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First-principles modeling techniques have shown remarkable success in predicting electronic band
structures of materials. However, the computational costs make it challenging to use them for
predicting band structures of semiconductor heterostructures, that show high variability of atomic
structures. We propose a machine learning-assisted first-principles framework that bypasses expen-
sive computations and predicts band structures from the knowledge of atomic structural features.
Additionally, the framework directly connects modeling results and experimental data. For example,
it accepts images obtained with angle-resolved photoemission spectroscopy as input and predicts
the corresponding atomic structures. The framework leverages the physical relationship between
atomic environments and bands. We demonstrate the framework using silicon/germanium based
superlattices and heterostructures. Once trained on silicon-based systems, the framework can even
predict band structures of gallium arsenide thin films. The physics-informed framework establishes
an approach to expedite the design and discovery of complex materials with desired band structures,
going beyond combinatorial approaches.

Semiconductor heterostructures are important con-
densed matter systems, both for fundamental research as
well as for device applications [1]. Exploiting the full po-
tential of these systems requires a complete understand-
ing of their electronic band structures. The band struc-
tures dictate the physical response of the materials to
external fields and determine their electrical, magnetic
and optical properties. The electronic bands of layered
materials or heterostructures are strongly affected by the
variations of atomic structures, caused by the fabrication
processes. Even in heterostructures grown with state-of-
the-art nanofabrication techniques, the presence of var-
ious imperfections becomes unavoidable [2–4]. The im-
perfections strongly influence the structural order. The
heterostructure may inherit approximate structural order
of separate layers or exhibit a mixed character. First-
principles modeling techniques, such as density func-
tional theory (DFT), have shown remarkable success in
predicting electronic properties of materials. Electronic
bands of heterostructures are calculated using supercells
that are chosen to be as large as is feasible to represent
the structural order. Due to the varied structural or-
der, the supercell bands may resemble the Bloch states
of either, or both of the layers. Different unfolding algo-
rithms [5–10] have successfully identified the Bloch char-
acter of supercell bands, especially for alloys [11, 12].
However, the high computational costs make it challeng-
ing to analyze all possible heterostructures using first-
principles techniques. A first-principles approach to pre-
dict and design band structures of heterostructures has
not been established. As a result, combinatorial ap-
proaches are being pursued to design heterostructures
that exhibit desired electronic properties. The key ques-
tions remain: what Bloch character do bands of fabri-

cated heterostructures exhibit? how closely do they cor-
respond to the bands of constituting materials? and how
can one design heterostructures that exhibits bands with
desired characters?

In this article, we present a first-principles model-
ing framework to expedite the prediction and design of
band structures of semiconductor heterostructures. The
framework is assisted by machine learning (ML) tech-
niques and establishes a relationship between atomic
structural environments and electronic bands. Physi-
cal principles are increasingly being incorporated in ML-
based approaches to accelerate prediction of materials
properties [13]. A recent study showed that awareness of
structural motifs enables ML model to accurately predict
bandgaps of metal oxides [14]. Our previous ML model
exploited the relationship between local structures and
global electronic properties of semiconductor structures.
The model successfully predicted electronic transport
properties of experimental heterostructures [15]. The
present framework reveals the Bloch character of the het-
erostructure bands. Additionally, the framework directly
connects first-principles modeling and experiments. For
example, our framework can accept images from angle-
resolved photoemission spectroscopy (ARPES) as input
and predict the atomic structures of the corresponding
systems. The atomic structures could be compared with
structural characterization data. The comparison not
only will demonstrate the model performance but iden-
tify structural features that result in desired band struc-
tures. Our framework thus facilitates the inverse design
of semiconductor heterostructures with desired electronic
properties.

We implement the framework using two ML models:
(1) a forward learning model that accepts atomic struc-
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FIG. 1. Outline of forward ML model: (a) Training strain-symmetrized and strained superlattices with various periods and
compositions. Representative supercells of (i) Si4Ge4, (ii) Si14Ge14, (iii) Si13Ge13Si13Ge13 and (iv) Si26Ge26 superlattices. (b)
Representative reference cell to obtain unfolded spectral functions (SF). Two types of descriptors are used: Element type and
structural features. (c)(i)-(iv) Property value corresponding to descriptors: atomically resolved SFs (ASFs) of atoms marked
with red circles in supercells shown in (a). (d) Trained ML models are tasked to predict ASFs of atoms in heterostructure,
Si24Ge15Si9Ge6Si3Ge3. Predicted ASFs are compared with DFT results.

tural features as input and predicts the electronic bands
of the corresponding heterostructure, and (2) a reverse
learning model that accepts computed DFT band struc-
tures or measured ARPES spectra as input and predicts
the atomic structural features of the corresponding sys-
tem. We demonstrate the framework using a class of sil-
icon (Si)/germanium (Ge) superlattices and heterostruc-
tures. Both superlattice and heterostructure configura-
tions are periodically extended. Within one period of a
model configuration, a superlattice includes one Si and
one Ge layer while a heterostructure includes multiple Si
and Ge layers of varied thicknesses. Silicon-based struc-
tures are chosen because of their wide use in technolog-
ical applications and the ease of fabrication. However,
our approach is applicable to other materials. For exam-
ple, the framework can predict the relationship between
ARPES spectra and atomic structures present in gallium
arsenide (GaAs) thin film samples.

