribution

MatterSim is an emulator designed for modeling materials under real-world temperature and pressure

conditions and the workflow designed in Fig. 2(a) is capable of generating an enriched dataset that

covers a broad range of these conditions. To straightforwardly illustrate the distribution, we have

included a two-dimensional histogram of the effective temperature and stress of our generated dataset

in Fig. 2(b), where the effective temperature is defined as follows,

1. For each material from a given dataset, we evaluate its total energy per atom (ε) with MatterSim;

2. Then, we optimize the atomic positions with fixed lattice parameters for at most 500 steps until

the max forces converge to 0.01 eV/Å, and evaluate the relaxed total energy per atom (ε0);
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(a) (b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

Fig. S13: (a) The coverage ratio between the latent space of this work and that of the MPtrj dataset
for the entire periodic table; (b) the coverage ratio between the latent space of this work and that of
the Alexandria dataset for the entire periodic table; (c) Principal component analysis (PCA) of the
latent space of carbon atoms sampled from this work and MPtrj dataset; (d) Principal component
analysis (PCA) of the latent space of Zirconium atoms sampled from this work and Alexandria

dataset; (e) Principal compotent analysis (PCA) of the latent space of Xenon atoms sampled from
this work and Alexandria dataset. Overlap and separate plots of PCAs are shown for clarity.
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3. Finally, the effective temperature of this given material is evaluated by

Teff =
ε− ε0
kB

,

where kB is the Boltzmann’s constant.

With the effective temperature, we compare the distribution of the MPF2021 dataset and 1M ran-

domly sampled structures from Alexandria, as shown in Fig. 2(a), Fig. 2(c) and Fig. 2(d). Since the

structures are relaxed to their corresponding local minima, it is not surprising to find that they are

densely packed around the 0 GPa in stress, with very scattered data points of high effective tempera-

ture and high pressure. The dataset generated in this work, however, has a much wider coverage over

the effective temperature space (0 – 2 × 104 K) and stress space (0 – 1000 GPa in magnitude). We

note that the effective temperature should not be direcly interpreted as the physical temperature or

the temperature employed in the simulations, instead it is an intuitive metric to measure the energy

distribution of the dataset.

S4 Uncertainty quantification

Uncertainty quantification plays a crucial role in the predictive modeling of materials properties and

simulations, such as those involving MLFFs. Accurately assessing the uncertainty in predictions is

essential because it provides insight into the reliability of the models’ outputs and informs decision-

making processes. In the context of materials science, where the potential for innovation is vast, but

the costs of errors are high, being able to trust the predictions of computational models is paramount.

Current methods of uncertainty quantification often involve statistical approaches that estimate the

confidence intervals or prediction errors, such as Bayesian methods, bootstrapping, and ensemble

techniques.[79–82] These methods help to understand the limits of model predictions and to identify

areas where the model may require further training or refinement.

In the case of MatterSim, uncertainty quantification is addressed through an ensemble approach.

By training a set of five distinct models with different random initialization, the ensemble of models

gives an estimation of the uncertainty on both the energies and forces. The forces offer insight into

the dynamical behavior of atoms and can be particularly revealing in scenarios where the inferences

of only a small fraction of the atoms within the simulation cell is deemed unreliable. Conversely,

energy predictions are often more informative in cases for crystals with small number atoms in the

cell. By integrating both energies and forces into the uncertainty analysis, MatterSim ensures a

robust and reliable assessment of uncertainties, enhancing the confidence in its predictive capabilities

for material properties and simulations. As shown in Fig. S14, the uncertainty is measured by the
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Fig. S14: Parity plots of the prediction errors and the prediction uncertainties of energy per atom
and forces computed for the MPF-TP and Random-TP datasets.

standard deviation of both energies and forces on a set of randomly selected structures and is plotted

in contrast to the error with respect to ground truth. While the well-known underestimation of

uncertainty is present,[83] the ensemble-based uncertainty is still capable of distinguishing materials

with high error from the rest.

S5 First-principles computation details

The DFT parameters employed in this work are generated with the MPRelaxSet class defined in the

pymatgen library[84] and the calculations are conducted with Vienna Ab-initio Simulation Package

(VASP) (version 6.3.0)[24, 26] using the projector augmented wave (PAW) method[85] and Perdew-

Burke-Ernzerhof (PBE)[29] exchange-correlation functional with Hubbard U parameter for Co, Cr,
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Fe, Mn, Mo, Ni, V, W elements in oxides and fluorides chosen to be 3.32, 3.7, 5.3, 3.9, 4.38, 6.2, 3.25,

and 6.2 eV, respectively, to compensate on-site electronic repulsion. The cutoff of plane-wave basis

set is 520 eV and the convergence threshold for total energy is 5 × 10−5 eV/atom. For each material,

the total energy, forces on each atom and the stress are computed, stored and used for training. We

encounter convergence difficulties with elements such as Gd and Eu, particularly in off-equilibrium

structures where self-consistent cycles fail to converge, or energies vary significantly for two structures

with nearly identical atomic positions. Such calculations are consequently excluded from the study.

To construct the energy hull from random structure search results, a double relaxation defined by

DoubleRelaxMaker and MPRelaxSet, followed by a static VASP calculation defined in StaticMaker

is carried out on each selected structure. For more detailed information about our construction of

the Alexandria-MP-ICSD dataset, the energy hull of the Alexandria-MP-ICSD dataset and the new

combined hull formed by the Alexandria-MP-ICSD hull and our RSS-generated, one may refer to the

supplementary information in Ref. 39.

S6 Benchmark datasets and results

The zero-shot performance of MatterSim is benchmarked on a few datasets computed using the same

level of DFT as the training data of MatterSim. MPtrj-1k and Alexandria-1k are collected by

sampling randomly one thousand materials from the MPtrj and Alexandria dataset, respectively.

These two datasets contain structures that are close to local energy minima and reflect the capability

of models on predicting near-equilibrium-position properties, which is useful in evaluating materials’

chemical stability. The MPtrj-highest-stress-1k contains the 1,000 materials with the highest

stress in magnitude computed using DFT from the MPtrj datasets. This benchmark set evaluates the

models performance in the high pressure domain.

The MPF-Alkali-TP, MPF-TP, Random-TP benchmark sets are created with increasing com-

plexity to evaluate the models’ performance on materials under finite temperature and pressure

conditions with far from equilibrium atomic positions. All of these benchmark sets are created

with first-principles molecular dynamics trajectories initialized with corresponding structures. The

MPF-Alkali-TP dataset is sampled from AIMD trajectories of materials that contains alkali metals

in Materials Project and this dataset serves to assess the performance of the model for predicting

ionic conductors. The selection rule of elements is that the compound should contain at least one

alkali metal and at least one elements from N, O, P, S, Se, F, Cl, Br, I. In total, 50 compounds are

selected randomly from Materials Project following the selection rule. Similarly, the MPF-TP contains

molecular dynamics trajectories on 50 randomly selected compounds from MPF2021 dataset with-

out elemental constraints. For Random-TP, the initial structures are created by randomly placing 20
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atoms with random elements in a simulation box with. Again, 50 random structures are used for later

molecular dynamics simulation. During collection of the molecular dynamics simulation trajectories,

each starting compound is first relaxed followed by running an NPT simulation using VASP, in which

the cutoff energy of plane wave is controlled to be 520 eV and only gamma point was sampled in

the reciprocal space to ensure the speed of sampling. The simulation was carried out for 100 ps for

each material and the during the last 20 ps, 5 frames were uniformly collected for VASP calculation

under MPRelaxSet setting, which were used in the final benchmark set. The temperatures and pres-

sures are all random sampled. For the temperature, it is uniformly sampled between 0 to 5000K. For

the pressure, we used a log scale when carrying out the sampling. The pressure range is from 0 to

1000 GPa. By such a way of creation, these three datasets reflects the power of the emulators for

finite-temperature and pressure simulations with increasing difficulty in generalizability from simple

ionic compounds to complex random hypothetical structures. Since the temperature and pressure

ranges are wide, these benchmark sets are also reflective of model performance on crystalline mate-

rials, amorphous materials, liquids, and pressured materials. Typical structures from these datasets

are all shown in Fig. S15.