FORWARD LEARNING MODEL

Figure 1 shows the outline of our forward learning
model. We consider Si/Ge superlattices with different
periods and compositions as training structures. The
structures are chosen such that the trained model could
guide design of diverse heterostructures for various ap-

plications. We identify a set of features to describe the
environments, CN(rp), for each atom of a superlattice or
heterostructure. Here, CN(rp) refers to the local atomic
configuration associated with atom p, located at position
rp. We compute the effective band structures (EBS) or
spectral functions (SF) for each atom, using DFT. These
atomically resolved band structures (AEBS) or spectral
functions (ASF) vary significantly with the changes of the
atomic environment. We hypothesize that a direct rela-
tionship exists between environment features and corre-
sponding ASFs, and train the forward model accordingly.
The trained model accepts environment descriptors for
atoms in test superlattices or heterostructures as input,
and predicts the associated ASFs. Thus, the components
of the forward learning model are as follows: (1 ) formu-
lation of descriptors of CN(rp), (2 ) generation of ASF
training data, (3 ) implementation of ML models to iden-
tify descriptor-ASF relationships, and, (4 ) comparison of
ML predictions for new structures with DFT results.

(1) Formulation of Atomic Environment Descriptors

In Fig. 1(a, b), we show representative configurations
of training SinGen superlattices. Here, the subscript n
refers to the number of Si and Ge monolayers. We list
all training and test structures investigated in this ar-



3

TABLE 1. Summary of Data Used in the Proposed Machine Learning Framework

Structure Training Input Input Test

Type Structures Features Properties Structures

Forward Learning Model: Neural Network (NN) & Random Forests (RF) Model

Strain- Si2pGe2p • Atom type: • Spectral weights, • HS: Si24Ge15Si9Ge6Si3Ge3

symmetrized (p = 1, 2, . . . , 13) 1 feature/atom Ap(k,E): 60 atoms

and strained (Si2q−1Ge2q−1)2 • Effective bond k × E = 64 × 96 Input features: 9 × 60

SLs (q = 1, 2, . . . , 7) lengths, bx & bz: per atom (p) Output weights:

• 5 applied strains: 2 features/atom • Total: 64 × 96 × 60

[0.00%, 0.59%, 1.16%, • Order parameters, 64 × 96 × 3360 • SL: Si28Ge28 (see SI Figure 2)

1.73%, 2.31%] Q1,2,3
x,z : 56 atoms

• Total: 120 structures 6 features/atom Input features: 9 × 56

• Atomic environments: • Total: Output weights:

6 × 4 ×
(∑13

i=1 pi 9 × 3360 features 64 × 96 × 56

+
∑7

j=1(2qj − 1)
)

(Both strain-symmetrized)

= 3360

Reverse Learning Model: Convolutional Neural Network (CNN) Model

Strain- Si2pGe2p • Spectral weights, • Atom type: • HS: Si24Ge15Si9Ge6Si3Ge3

symmetrized (p = 1, 2, . . . , 14) AE,k: 1 feature/atom 0.00% strained (on Si substrate)

and strained (Si2q−1Ge2q−1)2 k × E = 64 × 64 • Effective bond Input ASFs pixels:

SLs (q = 1, 2, . . . , 7) per atom lengths, bx & bz: 64 × 64 × 60

• 5 applied strains: • Fermi level alignments: 2 features/atom Output features: 9 × 60

[0.00%, 0.59%, 1.16% 13 values around • Order parameters, • HS: Si24Ge15Si9Ge6Si3Ge3

1.73%, 2.31%] -0.5 eV to +0.5 eV Q1,2,3
x,z : strain-symmetrized (see SI Figure 8)

• Total: 126 structures of mid-gap level 6 features/atom Input ASFs pixels:

• Atomic environments: with step of 1/13 eV • Total 64 × 64 × 60

6 × 4 ×
(∑14

i=1 pi • Total: 9 × 3696 features Output features: 9 × 60

+
∑7

j=1(2qj − 1)
)

64 × 64 × 13 × 3696 • Bulk systems (see SI Table 1)

= 3696

(Si2q−1Ge2q−1)2 ≡ Si2q−1Ge2q−1Si2q−1Ge2q−1 for odd q = 1, 2, . . . , 7

SL: Superlattice; HS: Heterostructure;

Combined Forward-Reverse Learning Framework: NN, RF & CNN

• Relaxed and 1.73% strained bulk Si

CNN Model: Input pixels: 64 × 64; Output features: 9

NN and RF Model: Input features: 9; Output weights: 64 × 96

• GaAs ARPES spectra

CNN Model: Input pixels: 64 × 64; Output features: 9

NN and RF Model: Input features: 9; Output weights: 64 × 96

• Other bulk Si and Ge systems (see SI Table 1)

ticle in Table 1. We consider ideal superlattices with
sharp interfaces. We consider tetragonal supercells that
are periodically extended in the [001] growth direction.
We consider strain-symmetrized and strained supercells
that represent superlattices grown on substrates [16, 17].

Strain plays a strong role in determining superlattice
bands [18–20] and electronic properties [19, 21–24]. We
include strained superlattices to train the ML models on
band splittings due to strain. We optimize the geometry
of all supercells using DFT, see Methods section.
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We choose the following two types of descriptors of
atom X in a training or a test structure: elemental and
structural features. The elemental feature is the atom
type: 1 for Si and 0 for Ge. We compute the structural
features using crystal graphs, constructed from Voronoi
tessellations [15]. The structural features are of two
types. (1) The effective bond length, l̄i(X) of atom X,
located at −→r X , is given by:

l̄i(X) =

∑
n ωi,nAn ∗ ||−→r n −−→r X ||2∑

n ωi,nAn
. (1)

Here i refers to Cartesian directions, (x, y, z), −→rn is the
location and An is the Voronoi cell face area of the nth

neighbor atom. We only consider x and z directions,
since structural environments are same along x and y
directions. To describe the anisotropy of the bonding
environment, we define the weights, −→ω . −→ω represents
the projection of Voronoi cell face area onto the Cartesian
planes:

−→ω n = (ωx,n, ωy,n, ωz,n)

= (cos2 φn sin2 θn, sin2 φn sin2 θn, cos2 θn). (2)

The angles φn and θn are the polar and azimuthal angles
of the interatomic distance vectors between the atom X
and the nth neighbor. (2) The order parameters are given
by

Qorder
i (X) =

∑
paths

order∏
steps

ωi,nAnδnX∑
a ωi,aAa − ωi,bAb

, (3)

with order = 1, 2, 3. We consider crystal graphs up to a
specified order (= 3) neighbor, since higher order graphs
do not significantly affect the predictions. Qorder

i (X)’s
are contributed by paths in the crystal graphs. As indi-
cated by the Kronecker delta in the above equation, δnX ,
the graphs have non-zero weights if atom X and neighbor
n are same atom types. We provide detailed description
of the order parameters in our previous publication, see
Supplementary Information [15]. We demonstrate here
that these two descriptors are strongly correlated with
the character of superlattice bands.

(2) Generation of Spectral Function Training Data

We compute the electronic band structures of the su-
perlattices and the heterostructures in the periodic zone
representation of the tetragonal supercells. The different
supercell sizes result in different number of bands with
varied folding. It is challenging to compare the different
band structures and interpret to what extent heterostruc-
ture bands differ from their bulk counterparts. Addition-
ally, the supercell bands cannot be directly compared
with ARPES spectra. Hence, we unfold the supercell
bands into EBS in the extended zone representation of

FIG. 2. Forward learning model predictions: (a) Repre-
sentative supercell configuration of a test heterostructure with
unevenly thick layers: Si24Ge15Si9Ge6Si3Ge3; (b) Predicted
total SF and ASFs of atoms in (c) inner Si24, (d) interface
Si24, and inner (e) Si9, and (f) Si3 regions of the heterostruc-
ture. NN and RF predictions and DFT results are shown in
first, second and third columns of rows (b)-(f), respectively.
Fourth column shows comparison between normalized intensi-
ties of the SF images, and MAEs for NN (red) and RF (blue)
predictions. Last columns show example training data for
reference: ASFs of (c) inner and (d) interface Si atoms of
Si24Ge24, and inner Si atoms from (e) Si9Ge9Si9Ge9, and (f)
Si9Ge9Si9Ge9 superlattices.

chosen reference cells. We choose reference cells that re-
semble the primitive cell of FCC bulk silicon. Figure 1(b)
shows a reference cell corresponding to a Si4Ge4 super-
cell. The reference cell and the supercell are marked with
solid red and dashed blue lines, respectively. The refer-
ence cell lattice vectors are determined from the super-
cell lattice vectors through a matrix transformation, see
Methods section. The reference cell lattice vectors vary
for different supercells, however, all reference cells in-
clude two lattice sites. The similar Brillouin zones (BZs)
provide a common reference for comparing the unfolded
band structures.

The BZ of an example reference cell is shown in
Fig. 6(f) in the Methods section. We compute ASF of
atoms along the X − Γ − K − X path, indicated by
the green plane. Figure 1(c) shows representative ASFs,
Ap(k,E), for given atom p. Here k values sample the
chosen path and E = −3 to 3 eV. Each ASF is treated as
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FIG. 3. Outline of reverse ML model: (a) Training strain-symmetrized and strained superlattices with varied periods and
compositions: (i) Si4Ge4, (ii) Si14Ge14, (iii) Si13Ge13 and (iv) Si28Ge28. Descriptors considered: Element types, bond lengths
and order parameters. (b) Property value corresponding to descriptors: Example ASFs of inner Si atoms in (i) Si14Ge14 and
(ii) Si28Ge28. Trained convolutional neural network (CNN) model predicts atomic environment descriptors for input ASF of
atoms in (c) heterostructure, Si24Ge15Si9Ge6Si3Ge3. Predictions are compared with computed descriptors.

an image with 64 × 64 pixels of resolution. We present a
detailed comparative analysis of the SFs of training su-
perlattices in Fig. 1 of Supplementary Information. The
analysis reveals that the total SFs of superlattices dis-
play a mixture of Si-like and Ge-like character. How-
ever, the ASFs of inner atoms in large period superlat-
tices show bulk-like character and do not display a mixed
character. The ASFs of short-period superlattices exhibit
splitting and mixing of bands and avoided crossing due
to strong translational symmetry breaking. Quantifying
these band characters is critical both from the funda-
mental viewpoint and for designing heterostructures for
target applications. Our model identifies a relationship
between these characters and atomic structural features
and rapidly predict bands of complex heterostructures.

(3) Implementation of ML Models

We implement the forward learning approach using
neural network (NN) and random forests (RF) models,
separately. The models are trained on the relationship
between atomic descriptors and respective ASFs of all
atoms. We provide the details in Methods section.