To evaluate the performances, the per-atom mean absolute energy error, the mean error on forces,

and mean error on stress are computed for each benchmark set. The results are shown in Table S1

where the comparison is carried out between MatterSim and a few open-source universal MLFFs,

including M3GNet[19], CHGNet[20], MACE-MP-0[21]. For M3GNet, the M3GNet-MP-2021.2.8-PES

checkpoint defined in the MatGL library is used. The CHGNet model is accessed via the GitHub

repository. For MACE-MP-0, the large version of the model defined in the commit 4d2d1c4 in the

repo (https://github.com/ACEsuit/mace) is used. To evaluate the MAE of CHGNet the Materials

Project 2020 Compatibility corrections are applied to the benchmark sets, while others are not. The

results are shown in Table S1.

S7 Benchmark on Matbench Discovery

Materials discovery is an innovative field that recently starts to harnesses the power of data-driven

approaches to revolutionize the way new materials are found and developed. This rapidly evolving

domain leverages machine learning models to predict and analyze the properties of materials before

they are physically synthesized, thereby significantly reducing research time and cost. The MatBench

Discovery task, in particular, are designed to test the effectiveness of these machine learning models

in predicting the stability of new materials based on a set of structural substitutions derived from the

Wang-Botti-Marques (WBM) dataset.[86] In particular, we focus on the IS2RE task which challenge

models to predict relaxed energy from the input structures. After comparing the results with materials
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(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

Fig. S15: Visualization of example materials in the benchmarks sets. (a) Na5As4 from
MPtrj-random-1k; (b) Eu2CoO4 from MPtrj-highest-stress-1k; (c) AcTe2Pb from
Alexandria-1k; (d) Li8NO3 from MPF-Alkali-TP; (e) TiSbRu from MPF-TP; and (f)
ArTbPrGdYPaMnCuAgOsPd2RhXeBrKr from Random-TP.

project, these structures classified as stable or unstable by constructing energy hulls. Finally, a few

metrics are gathered including binary classification F1 score, precision/recall rates, and MAE are

gathered to evaluate models’ performance.

MatterSim is applied to tackle the IS2RE task of MatBench Discovery. The initial structures in the

WBM dataset are used as input of the model and a FIRE optimizer was used to relax the structures.

The lattice is also relaxed using the ExpCellFilter function of Atomic Simulation Environment[87].

The force convergence criteria is set to be 0.01 eV/Å. The final results are shown in Table S2. Mat-

terSim achieves the highest performance in all metrics compared with all opensource and commercial

model. An F1 score of 0.83 and an mean absolute energy error of the formation energy 0.026 eV/atom,

demonstrating better success rate in finding new materials, despite that the model is trained on only

a smaller amount of the data, signifying the importance of less data redundancy.
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Test Set MAE M3GNet CHGNet MACE-MP-0 MatterSim(M3GNet) MatterSim(Graphormer)

MPTrj-random-1k Energy [eV/atom] 0.032 0.027 0.015 0.030 0.012
Force [eV/Å] 0.189 0.120 0.117 0.149 0.077
Stress [GPa] 0.268 0.290 0.468 0.241 0.164

MPTrj-highest-stress-1k Energy [eV/atom] 0.214 0.142 0.124 0.110 0.100
Force [eV/Å] 0.875 0.689 0.534 0.417 0.314
Stress [GPa] 12.288 8.085 43.284 6.230 5.921

Alexandria-1k Energy [eV/atom] 0.119 0.150 0.092 0.058 0.0131
Force [eV/Å] 0.112 0.108 0.095 0.086 0.006
Stress [GPa] 1.431 1.643 0.160 0.761 0.049

MPF-Alkali-TP Energy [eV/atom] 0.165 0.250 1.351 0.024 0.024
Force [eV/Å] 1.139 1.636 15.819 0.332 0.326
Stress [GPa] 4.911 12.625 25.723 0.851 1.072

MPF-TP Energy [eV/atom] 0.207 0.254 256.340 0.036 0.0400
Force [eV/Å] 1.224 3.313 1506.854 0.431 0.421
Stress [GPa] 5.575 25.208 202.093 1.318 1.917

Random-TP Energy [eV/atom] 0.537 0.506 9.184 0.219 0.141
Force [eV/Å] 1.789 3.950 88.327 0.937 0.813
Stress [GPa] 3.216 7.230 19.224 2.518 2.696

Table S1: Performance of CHGNet, MACE-MP-0 and MatterSim on benchmark datasets.

Model F1 DAF Precision Accuracy TPR TNR MAE RMSE R2

MatterSim 0.83 4.84 0.83 0.96 0.82 0.97 0.03 0.08 0.81
GNoMe 0.81 4.86 0.83 0.94 0.80 0.97 0.03 0.08 0.78
CHGNet 0.58 3.06 0.52 0.84 0.66 0.88 0.07 0.11 0.61
M3GNet 0.57 2.67 0.45 0.80 0.77 0.81 0.07 0.11 0.60
MACE 0.57 2.78 0.47 0.81 0.72 0.83 0.07 0.11 0.63

ALIGNN 0.56 2.92 0.50 0.83 0.65 0.87 0.09 0.15 0.27
MEGNet 0.51 2.70 0.46 0.81 0.57 0.86 0.13 0.20 -0.28
CGCNN 0.51 2.63 0.45 0.81 0.59 0.85 0.14 0.23 -0.62

CGCNN+P 0.51 2.40 0.41 0.78 0.67 0.80 0.11 0.18 0.03
Wrenformer 0.48 2.13 0.36 0.74 0.69 0.75 0.10 0.18 -0.04
BOWSR 0.44 1.91 0.32 0.68 0.74 0.67 0.12 0.16 0.14

Voronoi RF 0.34 1.51 0.26 0.67 0.51 0.70 0.14 0.21 -0.31
Dummy 0.19 1.00 0.17 0.68 0.23 0.77 0.12 0.18 0.00

Table S2: Matbench discovery results using the potential enabled by MatterSim. For results, we relax
the input structures, relax for 500 steps until the max magnitude of forces is lower than 0.01 eV/Å,
and evaluate the outputted energies. The results showcase that the interatomic potentials trained
as part of this work showcase SOTA performance on downstream tasks. Results of GNoMe were
taken from Ref. 11 and all other models from Ref. 88. Bolded numbers indicate the models with best
performance on each metric.

S8 Random structure search

S8.1 Search setup and computation details

Random structure search (RSS) is carried out using a python-interfaced-version of AIRSS package

[41, 89]. Searches are carried out on all possible 4005 unary and binary chemical systems of the first

89 elements. For each chemical system, two-consecutive round of searches are carried out. In the first

round, we sample 10,000 structures in each binary system. The number of atoms in the unit cell is

randomly sampled to be between 2 to 12. A uniform elemental-wise minimum separation between

atoms in Å was set by MINSEP = 0.7-3. The number of symmetry operations of the initially generated

structures is set to be 2 to 4, i,e., SYMMOPS = 2-4. All proposed structures are relaxed using Matter-

Sim with the lattice being optimized as well. Then in the second round of search, the same amount
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of structures is generated. During this round of generation, we use parameters extracted from the

lowest energy structure during the first round of search to confine the search space. In particular,

the MINSEP and the per-atom-volume VARVOL are extracted from the lowest energy structure in each

reduced composition and then used for the generation. Relaxations are again carried out on these

structures using MatterSim. Such two-round search is a standard routine to carry out RSS as the first

batch tries to cover a large volume and interatomic distance range while the second batch focuses on

the most likely setup and does a thorough search. After the two round of searches, the resulting struc-

tures are collected together and deduplication is performed using pymatgen’s StructureMatcher[84].