(4) Comparison of Predictions with DFT Results

We test the ML model on a heterostructure with mul-
tiple Si and Ge layers of randomly chosen thicknesses:
Si24Ge15Si9Ge6Si3Ge3 (Fig. 2(a)). Such a configuration
is likely to represent fabricated heterostructures with un-
evenly thick layers. Figure 2(b) shows the total SFs, ob-

tained by summing over all predicted ASFs. The bottom
rows show the ASFs from four regions of interest. In-
stead of comparing SF values and DFT results directly,
we obtain the intensity, I(E), at each E by summing
over SFs at different k values: I(E) =

∑
j A(kj , E).

The normalized intensities are obtained by dividing I(E)
by the maximum intensity: In(E) = I(E)/Max[I(E)].
The mean absolute errors (MAEs) are obtained from:
MAE(In, În) =

∑
E |In(E) − În(E)|/64. The predicted

total SFs display a mixture of Si-like and Ge-like charac-
ters and match the DFT results, resulting in small MAEs
(NN: 0.07, RF: 0.08). The inner Si ASFs in Si24 exhibit
a prominent bulk Si character. The predictions are sim-
ilar to the inner Si ASFs of Si24Ge24 superlattice, see
last column of Fig. 2(c). This result indicates that inner
Si atoms in Si24 region and in Si24Ge24 superlattices are
in similar bulk-like environments. The high prediction
accuracy (NN: 0.09, RF: 0.07) establishes that ML mod-
els can learn and predict the local structure-ASF rela-
tionships present in varied configurations. However, the
accuracy decreases for narrow regions. The NN model
predicts prominent bulk Si character for inner ASFs in
Si9 and does not show Ge-like bands near the Γ point, re-
sulting in a higher MAE: 0.14. The RF prediction shows
these bands, resulting in a smaller MAE: 0.10. Larger
band splittings and changes in Γ character can be noted
for narrow Si regions.

The DFT results (third column) exhibit significantly
more band splitting, mixing and discontinuities com-
pared to predicted ASFs. When the supercell includes
strongly broken translational order, the unfolded contri-
butions from different regions vary, resulting in broken
band structures. Additionally, the reference cells may not
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represent true irreducible cells for a given heterostructure
or superlattice. On the other hand, ML results are inter-
polated from superlattices of similar periods. The higher
translational order results in continuous band structures.
The discrepancy is more pronounced for narrow Si lay-
ers. Prediction accuracy is also low for interface Si ASFs.
The larger error (NN: 0.19, RF: 0.16) can be attributed to
training data, that include more bulk information than
interfaces. Higher training data results in higher accu-
racy for inner ASFs than interface ASFs. It can be con-
cluded that the error increases with the increase of num-
ber of interfaces in the heterostructure. It is important
to remember that the training set does not include such
multilayer heterostructures. The error is likely to reduce
if the model is trained on such structures.

REVERSE LEARNING MODEL

We show the outline of the reverse learning model in
Fig. 3. We choose similar training structures as the for-
ward learning model (see Table 1). We provide the DFT
computed ASFs and the descriptors as input. Each ASF
is treated as a greyscale image with resolution of 64 ×
64 pixels, with pixel intensities scaled from 0 to 1. We
only use ASF data for the energy range between -6 eV
to 0 eV as input. We choose this energy range since the
available ARPES images scan this energy values. The
convolutional neural network (CNN) model predicts the
descriptors of atomic environment associated with an in-
put ASF image (Fig. 3(c)). We provide the model details
in Methods section. We test the model performance on
the heterostructure, Si24Ge15Si9Ge6Si3Ge3, assumed to
be grown on a Si substrate. Figure 14 shows the CNN-
predicted descriptors for all atoms. The MAE for each
descriptor (D) is given by: MAE(D, D̂) =

∑p×n
i |Di −

D̂i|/(p × n), where p is the number of atoms in the test
structure and n is the number of different Fermi level
alignments (n = 13). The model remarkably predicts
the variation of atomic descriptors across the heterostruc-
ture. The atom types for inner atoms are predicted with
higher accuracy than interface atoms. The prediction ac-
curacy decreases for narrow layers. The Si and Ge layers
have same in-plane lattice constants, resulting in con-
stant values of bx’s. Additionally, same bx and bz values
in the Si regions are imposed by the Si substrate. How-
ever, bz’s in Ge layers (2.73 Å) are higher than those in Si
layers (2.58 Å), as expected. The low values of the order
parameters near the interfaces indicate that the interface
atoms have fewer same species neighbors. As a reference,
the order parameters in bulk are equal to 1. The higher
order parameter plots clearly show the interface regions
for wide layers. However, these plots cannot distinguish
narrow layers very well. All panels of Fig. 14 show that
the model accuracy is higher for bulk-like inner regions
than interfaces or low-symmetry regions. The complex

FIG. 4. Reverse learning model prediction: (a) Su-
percell configuration of Si24Ge15Si9Ge6Si3Ge3 with epitaxial
strain due to Si substrate; Predicted (b) atom type, (c) effec-
tive bond length and (d-f) spatially resolved order parameters,
Qorder

i where i = (x, z) and order = 1, 2, 3, for all atoms.
MAEs between predicted (circles) and calculated descriptors
(solid lines) are shown next to legends.

character of interface ASFs (Fig. 2(d)) and limited train-
ing data result in low accuracy predictions. Additionally,
it is important to note that the descriptors are calculated
using Voronoi tessellations that is extremely sensitive to
atomic environments and introduces uncertainty in the
training data and predictions [25, 26].