Finally, the top three structures with the lowest energies estimated by MatterSim is sent to first-

principles computation following the double relaxation and static calculation protocol as discussed in

Section S5. These final DFT results are used for the construction of the final hull by combining with

the Alexandria-MP-ICSD dataset [39].

S8.2 Search results and discussions

RSS is uniquely comprehensive due to its exhaustive nature, although it is traditionally limited by

its high computational demands. This search is facilitated by the MatterSim, which assesses energy

inferences across an extensive set of unary and binary chemical combinations. The screening encom-

passed 4005 unary and binary chemical systems between 89 elements, with each pairing examined

across 45 varying compositions. This leads to an astronomical number of energy inferences, total-

ing over 30 billion, assuming 400 relaxation steps needed for each structure. Remarkably, the use of

MatterSim enabled the completion of this vast screening process within a week—a task that would

otherwise span an estimated 100 years if approached with DFT methods using 1,000 CPU cores. (The

estimation is based on that a single-point DFT energy computation on a 12-core CPU node takes

around 10 seconds.)

The final structures out of RSS covers around 90 percent of the elementary and binary structures

within 12 atoms in Materials Project, demonstrating the exhaustive nature of this search. Among

them, we carried out DFT calculations on the most stable 1% structures of each composition according

to the energies predicted by MatterSim. This leads to around 500,000 structures computed using

DFT in total. Within these structures, we identified 16,399 structures to be lower than or on the

current energy hull defined by the Alexandria-MP-ICSD dataset, as illustrated in Fig. S16. In this

plot, we observed a bias towards anion-rich compounds consisting of O, S, F, Cl, Br, I, N, H, Se, Si,

Sb, and Te elements, which are potentially affected by Materials Project’s anion correction. While

this correction works fine for compounds with usual oxidation states, the off-stoichiometric nature of

many candidates in RSS search leads to over-estimation of their stability in anion-rich compounds.
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Fig. S16: Elementwise appearance distribution of the 16,399 RSS-generated materials found to be
on or below the current convex hull.

Fig. S17: The formation energy of the RSS-generated materials for the Eu-P chemical system, with
the black segments being the combined convex hull defined by the Alexandria-MP-ICSD dataset and
our RSS-generated materials, and the green dots being the on-hull materials.

Therefore, when analyzing the RSS-generated results, we excluded all the materials containing these

elements, and even after this removal, we still find 852 materials on the new hull defined by the

combination of the RSS-generated structures and the Alexandria-MP-ICSD dataset, as illustrated in

Fig. 3(c). Considering the fact that we only included the RSS-generated candidates with the lowest

1% energy of each chemical composition, we expect more stable materials to be confirmed with first-

principles verifications. Such results further reveal that the current known materials space only covers

a small percentage of the entire space, far from exhaustive, even for simple binary systems.
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S9 Phonon prediction

S9.1 Benchmark Dataset

We benchmark against Materials Data Repository (MDR) phonon calculation database (also known as

PhononDB),[53] a database of phonon properties derived from first-principles calculations. PhononDB

encompasses various materials, each characterized by phonon properties computed using the finite

displacement method via the Phonopy software package.[90, 91] The force constants for these calcu-

lations are obtained through the VASP[24, 26]. Furthermore, the Perdew-Burke-Ernzerhof for solids

(PBEsol) exchange-correlation functional[92, 93] is utilized within the DFT framework. MatterSim’s

performance is rigorously assessed against the entire PhononDB database.

S9.2 Method

Here we continue to utilize Phonopy software package to interface with MatterSim. The phonon

dispersion curves and density of states (DOS) are computed using the finite displacement method.

For each material, a supercell is constructed from the primitive cell. Due to the large number of

materials, an algorithm is designed to automatically choose the supercell size in the following. For

each material, we set the maximum number of atoms in the supercell (Nmax) used in the phonon

calculations to be 300, except Fd3̄m, Fm3̄m, F4̄3m and P63mc space graps for which 216, 216, 216

and 450 are used, respectively. For a primitive cell containing Np atoms with lattice vector length a,

b, c, and maximum Nmax atoms in the supercell, the supercell size is nx × ny × nz are computed

nx = max

(⌊(
Nmax

Np

bc

a2

) 1
3

+ 0.5

⌋
, 1

)

ny =
⌊
nx

a

b
+ 0.5

⌋
,

nz =
⌊
nx

a

c
+ 0.5

⌋
,

(9)

assuming a is the longest side of the primitive cell. To generate force constant matrices, displacements

compatible with the space group are introduced to atomic positions within the supercell as imple-

mented in Phonopy. With a magnitude of 0.03 Å, consistent with settings in PhononDB, the forces

acting on each displaced atom are then predicted using MatterSim or other MLFFs. The resulting

forces serve as input for Phonopy, which computes the dynamical matrices, phonon frequencies and

dispersions.
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S9.3 Results

We demonstrate the accuracy of MatterSim as an efficient alternative to traditional first-principles

approaches for predicting phonon dispersion in bulk materials and we do a benchmark on the entire

PhononDB database. Four example phonon dispersions of silicon (Si), the binary compound (GaN),

a perovskite (BaTiO3) and a layered structure (MoS2) are shown in Figs. S18a, S18b, S18c and

Fig. S18d, respectively. The results are compared with those obtained using the recently proposed

model MACE-MP-0[21] and PBEsol calculations taken from PhononDB. As presented in the figures,

MatterSim accurately predicted the phonon dispersion and DOS in all of the four materials, with

slight underestimate of the highest frequency. In the case of MoS2, MatterSim has a remarkable

overall prediction with a particular good agreement for the frequency of the highest optical phonon

at Γ point. Although MACE-MP-0 predicted BaTiO3 very well, it significantly underestimated the

phonon dispersion in the other three cases, which is observed with M3GNet as well.[19] In addition,

we observed a non-physical abrupt change of phonon frequencies along the Γ–A direction in GaN

predicted by MACE-MP-0. This points to the importance of the underlying training data on phonon

prediction.

To quantitatively evaluate the performance of MatterSim’s prediction of phonons, we computed

phonon maximum frequency and average frequency of all computed dispersion, square difference

between PBEsol-calculated and ML-predicted phonon DOS, and the phonon average frequency versus

the average atomic mass, as illustrated in Fig. S19. In our comparative analysis of phonon maxi-

mum frequency and average frequency, MatterSim exhibited superior performance to previous models

based on crystal relaxation trajectories when evaluated using MAE and R-squared (R2) metrics,

as visualized in Figs. S19a and S19b. In the prediction of phonon maximum frequency, MatterSim

demonstrated a lower MAE of 0.87 THz compared to MACE-MP-0’s MAE of 1.73 THz. Similarly, in

the prediction of phonon average frequency, which is defined using phonon frequency ω and DOS g(ω)

ω̄ =

∫
ωg(ω) dω∫
g(ω) dω

, (10)

MatterSim maintained its superior performance with an MAE of 0.76 THz relative to MACE-MP-0’s

1.32 THz, and an R2 score of 0.86 compared to 0.75. MatterSim maintained a consistently high level of

performance across the prediction of both phonon maximum frequency and phonon average frequency,

whereas MACE-MP-0 exhibited a marked decline in R2 score when faced with the prediction of

phonon average frequency, which is a more challenging task because it requires an accurate description

of the full phonon DOS. To evaluate the two models’ performance in the prediction of phonon DOS,
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we calculated the MAE of the DOS,

MAEDOS =

∫
|gPBEsol(ω) − gML(ω)| dω, (11)

where gPBEsol(ω) and gML(ω) are PBEsol-calculated and ML-predicted phonon DOS, respectively.