Proposed Forward-Reverse Learning framework

Figure 5 shows the workflow of the combined forward
and reverse learning framework. The CNN module re-
duces the input SF images to a set of descriptors. We pass
the CNN-predicted descriptors to the forward learning
models and obtain ASFs. We compare intensities com-
puted from input data and the output of the combined
model. We test the framework using DFT computed
SF images as well as ARPES spectra of bulk systems.
The framework is only trained on superlattices and is
not aware about the properties of pristine bulk material.
Figure 5 shows the DFT-predicted SF images of (a) bulk
and (b) substrate-strained Si (s-Si), respectively. The
s-Si model is considered to be grown on Si0.7Ge0.3 alloy
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FIG. 5. Proposed forward-reverse learning framework.
Input images: (a-b) DFT predicted total SFs for (a) relaxed
and (b) substrate-strained (s-Si) bulk Si and (c) ARPES spec-
tra of GaAs thin film, adopted from Ref. 27. CNN extracts
atomic environment descriptors from input. The descriptors
are provided as input to forward learning model. (d) NN and
(e) RF-predicted output SFs of corresponding systems. (f)
Comparison between predicted normalized intensities and in-
put DFT results (left and middle) and ARPES data (right),
respectively. MAEs are shown on top of figure.

substrate, that induces 1.73% in-plane strain. The strain-
induced splitting of the valence band maximum can be
noted from Fig. 5(b). We list the CNN-predicted descrip-
tors in Table 2. The predicted bx and bz values are some-
what higher than the DFT results. However, the trends
are well reproduced. For example, bx is higher than bz
for the system with in-plane strain. The predictions for
strained system are closer to DFT results.

Figure 5(c) shows the test ARPES spectra of GaAs
thin film, adopted from Fig. 2 of Ref. 27, see Methods
section. We choose this test system since the band struc-
ture is similar to Ge, especially in the energy range con-
sidered. Thus, the test image is similar to images CNN is
trained with. We show the CNN-predicted descriptors in
Table 2. The model predicts fractional atom types, indi-
cating that atoms are neither Si or Ge. The predicted ef-
fective bond lengths are higher than bulk Si. This might
correspond to the fact that GaAs lattice constants are
higher than Si and closer to Ge. The order parameters
are lower than 1, indicating that the atomic environment
deviates from pristine bulk structure. The ARPES image
represents band dispersion of GaAs buried underneath
an amorphous As layer (∼ 1 nm). The predicted or-
der parameters seem to describe the atomic environment
of experimental samples. However, a systematic analy-
sis is necessary to confirm this observation. The output

TABLE 2. Predicted Descriptors of Bulk Systems

Test type bx bz Q1
x Q1

z Q2
x Q2

z Q3
x Q3

z

Image

Input: DFT Obtained SFs

(a) Si DFT 1.00 2.58 2.58 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
0.00% CNN 0.99 2.61 2.61 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00

(b) s-Si DFT 1.00 2.63 2.57 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
1.73% CNN 1.00 2.64 2.59 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.97

Input: ARPES Spectra

(c) GaAS CNN 0.88 2.62 2.62 0.94 0.93 0.85 0.81 0.79 0.76

descriptors are provided as input to the forward learn-
ing NN and RF models. A larger valence band splitting
can be noticed in predicted GaAs SFs. The conduction
bands of GaAs are not likely to be accurately represented,
although contributions from conduction bands near Γ-
point can be noticed. Fig. 5(f) shows the comparison
between normalized intensities of the input and the out-
put SF images. We find close agreement for both bulk Si
and GaAs models. This test illustrates the remarkable
ability of our framework to predict electronic bands of
new material from purely structural information.

CONCLUSIONS

We propose a first-principles modeling framework that
establishes a direct relationship between atomic struc-
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tural features and electronic bands of semiconductor het-
erostructures. The framework combines a forward and a
reverse ML model. The forward model shows that atomic
environments, such as neighbor bond lengths, local net-
work of atoms etc, tune heterostructure bands. The dif-
ferent atomic environments determine the Bloch charac-
ter of heterostructure bands. For example, an inner atom
maintains bulk character, however, an interface atom dis-
plays complex character such as band splittings, avoided
crossings and changes of Γ-characters. The reverse model
predicts the atomic environment that is associated with
an input band structure image. It is remarkable that
the model can predict atom types purely from the va-
lence band character exhibited by an experimental im-
age. We establish that the relationship between struc-
tural features and band character is deeply fundamental
in nature. We illustrate that this relationship can be
leveraged to predict properties of GaAs, even though the
framework is trained on Si/Ge systems. The combined
model illustrates that atomic environments can be de-
signed to manipulate heterostructure bands and achieve
desired electrical, magnetic and optical properties. Our
framework offers a physics-informed approach to create
layered materials for new phenomena and device possi-
bilities for diverse technologies.

DATA AVAILABILITY

The data supporting the findings of this study are
available within the main article and the Supplemen-
tary Information document. In addition, we uploaded
an example data set in the CUantamLab public GitHub
repository [28]. The example data set includes geome-
try optimized 49 Si/Ge superlattice configurations, both
strain-symmetrized and with external strain.