The distribution of the MAE of calculated materials is presented in Fig. S19c. Upon examining the

histogram, it is evident that in the three bins representing the lower MAE values, the count for

MatterSim is significantly higher than the count for MACE-MP-0. This suggests that MatterSim has

a larger number of materials with lower MAE, demonstrating that it performs better in terms of

accuracy for the DOS prediction when compared to models based on crystal relaxation trajectories.

The average MAE over calculated materials for phonon DOS predicted by MatterSim and MACE-

MP-0 was 0.64 and 0.81, respectively. The correlation between the average phonon frequency ω̄ and

the average atomic mass of the material m̄, which is defined by the atomic mass of each atom Mκ

and the number of atoms n in the material as

m̄ =

(
1

n

∑
κ

√
Mκ

)2

, (12)

is presented in Fig. S19d. Only materials that have no negative frequencies were considered in the

figure. The plot is in agreement with the work by Ref. 94 and Ref. 19. The data was fit to the following

form,

log ω̄ = k log m̄ + b. (13)

MatterSim’s fitting parameters yielded a slope of k = −0.67 and an intercept of b = 8.00. These

results exhibit a remarkable agreement with those obtained from the PhononDB dataset, where the

fitted parameters were k = −0.64 for the slope and b = 7.95 for the intercept. This close agreement

suggests that MatterSim is robust and reliably captures the trends in diverse materials.

S10 Mechanical properties

S10.1 Quasi-Harmonic Approximation

The harmonic approximation (HA) assumes that atoms in a crystal vibrate about their equilib-

rium positions and the potential energy can be approximated by a quadratic function of the atomic

displacements. This model is accurate at low temperature where anharmonic effects are negligi-

ble. However, as the temperature increases, anharmonic contributions become significant, and the
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Fig. S18: Comparative analysis of phonon dispersion and DOS of (a)Si, (b)GaN, (c)BaTiO3 and (d)
MoS2: Predictions from MatterSim, MACE-MP-0, and PBEsol calculations sourced from PhononDB.

harmonic approximation fails to predict the correct thermodynamic behavior. To this end, the quasi-

harmonic approximation (QHA) is introduced as an extension to the HA, and it takes into account the

anharmonicity by computing the volume dependence of the phonons. While the shape of the poten-

tial energy surface may change with the volumes, QHA assumes that the HA is applicable for each

volume. In this way, QHA is capable of describing anharmonicity and thermal expansion effects. In

this work, QHA is employed to predict mechanical properties, enthalpies and free energies of ordered

crystals.

Under QHA, the Helmholtz free energy F at a given temperature (T ) and volume (V ) can be

expressed as:

F (T, V ) = Uel(V ) + Fph(T, V ), (14)

where Uel is electronic total energy and Fph is phonon Helmholtz free energy. Fph is obtained by

Fph(T, V ) =
1

2

∑
q,i

ℏωq,i(V ) + kBT
∑
q,i

ln [1 − exp (−ℏωq,i(V )/kBT )] , (15)
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Fig. S19: Performance evaluation of phonon predictions: (a) Phonon maximum frequency. (b) Phonon
average frequency. (c) MAE of phonon DOS. (d) The correlation between the phonon average fre-
quency and average atomic mass.

where q is the wave vector, i is the band index, ω is the phonon frequency, kB is the Boltzmann

constant and ℏ is the reduced Planck constant.

The Gibbs free energy G is obtained by

G(T, p) = min
V

[F (T, V ) + pV ] , (16)

where p is the pressure.

The bulk modulus of the system K can also be obtained as

K(T ) = V (T )
∂2F (T, V )

∂V 2

∣∣∣∣
T

(17)
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S10.2 Bulk Modulus Prediction

To benchmark the prediction accuracy of bulk modulus and other thermodynamic properties (See

Section S10.3 and Section S11.1) against first-principles results, we collected a wide range of ordered

inorganic solids including inorganic elementary substances, oxides, nitrides, carbides and a few half-

Heusler compounds, whose phononic, mechanical, and transport properties have been studied using

either experimental or first-principles methods.[95–122]. To achieve consistency during benchmark,

all of these materials are recomputed with first-principles method using the same setups under which

we obtained the training set of MatterSim. The material whose first-principles QHA computations

are converged are curated as a list and their Materials Project ids are shown in Table S3. Bulk

moduli are computed at zero pressure and over a temperature range from 0 K to 1000 K with QHA

implemented in Phonopy[90, 91], among which 59 materials were finished without error with PBE

functional, MatterSim and MACE-MP-0 models. To perform a comparative analysis of the prediction

and quantify the predictive accuracy of the bulk modulus, we employed the MAE of a bulk modulus

curve as a metric, compared with reference values obtained with PBE calculations. The MAE of a

material for a model is defined as,

MAEK =
1

Tmax

∫ Tmax

0

|KPBE(T ) − KML(T )| dT, (18)

where K is bulk modulus and Tmax is 1000 K. As shown in Fig. S20a, we present the distribution of

the MAEs of MatterSim and MACE-MP-0 with respect to PBE calculations. The average MAEs over

59 materials predicted by MatterSim and MACE-MP-0 are 4.11 GPa and 11.35 GPa, respectively.

This suggests that under finite temperature conditions, MatterSim provides a more precise prediction

of the bulk modulus, demonstrating its potential as a reliable tool in the prediction of mechanical

properties under varying thermal environments.

S10.3 Enthalpy Prediction

The enthalpy (H) under pressure p is expressed as

H(P ) = U + pV, (19)

where U is the internal energy and V is the volume. The primitive cell size at a certain pressure is

determined by MatterSim using volume changing relaxation in which the enthalpy of the system is

minimized instead of the internal energy. The relaxed primitive cell was used to compute enthalpy

using both MatterSim and PBE calculations. The pressure dependence of enthalpy of 59 materials
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(a) (b)

Fig. S20: (a) Distribution of bulk modulus’s MAPE . (b) Parity plots of enthalpy at 1000 GPa.

are computed by MatterSim and compared with PBE results as shown in Fig. S20b. The accuracy

of our model was rigorously evaluated by comparing the MatterSim-computed enthalpies with the

PBE-computed enthalpies at 1000 GPa. This comparison yielded an MAE of 2.23 eV, indicating the

average deviation of our model’s predictions from the PBE values was minimal. Furthermore, our

model demonstrated excellent predictive capabilities, as evidenced by achieving an R2 score of 1.00. As

evidenced by the low MAE and the perfect R2 score, MatterSim’s predictive performance highlight its

capability to accurately predict the stability of materials under high-pressure conditions, underscoring

the potential of MatterSim as a robust tool for investigating the thermodynamic stability of materials.

S11 Free energy and phase diagram computation

S11.1 Gibbs free energy prediction

The Gibbs free energy of ordered crystalline materials are computed using MatterSim via quasi-

harmonic approximation (QHA) implemented in Phonopy as described in Section S10. We benchmark

the free energy predictions made by MatterSim to both first-principles calculations of the dataset

collected in Section S10 and experimental measurements from FactSage released in Ref. 55.

The free energies for the set of 59 materials over a temperature range from 0 K to 1000 K at

0 GPa are calculated with MatterSim and are compared with the PBE calculations. We present the

examples of Si, MgO and ZrNiSn in Fig. S21 and a parity plot of the prediction for the 59 materials

in Fig. 4(e). The overall performance is quantified with mean absolute error of the Gibbs free energy
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Table S3: Summary of material candidates
and their corresponding ID in Materials Project
used for the prediction of bulk modulus,
enthalpy and Gibbs free energy with Matter-
Sim.