CODE AVAILABILITY

We made the Python scripts available, that can be used
for extracting descriptors from the example data set [28].
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METHODS

Training and Test Structures for All ML Models

Training Structures: We consider ideal superlattices
with both even and odd number of monolayers,
referred to as Si2pGe2p (p = 1, 2, . . . , 14) and
Si2q−1Ge2q−1Si2q−1Ge2q−1 (q = 1, 2, . . . , 7), respectively.
The total number of atoms in model supercells (SCs)
of these superlattices are even multiples of four. The
SCs of Si2pGe2p configurations include 4p atoms and
Si2q−1Ge2q−1Si2q−1Ge2q−1 configurations have 4(2q − 1)
atoms. We construct the SCs using a template that in-
cludes four atomic positions, as we discuss below. For the
superlattices with odd number of monolayers, we double
the SC sizes to account for the structure periodicity. We
consider both strain symmetrized superlattices and su-
perlattices with applied strains: 0.00%, 0.59%, 1.16%,
1.73%, and 2.31%. The strains are measured relative to
bulk Si lattice constant: ((a′ − aSi)/aSi) × 100, where
aSi = 5.47 Å. The applied in-plane strain values corre-
spond to alloy growth substrates, Si1−xGex, with varied
Ge concentrations: x = 0, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4.
Test Structures for Forward ML Model: Strain-
symmetrized (i) Si28Ge28 superlattice and (ii)
Si24Ge15Si9Ge6Si3Ge3 heterostructure.
Test Structure for Reverse Learning CNN Model:
Si24Ge15Si9Ge6Si3Ge3 heterostructure assumed to be
grown on silicon substrate.
Supercells: We generate the model SCs for all training
and test superlattices and heterostructures, using a four-
atom bulk Si tetragonal cell template (Si4). The tem-
plate is derived from a bulk Si cubic conventional cell.
The template and the cubic cell are shown with blue
dashed lines and black solid lines in Fig. 6(a, b), re-
spectively. The volume of the template is half of the
volume of the cubic cell. The lattice parameters of the
template are given by, a′ = b′ = 2.73Å and c = 5.47Å,
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following geometry optimization. c = 5.47Å is same as
lattice constant of bulk Si cubic cell. Our values agree
with previous DFT results [29]. Although, it is known
that the DFT-predicted lattice constants of bulk Si are
∼ 1% higher than experimental values [30]. The basis
vectors of the SC template are given by a′[11̄0], b′[110],
and c[001]. The template is periodically extended in the
[001] growth direction. The template can be used to span
a bulk Si system with cubic symmetry, e.g., [001] grown
superlattices, by replicating in the [110], [11̄0] and [001]
directions. This template allows us to investigate a large
variety of superlattices and heterostructures, while keep-
ing the computational expense at a minimum.

The template includes four atomic positions, see Fig. 6.
The black, red, blue and green colors, represent atomic
positions residing in planes that are a/4 apart along [001].
Fig. 6(c, d) shows the atomic positions as viewed along
the [001] direction. To create the superlattice models
we insert Si and Ge atoms in the template atomic po-
sitions. For example, we obtain a Si2Ge2 superlattice
model by inserting Si atoms in the blue and green posi-
tions, and Ge atoms in the black and red positions of the
template, respectively (Fig. 6(e)). The red ‘+’ symbols
show the two Si and the two Ge atoms, while the replicas
are unmarked. We obtain strain-symmetrized or strained
configurations by performing geometry optimization of
the supercell models. To create superlattice models with
longer periods, we start with [001] periodically replicated
models of SC template. We insert Si and Ge atoms in the
atomic positions of the replicated template. That way,
the resulting SC includes the desired number of Si and
Ge monolayers. A representative eight-atom Si4Ge4 su-
perlattice model is shown in Fig. 1(b). Table 3 lists the
lattice parameters of all geometry optimized supercells
investigated in this article.
Test Structures for Combined Model: Strain-
symmetrized and strained bulk Si, modeled with
Si4 SC. The strained model is considered to be grown
on Si0.7Ge0.3 substrate, with 1.73% in-plane strain.
Test ARPES Image for Combined Model: ARPES spec-
tra adopted from Fig. 2 of Ref. 27. We combine the band
dispersions along Γ−X (Fig. 2(b)) and Γ−K−X paths,
obtained with s-(Fig. 2(e)) and p-polarization (Fig. 2(d))
into a single image. We interpolate the experimental im-
ages from the resolution provided in Ref. [27] to 64 × 64
pixels in size and for energy range from -6 eV to 0 eV.

DFT Computation Details

We optimize the lattice constants and the atomic po-
sitions of training and test SC models with conjugate
gradient algorithm [31]. We sample the SC BZ with
11× 11× 11 k-point mesh, generated by the Monkhorst-
Pack scheme [32]. Although c is generally larger than
a′ and b′, we use 11 × 11 × 11 k-point mesh to ac-

FIG. 6. Generation of training supercells (SC) and
selection of reference cells (RC): (a, b) Tetragonal SC
template (blue dashed lines) generated from a bulk Si conven-
tional cell (black solid lines). a refers to bulk Si lattice con-
stant. SC template includes four atomic positions, with one
position per monolayer stacked along [001] direction: black,
red, blue and green. Representative two-atom RC chosen for
unfolding (solid red lines). (c, d) Atomic positions in Si con-
ventional cell, SC template and RC viewed along the [001]
direction. (e) Si2Ge2 superlattice SC, with two Si and two
Ge atoms marked with red. Other atoms are replicas. Pairs
of marked SC atoms (‘1’ and ‘2’ ) are mapped to the two cor-
responding RC atomic positions, respectively. (f) SC (blue)
and RC (red) Brillouin zone (BZ). Black dashed line repre-
sents projection of SC BZ onto the [001] plane passing through
Γ point. Symmetry points and paths in the green plane are
used to obtain effective band structures or spectral functions.

commodate for ample sampling along [001]. Such sam-
pling is particularly necessary for complex heterostruc-
tures with irregularly thick Si or Ge layers. To simu-
late SC under applied strain, we assign a′ and b′ to be
equal to the substrate lattice constants and relax the cell
shape in the cross-plane [001] direction. The DFT cal-
culations reported in this article, are performed using