Materials mp-id Materials mp-id
C mp-66 ZrNiSn mp-924129

h-AlN mp-661 CaSe mp-1415
BAs mp-10044 SrSe mp-2758

h-ZnTe mp-8884 CdS mp-2469
GeC mp-1002164 h-AlAs mp-8881
BSb mp-997618 SiC mp-8062

h-CdSe mp-1070 h-SiC mp-7140
MgS mp-1315 Mg2Si mp-1367
BP mp-1479 GaN mp-830

h-GaAs mp-8883 SrO mp-2472
AlN mp-1700 CaTe mp-1519

h-GaN mp-804 MgSe mp-10760
GaP mp-2490 BeTe mp-252
BeSe mp-1541 SrS mp-1087
Si mp-149 CaS mp-1672
InN mp-20411 ZnS mp-10695
AlSb mp-2624 h-CdTe mp-12779
h-GaP mp-8882 Mg2Ge mp-408
AlP mp-1550 ZnO mp-1986
h-AlP mp-8880 MgO mp-1265
h-ZnO mp-2133 MgTe mp-13033
ZnSe mp-1190 MgSe mp-13031
GaAs mp-2534 BaS mp-1500
h-ZnSe mp-380 TiCoSb mp-5967
h-CdS mp-672 TiNiSn mp-924130
h-MgTe mp-1039 AlAs mp-2172
h-InSb mp-1007661 h-GaSb mp-1018059
h-AlSb mp-1018100 h-InN mp-22205
BeS mp-422 h-ZnS mp-560588
GaSb mp-1156

over the 0–1000 K temperature range, which is defined as

MAEG =
1

tmax

∫ tmax

0

|GPBE(t) − GML(t)| dt, (20)

where G is Gibbs free energy and tmax is 1000 K. We report the distribution of the MAE of Gibbs free

energy in Fig. S21d with the results from MACE-MP-0, a model trained on relaxation trajectories of

crystals. While MACE-MP-0 already achieves remarkable robustness and universality, MatterSim’s

predictions are in quantitative consistency with the PBE reference data with an MAE of Gibbs free

energy for all the 59 materials being 6.51 meV, underscoring the model’s accuracy and reliability.

We then benchmark the quantitative prediction capability of MatterSim on free energy to exper-

imental measurements. Ref. 55 reported the analytical form of the experimental Gibbs free energy of

the materials collected from FactSage dataset[123] based feature selection using Sure-Independence

Screening and Sparsifying Operator (SISSO) method[55, 124, 125]:

Gδ
SISSO(T )

[
eV

atom

]
=
(
−2.48 × 10−4 lnV − 8.94 × 10−5 × m

V

)
T + 0.181 × lnT − 0.882, (21)
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where V , T and m are the volume of unit cell, temperature and the mass for each material defined by

Ref. 55. Using the Gibbs free energy at 300 K as the common reference point, the Gibbs free energy

difference between at given temperatures can thus be inferred from this analytical form by

∆refG(T ) = Gδ
SISSO(T ) −Gδ

SISSO(300 K), (22)

which will be used as our reference experimental value. The Gibbs free energy difference can also be

predicted with MattterSim,

∆MatterSimG(T ) = GMatterSim(T ) −GMatterSim(300 K). (23)

In Fig. S22, we reported the comparison between MatterSim’s prediction of Gibbs free energy at 450 K,

600 K, 750 K and Tmax to the experimental values inferred from the analytical form defined in Ref. 55,

where Tmax is the highest temperature for each material release in Ref. 55. At each temperature, the

MAEs between MatterSim’ prediction and the reference experimental values are 7.1, 11.4, 18.0 and

28.9 meV/atom, respectively. We also conduct an analysis of the MAEs over the entire temperature

range from 300 K to Tmax for each material by integrating their prediction error,

MAEG =
1

Tmax − 300

∫ Tmax

300

|∆MatterSimG(t) − ∆refG(t)| dt. (24)

The MAE of Gibbs free energy over the 300–1000 K temperature range is 15 meV/atom, outperforming

dedicated model trained explicitly on experimental data (MAE of 50 meV/atom) 55. This underscores

the potential of greatly improved accuracy and generaliazability with machine learning models trained

on large-scale materials data supervised by fundamental materials properties generated from first-

principles approach.

S11.2 Phase diagram prediction

We calculate silicon’s Gibbs free energy with QHA for the two competing phases, the β-Sn and the

diamond phases, and construct their phase diagram. The results from MatterSim are directly com-

pared with established theoretical predictions[126] and experimental measurements[127]. Fig. S23a

presents the pressure-dependent Gibbs free energy of silicon in both the β-Sn and diamond phases,

as calculated by MatterSim at 300K. The figure marks the point where the free energies of the two

phases intersect, indicating a phase transition. According to our calculations, this transition occurs
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Fig. S21: Comparative analysis of free energy of (a)Si, (b)MgO and (c)ZrNiSn from MatterSim,
MACE-MP-0, and PBE calculations. (d) Distribution of Gibbs free energy’s MAE

at a pressure of 8.84 GPa. This value demonstrates a remarkable agreement with the theoretical tran-

sition pressure of 8.99 GPa, substantiating the reliability of MatterSim’s prediction power. Further

insights are provided by Fig. S23b that displays the phase diagram of Si, wherein the phase bound-

ary calculated by MatterSim is compared with that obtained from PBE calculation. This comparison

reveals an excellent alignment between the phase boundaries derived from both MatterSim and PBE

calculations, thereby validating the accuracy of MatterSim’s prediction in a wide range of pressure

and temperature conditions. While our computational results align very well with first-principles

predictions, we still observe that the temperature-dependent phase transition pressures are slightly

underestimated in comparison to experimental data, and the possible reason could be the inaccuracy

of PBE functional used to generate the training data of our model.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Fig. S22: Parity plots of the predicted ∆MatterSimG(T ) and the reference experimental values
∆refG(T ) at 450, 600, 750 K, and Tmax, respectively.

S12 Molecular dynamics simulations

S12.1 System selection

Representative systems including bulk inorganic materials, molecular crystals, organic polymers,

metal-organic frameworks, two-dimensional materials, surfaces, and interfaces are collected by random

selection from existing databases as follows:

Bulk materials are selected from Alexandria[42, 43] by randomly picking 10 structures from

elementary, binary, and systems upto 5 elements, totaling 50. Supercells are created so that the

number of atoms are larger than 200. See Fig. S24 for the systems. Here are the IDs of the selected

materials:
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(a) (b)

Fig. S23: (a) Pressure dependent Gibbs free energy of the β-Sn and diamond phases of Si under 300
K; (b) Phase diagrams of Si. Blue solid line: Calculation by MatterSim. Black dashed line: Theoretical
calculation by Sorella et al.[126] Black dotted line: Experiment by Voronin et al.[127]

agm002149563, agm002150952, agm003157429, agm004442528, agm003273446

agm002179334, agm002179335, agm002189288, agm002190484, agm002191655

agm001283210, agm003297155, agm003212357, agm003258002, agm001828968

agm003273876, agm002168629, agm001194755, agm002245725, agm002321789

agm001253754, agm003249496, agm003454508, agm002943999, agm002732042

agm001106569, agm003611845, agm002891389, agm003100546, agm002299853

agm001550263, agm001504211, agm001465572, agm001633734, agm001781210

agm001428770, agm001288246, agm001707747, agm001433416, agm001803188

agm002129576, agm002158503, agm002028333, agm003279523, agm002078654

agm002215995, agm003239376, agm002083664, agm002080756, agm003282154

Isolated molecules are selected from the QM9 dataset[128] randomly totaling 10. See Fig. S25

for the systems. Here are the IDs of the selected molecules:

dsgdb9nsd_000305, dsgdb9nsd_000347, dsgdb9nsd_000404, dsgdb9nsd_000514, dsgdb9nsd_000608

dsgdb9nsd_000673, dsgdb9nsd_000742, dsgdb9nsd_000952, dsgdb9nsd_000981, dsgdb9nsd_001028

Molecular crystals are chosen from the Materials Project within the C-H-O-N-S-Cl chemical

space totaling 10[31]. Supercells are created so that the number of atoms are larger than 200. See

Fig. S24 for the systems. Here are the IDs of the selected crystals:

mp-1195829, mp-23909, mp-557379, mp-560323, mp-866659, mp-995217

mv-15630958, mv-5673042, mv-5675009, mv-9791995

Metal organic frameworks (MOF) are selected from the QMOF database[129, 130] on the

Materials Project totaling 16.See Fig. S24 for the systems. Here are the IDs of the selected materials:

qmof-ecfd7a0, qmof-49ce9a8, qmof-cbf6511, qmof-d6662a5, qmof-cbf6511
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(a) Pd (Bulk) (b) Ni4Sn4 (Bulk) (c) La4Mo2Si2 (Bulk)

(d) ABPBO (Polymer) (e) α-PVDF (Polymer) (f) β-PVDF (Polymer)

(g) SnH10C6(BrN)2 (MOF) (h) Zr3H62(C9O2)8 (MOF) (i) Mn3H56C66(N4O11)2 (MOF)

(j) C3H2 (Molecular crystal)
(k) C4H11NO10 (Molecular crys-
tal)

(l) C6H9N10O5Cl (Molecular
crystal)

Fig. S24: Examples of bulk, polymer, MOF and molecular crystal materials selected in MD simula-
tions.
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(a) Y3(NF)2 (2D) (b) PdBr (2D) (c) Ga2NiO4 (2D)

(d) Ni5P4 (Surface) (e) NaTaN2 (Surface) (f) Ag2SO4 (Surface)

(g) C3H5N3 (Molecule) (h) C4H3NO2 (Molecule) (i) C4H7NO (Molecule)

Fig. S25: Examples of 2D, surface and isolated molecule materials selected in MD simulations.

qmof-d6662a5, qmof-2941470, qmof-c3fa563, qmof-2941470, qmof-2a42bc4

qmof-1452981, qmof-2a42bc4, qmof-bb88cf5, qmof-d675ae6, qmof-bb88cf5

qmof-d675ae6

Surface systems are constructed using the SlabGenerator from pymatgen[84] from randomly

selected bulk materials. 11 structures are generated in total by cleaving from their (0,0,1) surfaces

with at least 7 layers of atoms in the slab and 20 Angstrom in the vacumm. See Fig. S25 for the

systems. Here are the IDs of the selected materials:

mp-1523, mp-2802, mp-3862, mp-5505, mp-155

mp-2908, mp-451, mp-5625, mp-1920, mp-3862
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(a) GaN/Fe (Interface) (b) ZnO/Al2O3 (Interface)

Fig. S26: Examples of interface materials selected in MD simulations.

mp-5475

Interface structures are constructed using the interface master[131, 132] tool. Two

interfaces between GaN/Fe and ZnO/Al2O3 are constructed. See Fig. S26 for the systems.

The two interface structures are generated with the jupyter notebook following this https:

//github.com/nmdl-mizo/interface master/blob/develop/test files/Tutorial Two-dimensional%

20CSL%20interfaces graphene GaN.ipynb

Two-dimensional materials (2D) are collected from the Computational 2D Materials

Database[133] with random selection, totaling 10 materials. Supercells are created during simulations

so that the cell contained at least 100 atoms by replicating along the periodic directions. See Fig. S25

for the systems. Here are the IDs of the selected materials in the dataset.

c2db-118, c2db-1332, c2db-14861, c2db-15102, c2db-15134

c2db-16066, c2db-16132, c2db-16381, c2db-16451, c2db-628

Polymers are collected from [134] where their experimental crystalline structures are reported.

A total of 9 crystalline polymers with different polymorphs are included containing BPBO, PE, PPS,

PVDF, and PAN. See Fig. S24 for the systems. Here are the IDs of the selected polymers:

ABPBO, ortho-PE, mono-PE

alpha-PVDF, beta-PVDF, delta-PVDF

PAN, PPS, PVC

S12.2 MD Setup

Molecular dynamics simulations are conducted using LAMMPS[135] via an interface to MatterSim,

encompassing both the canonical (NVT) and isothermal-isobaric (NPT) ensembles. The NVT ensem-

ble is employed for all 118 systems under investigation, with a temperature ramp from 0 K to 5000
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Fig. S27: The potential energy of bulk Ti under increasing temperature and NVT ensemble.

K over a total simulation duration of 500 ps. In the case of bulk systems, segmented NPT ensemble

simulations are performed, where the pressure is initially increased from 0 GPa to 1000 GPa at a

constant temperature of 300 K, followed by a temperature ramp from 300 K to 5000 K at a main-

tained pressure of 1000 GPa. The simulation time of both segments is 500 ps, as shown in the inset

of Fig. 5(c). All time step is set to 1 fs.

S12.3 MD Trajectory

Several example MD trajectories are depicted from Fig. S27 to Fig. S35. From the NVT simulations

conducted with MatterSim upon heating, it is evident that the potential energy of all systems increases

progressively with the rise in the temperature, leading to their structural transition from ordered to

disordered states. The inset in Fig. 5(d) demonstrates the difference of radial distribution function

(RDF) in the heating process, further confirming the melting behavior in the molecular dynamics. For

the molecular system C4H3NO presented in Fig. S33, by examining the structures at the initial 0 ps,

and subsequently at 200 ps and 400 ps, we observe molecular dissociation. In the case of the GaN/Fe

interface system shown in Fig. S35, the increase in temperature also results in the transformation of

the originally distinct crystal phases into a mixed phase. From Fig. S36 to Fig. S39 illustrate the NPT

simulation processes, where MatterSim successfully simulates the effects of pressurization and heating.

The RDF shown in Fig. 5(e) implies the decrease of bond length during pressurization process.

S13 Active learning

S13.1 Dataset

As a universal predictive model for material properties, MatterSim may not yield satisfactory accuracy

for highly complex systems that have not been previously encountered in its training dataset. Under

such circumstances, an active learning approach can be employed to selectively filter data, followed by

finetuning of the MatterSim model. This procedure facilitates the rapid development of a sufficiently
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Fig. S28: The potential energy of bulk Mn3Zn4 under increasing temperature and NVT ensemble.

Fig. S29: The potential energy of bulk Ba3O6Y2 under increasing temperature and NVT ensemble.

Fig. S30: The potential energy of 2D Y3N2F2 under increasing temperature and NVT ensemble.

Fig. S31: The potential energy of surface Al2ZnO4 under increasing temperature and NVT ensemble.
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Fig. S32: The potential energy of MOF ZnH16C18NO4 under increasing temperature and NVT
ensemble.

Fig. S33: The potential energy of molecule C4H3NO under increasing temperature and NVT ensem-
ble.

Fig. S34: The potential energy of polymer C7H3NO under increasing temperature and NVT ensem-
ble.

Fig. S35: The potential energy of interface GaN/Fe under increasing temperature and NVT ensemble.
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(a)

(b)

Fig. S36: The potential energy, pressure and temperature of bulk Ni4Sn4 under NPT ensemble.

(a)

(b)

Fig. S37: The potential energy, pressure and temperature of bulk TaSr3O6 under NPT ensemble.
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(a)

(b)

Fig. S38: The potential energy, pressure and temperature of bulk CdNiISb2 under NPT ensemble.

accurate and operational model. In this work, we present three examples of complex systems, including

the ionic superconductor Li2B12H12, molten phosphorus and boron, as Fig. S40 shows. To generate

the training dataset, we performed NVT simulations on Li2B12H12 by VASP[24, 26] with a time step

of 0.5 fs for a total duration of 5.0 ps at a simulation temperature of 2000 K. For molten phosphorus

and boron, the simulations were conducted at a temperature of 5000 K, with a time step of 1.0 fs

and a total simulation time of 10.0 ps. The test dataset belongs to trajectories that are not included

in the training set.

S13.2 Results

Active learning procedure can improve significantly the accuracy of MLFF by augmenting the data

set with data points that exhibit high uncertainty based on the ensemble models. The uncertainty

arises from the variability inherent in different pre-trained models, each initialized with a distinct

random number seed. This variability is quantified as follows:

unc = max

[
1

N

N∑
i=1

(|Fia| − |F̄a|)2
]

(25)
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(a)

(b)

Fig. S39: The potential energy, pressure and temperature of bulk Ga2Hf2Ta2Ti2V2 under NPT
ensemble.

where Fia denotes the predicted atomic force of the a-th atoms by the i-th zero-shot model and N

represents the total number of pretrained models utilized. F̄a signifies the average of the atomic forces

predicted by the ensemble models.

Fig. S41 illustrates the comparative accuracy achieved by training from scratch versus employing

supervised finetuning through active learning, building upon the zero-shot model for the crystalline

Li2B12H12. The learning rate of active learning and training from scratch is set to 1 × 10−4 and

1 × 10−3, respectively. The MAE of the atomic forces of the initial MatterSim as a zero-shot model

is 30.8 meV/Å, which may fall short of the desired accuracy for practical use. Nonetheless, with the

inclusion of merely 100 additional data points, the MAE is significantly improved to 18.3 meV/Å. To

attain similar accuracy through training from scratch, an order of magnitude larger dataset would be

required. This conclusion applies to molten boron and phosphorus as well, as Fig. S42 and Fig. S43

shows.

S14 Finetuning and molecular dynamics on liquid water

In the following section, we provide further information about applying finetuning to simulate different

properties for liquid water. To begin with, we detail the parameter settings used in the finetuning
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(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

Fig. S40: Crystal structures of initial configurations (a-c) and molten configurations (d-e) for
Li2B12H12, boron and phosphorus, respectively.

Fig. S41: The accuracy by training from scratch and active learning procedure with respect to data
size for Li2B12H12.
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Fig. S42: The accuracy by training from scratch and active learning procedure with respect to data
size for molten boron.

Fig. S43: The accuracy by training from scratch and active learning procedure with respect to data
size for molten phosphorus.
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Fig. S44: Pretrain–finetuning framework.

process and MD simulations. The latter section explains the post-processing of angular distribution

function (ADF) of oxygen-oxygen-oxygen, illustrates the oxygen-hydrogen and hydrogen-hydrogen

radial distribution functions (RDF), explores the data efficiency, as well as formulating the diffusion

coefficients. For simplicity, we abbreviate three trained models: zero-shot, scratch-900 and finetune-

30. The zero-shot model is the model trained with PBE level theory and demonstrated in the main

text without any finetuning . Scratch-900 is a model trained from scratch using 900 bulk liquid water

configurations from Ref. [67, 68] with rev-PBE0-D3 level of theory. Finetune-30 is a model fine-tuned

with only 30 out of those 900 configurations.

S14.1 Parameter settings for finetuning and MD simulations

To address the limitations imposed by the level of theory of the training data, we implemented

finetuning on the MatterSim model (Fig. S44). Before the finetuning process, we first reset the

initial parameters of the predictive head while retaining those of the backbone. During the training

process, to maximize the transfer of MatterSim’s predictability from PBE to rev-PBE0-D3 for liquid

water, we adopted an aggressive learning rate of 2 × 10−3 to the head but a relatively lower learning

rate of 1 × 10−4 to the backbone. We uniformly sampled 100 liquid water configurations based on

the total energy as validation data, leaving the remaining 900 liquid water configurations as the

potential candidates of training data. Among the 900 available candidates, 30 configurations were

selected at random to create various training sets through the alteration of random seeds, which were

subsequently employed to fine-tune the MatterSim model. Upon sufficient convergence, the finetuning

process early stopped at 151 epochs with an MAE of 2.1 meV/atom for energies and 58.9 meV/Å for

forces.
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S14.2 Simulation settings for molecular dynamics

In this work, we evaluated the performance of finetuning scheme by probing the structural and

dynamical properties of liquid water. MD simulations are conducted up to nanoseconds using the

LAMMPS software package.[135] The initial structure used for these simulations is composed of a

cubic liquid water box containing 512 water molecules with a box length of 24.68 Å. Production runs

of the MD simulations are carried out in the NVT ensemble at 298 K and we regulate the temperature

using the Nosé-Hoover thermostat[136–140] for every 100 steps. The timestep used to propagate the

dynamics is chosen to be 0.5 fs. Lastly, the first 200 ps out of the nanosecond trajectories are discarded

for pre-equlibration. ADF and RDF, along with diffusion coefficients, are analyzed using the General

Purpose Trajectory Analyser (GPTA) software tool.[141]

S14.3 ADF and RDF of Liquid Water & Data Efficiency of Fine-tuneing

As illustrated Fig. S45, we multiple ADF of the oxygen species (POOO(Θ)) by the sine angle composed

of the corresponding oxygen triples. Such a representation has been adopted to elucidate the local

arrangement of water molecules in condense phase, as POOO (Θ) sin (Θ) allows for a direct comparison

with angular distribution extracted from empirical potential structural refinement (EPSR) based

on joint X-ray/neutron scattering measurements.[65]. Following the same procedure outlined in the

previous studies[66, 142, 143], POOO(Θ) has been normalized such that
∫ π

0
POOO(Θ) sin(Θ) dΘ goes

to unity. In a similar note, the cutoff value applied to identify the oxygen triples is chosen such that

oxygen-oxygen coordination number averages around 4.[66] Detailed discussion can be found in the

main text regarding Fig. 6(d).

Fig. S45: Comparison between POOO(Θ) obtained from MD simulations using the three models and
the EPSR of joint Xray-Neutron measurements for bulk water at 298 K.[65] The inset showcases the
Θ angle used to calculate POOO(Θ) and sin(Θ).
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Fig. S46 presents a comparison between the RDF of gOH(r) and gHH(r) from experiments and

those obtained from MD simulations employing each of the three models. Noticeably, RDFs from

the three models under-predict the broadening of the first peaks of gOH(r) & gHH(r) due to the

exclusion of nuclear quantum effects (NQEs), which has been investigated thoroughly in various MD

studies with either DFT or specialized machine learning potentials for water and ice[67, 144–146].

Yet, exploring and capturing NQEs are beyond the scope of the current work.

(a) (b)

Fig. S46: Oxygen-hydrogen (a) and hydrogen-hydrogen (b) RDFs obtained from MD simulations
performed by the three models. Black dots represent experimental references[63, 64]

To explore the efficiency of finetuning process, we here trained the MatterSim model from scratch

using the same 30 configurations (here denote as scratch-30) as those used in the finetuning. As shown

in Fig. S47, despite reasonably predicted the RDF of gOH(r) and gHH(r), the scratch-30 model yields

nonphysical gOO(r) peak that over-coordinates around 1.1 Å. Upon training three scratch-30 models

with different random seeds, their corresponding gOO(r) RDFs still possess the nonphysical peak

at 1.1 Å, justifying that these over-coordination features are not resulted from the bias of a specific

data split. We notice that this nonphysical peak exists even when we train from scratch using 800

configurations and disappear until using all the 900 configurations to train the model from scratch.

Conversely, RDFs are indistinguishable when derived from the finetune-30 and scratch-900 model.

This trend underscores a significant data efficiency improvement by a factor of 30 through fine-tuning.

S14.4 Deriving Diffusion Coefficients from Mean Squared Displacements

Diffusion coefficients (D) of liquid water at 300 K are determined via the Einstein relation[147, 148]:

Draw =
1

6
lim
τ→∞

dλ

dτ
, (26)
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Fig. S47: RDF for liquid water at 300 K from scratch-30 models in comparison to experimental
references.[63, 64]

where λ stands for the mean squared displacements along a MD trajectory, and τ represents the

correlation time chosen. Equation 26 suggests that Draw can be obtained by extracting the slope from

a linear fit between λ and τ . In this work, λ is computed along the same trajectory used to compute

the RDFs and ADFs. To properly accounting for the finite size effect, a posterior correction[149, 150]

can be introduced:

Dcorrected = Draw +
kBTε

6π

1

ηL
, (27)
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where kB and T denote Boltzmann constant and temperature respectively. η indicates the shear

viscosity. The experimental measurements of η ≈ 0.89 mPa · s for liquid water at 298 K[151] is substi-

tuted into Equation 27 when obtaining Dcorrected. ε and L represent the shape factor and length of

the simulation box respectively. For a cubic box, ε ≈ 2.873297. Table S4 summaries D obtained using

the finetune-30 and scratch-900 models, in comparison to the experimental references[152–154].

Type D (10−5 cm2/s) Source
DExperiment 2.3 ∼ 2.4 [152–154]

DMatterSim from scratch, raw 2.117± 0.036 This work
DMatterSim from scratch, corrected 2.402± 0.036 This work

DMatterSim finetune, raw 1.576± 0.032 This work
DMatterSim finetune, corrected 1.862± 0.032 This work

Table S4: Summary of D from different approaches. D
presented in the table are from the average and standard
errors of D computed at τ = 2.5, 5, 25, 50, 100 and 200 ps.
The corrected and raw subscript indicate D obtained with
and without imposing finite size corrections.

S15 End-to-end property prediction

S15.1 Matbench

Matbench [25] is an open leaderboard to test the capability of machine learning models to predict prop-

erties of inorganic materials. It contains 13 tasks that cover a wide range of materials’ characteristics

originating from both experimental measurements and first-principles calculations, including optical,

thermal, and mechanical properties. In this section, we focus on the following structure-to-property

tasks:

MP Gap. This task involves predicting the electronic band gap in electrovolts (eV) for inorganic

compounds. The dataset contains 106,113 materials collected from the Materials Project[155]. The

dataset has been curated to exclude structures with high formation energy or noble gas elements.

log gvrh. This task is to predict the logarithmic of the Voigt-Reuss-Hill average shear modulus

(GVRH) in gigapascal (GPa). The dataset includes 10,987 materials collected from the Materials

Project[155]. It has been curated to exclude those with unrealistic mechanical properties or noble

gase elements.

log kvrh This task is to predict the logarithm of the Voigt-Reuss-Hill average bulk modulus

(logKVRH) in gigapascal (GPa). The dataset contains 10,987 materials collected from the Materials

Project[156]. The dataset has been curated to exclude structures with negative bulk moduli or noble

gase elements.
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Dielectric. This task is to predict the refractive index of materials. The dataset contains 4,764

entries collected from the Materials Project[157]. The dataset has been curated to exclude materials

with low refractive indices or noble gas elements. The refractive index is unitless.

Phonons. This task is to predict the frequency of the highest optical phonon mode in wavenumber

(cm−1). The dataset contains for 1,265 materials collected from Ref. 94. This dataset has been curated

to exclude materials with high formation energy.

jdft2d. This task is to predict the exfoliation energy in milli-electrovolt per atom (eV/atom)

for two-dimentional materials. The dataset contains 636 materials collected from the JARVIS DFT

database[158].

S15.2 Training MatterSim as an end-to-end model

After the message passing in M3GNet or structure encoder in Graphormer, we obtain a global rep-

resentation of a structure using scatter operation to aggregate the node feature with the following

functions:

κG = Readout(G) =


∑N

i∈G vi, if reduction = summation;

1
N

∑N
i∈G vi, if reduction = mean,

(28)

where G denotes a material graph consisting of N atoms defined in Fig. S1, vi is the node feature for

atom i in graph G. With two different reduction methods, mean or summation, we obtain the readout

vectors of a given material, which will be subsequently sent to a multi-layer perceptron (MLP) to

make direct property predictions,

M3GNet: κ′
G = MLP1(κG) = φ(W 2ρ(W 1κG + b1) + b2), (29)

and

Graphormer: κ′
G = MLP2(κG) = W 2λ(ρ(W 1κG + b1)) + b2, (30)

where ρ(·) and φ(·) are ReLU function and λ(·) is the layered normalization, W and b are learnable

parameters, and κ′
G is the final output of the model for representing a given material.

The goal of our fine-tuning process is to adjust the parameters in a pre-trained MatterSim, orig-

inally developed for calculating structural energies, to make direct predictions on other properties

of materials from their representation κ′
G . This adjustment can be reformulated as a minimization

problem:

min
θ

L (θ;Dfinetuning) . (31)

Here θ is the set of parameters in our model, L is the loss function which calculates the error on

new fine-tuning data points Dfinetuning. For every finetuning step t, the parameters θ will be updated
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using the following equation:

θ(t+1) = θ(t) − α∇θL
(
θ(t);Dfinetuning

)
(32)

In this equation, α is the learning rate and ∇θL denotes the gradient of the loss function with respect

to parameters. L have been regularized with L2-norm to induce the risk of over-fitting for M3GNet,

which can be presented as:

Lregularized (θ;Dfinetuning ) = L (θ;Dfinetuning) + λ∥θ∥2 (33)

where λ is the regularization coefficient, which controls the trade-off between fitting the training data

and imposing smoothness on the parameter estimates.

S15.3 Performance comparison of M3GNet and Graphormer as

end-to-end models

Property
M3GNet M3GNet Graphormer Graphomer

(From scratch) (Fine-tuning) (From scratch) (Fine-tuning)

MP Gap (eV) 0.321 0.2646 0.3031 0.1290
logGVRH (GPa) 0.1563 0.0959 0.0895 0.0608
logKVRH (GPa) 0.1464 0.0717 0.0687 0.0488

Dielectric (unitless) 0.4615 0.3001 0.3823 0.2516
Phonons (cm−1) 72.3314 56.0441 65.8220 26.0220

jdft2d (meV/atom) 77.3612 48.1290 47.8040 32.7620

Table S5: Comparison of property prediction performance for M3GNet and
Graphormer models.

As listed in Table S5, finetuning from MatterSim, either with M3GNet or Graphormer architec-

ture, always outperforms their counterparts training from scratch. Notably, the model that has been

finetuned from the Graphormer architecture has outperformed previous models trained exclusively

with domain specific data on all of the 6 tasks, as discussed in Section 2.5. This finding underscores

the effectiveness of MatterSim to capture the representation of materials, and it can significantly

expedite the the future research on materials property prediction and materials discovery. When we

are preparing this manuscript, we notice a recent model[23] by multi-task pre-training on multiple

datasets achieved the best results for all these tasks. This further indicates the power of large-scale

pre-training and the advantage of data coverage.
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[39] C. Zeni, R. Pinsler, D. Zügner, A. Fowler, M. Horton, X. Fu, S. Shysheya, J. Crabbé, L. Sun,
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