10

TABLE 3. Lattice Parameters of Supercells, Å
Basis vectors: a′[11̄0], a′[110], c′[001]

Structures Strain- Grown on Si1−xGex Substrate
Symmetrized Ge concentration, x =

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4

a′ c′ c′

Si4 2.73 5.47 5.47 5.41 5.35 5.29 5.23
Ge4 2.89 5.79 6.48 6.40 6.33 6.26 6.19
(Si1Ge1)2 2.81 5.60 5.93 5.86 5.80 5.73 5.67
Si2Ge2 2.81 5.60 5.93 5.86 5.79 5.73 5.66
(Si3Ge3)2 2.81 16.86 17.79 17.59 17.39 17.19 16.99
Si4Ge4 2.81 11.25 11.87 11.73 11.60 11.47 11.34
(Si5Ge5)2 2.81 28.12 29.66 29.32 28.98 28.66 28.33
Si6Ge6 2.81 16.88 17.82 17.61 17.41 17.21 17.02
(Si7Ge7)2 2.81 39.39 41.55 41.08 40.61 40.15 39.70
Si8Ge8 2.81 22.53 23.75 23.48 23.21 22.95 22.69
(Si9Ge9)2 2.81 50.63 53.44 52.83 52.22 51.63 51.05
Si10Ge10 2.81 28.15 29.72 29.38 29.04 28.71 28.39
(Si11Ge11)2 2.81 61.90 65.37 64.62 63.89 63.16 62.45
Si12Ge12 2.81 33.75 35.65 35.24 34.84 34.44 34.05
(Si13Ge13)2 2.81 73.10 77.14 76.26 75.39 74.53 73.69
Si14Ge14 2.81 39.39 41.55 41.07 40.61 40.15 39.69
Si16Ge16 2.81 45.01 47.51 46.96 46.43 45.90 45.38
Si18Ge18 2.81 50.65 53.47 52.86 52.26 51.67 51.08
Si20Ge20 2.81 56.29 59.46 58.78 58.11 57.45 56.80
Si22Ge22 2.81 61.88 65.27 64.52 63.78 63.06 62.35
Si24Ge24 2.81 67.55 71.26 70.44 69.64 68.85 68.07
Si26Ge26 2.81 73.15 77.23 76.34 75.47 74.61 73.77
Si28Ge28 2.81 78.79 83.20 82.25 81.31 80.39 79.48
HS 2.79 83.91 87.57

substrate tuned a′

2.73 2.75 2.76 2.78 2.80

(SiqGeq)2 ≡ SiqGeqSiqGeq for odd q = 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13

HS: Si24Ge15Si9Ge6Si3Ge3

the OpenMX code which is based on norm-conserving
pseudopotentials generated with multiple reference en-
ergies [33] and linear combination of optimized pseu-
doatomic basis functions [34]. We use the Perdew-Burke-
Ernzenhof exchange-correlation formulation [35] of the
generalized gradient approximation. Self-consistent field
(SCF) calculations are performed during the geometry
optimization with energy convergence threshold set to
10−9 Hartree. The SCs are optimized until the maxi-
mum force on an atom became less than 10−4 Hartree
Bohr−1. We use a regular mesh of 200 Ryd in real space
for the numerical integrations and solution of Poisson
equation [36]. We do not include spin-orbit interaction
in our analysis since strain induced band splittings were
shown to be larger than the spin-orbit splittings [19].
For the silicon and germanium atoms, 2, 2, and 1 op-
timized radial functions were allocated for the s-, p- and
d-orbitals, respectively, as denoted by s2p2d1. The one-
particle wave functions are expressed by the linear com-
bination of pseudo-atomic orbital (PAO) basis functions

centered on atomic site [34, 37]. A cutoff radius of 7.0
Bohr was used for all the basis functions. Following re-
laxation, we perform non self-consistent field (NSCF) cal-
culations using the linear combinations of atomic orbitals
(LCAO) pseudopotential method [34, 37]. We obtain the
eigenstates, |KJ〉 and energy, εKJ , for the range from -10
eV to 10 eV. Here, |KJ〉 represents a Bloch state with
crystal momentum K and band index J , εKJ is the corre-
sponding eigenvalue [38]. We use a 7×7×7 k-point mesh
generated according to the Monkhorst-Pack method [32]
to sample the supercell BZ. Such k-point mesh has been
used in DFT studies for calculation of electronic struc-
ture of two-atom Si lattice [38].

Supercells and Reference Cells

We unfold SC electronic band structures to the BZ of
chosen reference cells (RCs) via SFs [6–9, 12, 39]. Fig-
ure 6 (a-d) show a representative rhombohedron RC with
red solid lines. The embedding cubic conventional cell
and the SC template are shown with black solid lines
and blue dashed lines, respectively. The volume of the
RC is 1/4 the volume of the conventional cell. The RC
resembles the two-atom primitive cell of FCC Si lattice.
If no symmetry breaker is present in the SC, the RC will
be identical to a primitive cell. However, the RC repre-
sentation is defined purely in a mathematical sense and
is valid even in the presence of symmetry-breaking in-
terfaces. The RC basis vectors are determined from SC
basis vectors. In general, the SC basis vectors are given
by:

−→
B =

a′ −a′ 0
b′ b′ 0
0 0 c′

 , (4)

where a′ = b′ and c′ are the SC lattice parameters. The

SC and the RC basis vectors are related:
−→
b = M

−→
B , via

a transformation matrix, M , given by

M =

− 1
2

1
2

1
2N

1
2

1
2

1
2N

0 1 0

 , (5)

where N represents number of templates stacked along
[001] direction in the supercell. N is equal to the total
number of atoms in the SC divided by 4. For example,
N = 1 for Si2Ge2, and N = 2 for Si4Ge4 and so on.
Thus, the RC basis vectors are given by:

−→
b =

 b′−a′
2

b′+a′

2
c′

2N
b′+a′

2
b′−a′

2
c′

2N
b′ b′ 0

 . (6)

As shown in Table 3, a′, b′ and c′ vary for different su-
perlattices or heterostructures, resulting in different basis
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vectors for the corresponding two-atom RCs. Fig. 6(e)
shows the RC of a Si2Ge2 SC and Fig. 6(f) shows the
corresponding BZ. We compute AEBS or ASF of atoms
along the path indicated by the green plane, and generate
training data. The choice of RCs is not unique. Past tight
binding studies extensively discussed the identification of
appropriate RCs and the advantage of unfolding SC band
structures for predicting electronic properties [7]. We ex-
ploit the insights to develop our ML framework. How-
ever, these studies emphasize that care must be taken
when the symmetry of the SCs is different from the RCs.
We discuss the consequences in this article.

Spectral Weights and Spectral Functions

The steps for computing SFs are as follows:
(i) Geometry optimization of chosen SCs;
(ii) Calculating SC eigenstates for a k-point mesh;
(iii) Identifying RC and a set of wave vectors {ki} along
a chosen path in the respective BZ;
(iv) Computing SFs for each atom along the path;
(v) Repeating steps (i)–(iv) for a different SC;
Below we discuss the approach used for step (iv).

In the LCAO method, a Bloch state |KJ〉 is expanded
in the form of a linear combination of atomic basis func-
tions, |RN〉, as

|KJ〉 =
∑
N

CKJ
N |KN〉, (7)

while,

|KN〉 =
1√
L

∑
R

eiK·R|RN〉. (8)

Here, CKJ
N are the LCAO coefficients. The atomic basis

functions, |RN〉, are placed in every unit cell and spec-
ified with a translational lattice vector R. N represents
a symbolic orbital index, that consists of the atomic po-
sition relative to R, a multiplicity index for radial func-
tions, an angular momentum quantum number, and a
magnetic quantum number. L is the number of unit cells
included in the Born-von Karman boundary condition.
We unfold the SC band structures to RC BZs via SFs,
Â(E), following the method proposed in Ref. [9]. It can
be shown that the SF expressions in the SC and the RC
representations are related via

Akj,kj(E)

=
∑
mnK

S−1mn(k)〈kn|KJ〉AKJ,KJ(E)〈KJ |km〉. (9)

Here, |kj〉 is a Bloch state and m and n represent sym-
bolic orbital indices in the RC representations. Smn(k)
are the overlap matrix elements. The spectral function,

Akj,kj(E), can be represented as a linear combination of
unfolded spectral weights, W k

KJ [9]:

Akj,kj(E) =
∑
K

W k
KJAKJ,KJ(E) (10)

with

W k
KJ =

L

l

∑
G

δk−G,K

×
∑
MNr

eik·(r−r
′(M))CKJ

M CKJ∗

N S0N,rm(M). (11)

Here, L and l are the number of unit cells in SC and
RC, respectively. r′(M) and m(M) refer to lattice vec-
tors and orbital indices of the RC atomic basis, respec-
tively, that correspond to the SC symbolic orbital in-
dex M . The delta function, δk−G,K signifies that W
at k is contributed only by the folded Bloch state with
k − G = K, where G is a reciprocal lattice vector.
The spectral weights are determined by the phase fac-
tor eik·(r−r

′(M)), LCAO coefficients, CKJ
M or N , and over-

lap matrix elements, S0N,rm(M). In the LCAO method,
we allocate same basis functions for each atomic species
in the SCs with varied periods and compositions. How-
ever, same AOs contribute differently to the electronic
bands of different SCs due to structural features. The
influence of atomic structures is recorded in the LCAO
coefficients and the overlap integrals between basis func-
tions. It is important to note that the spectral weights
are calculated in the SC representation without relying
on any RC details. Thus, unfolding is performed purely
in a mathematical sense and is valid as long as a RC can
be defined.

Additionally, we compute the atomically resolved SFs
that allow us to analyze how spectral weights vary based
on the atomic environment. To obtain ASFs, we express
the orbitally resolved SFs as:

AM
kj,kj(E) =

∑
K

AKJ,KJ(E)W k
KJM , (12)

where, the orbitally resolved spectral weights, W k
KJM ,

are given by

W k
KJM =

L

l

∑
G

δk−G,KC
KJ
M

×
∑
Nr

eik·(r−r
′(M))CKJ∗

N S0N,rm(M), (13)

and are obtained by rearranging Eq. 11. Equation 10 can
then be written as:

Akj,kj(E) =
∑
M

AM
kj,kj(E) =

∑
K

AKJ,KJ(E)
∑
M

W k
KJM .

(14)
The values of index M depend on the SC size and the
number of basis functions for each atom. As an exam-
ple, for a supercell with n atoms and m basis function
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per atom, M ranges from 1 to n ×m. By decomposing
the spectral weights and the SFs, it is possible to analyze
the contribution from different localized basis functions
to bands. We obtain the atomically resolved SFs from
the orbitally resolved SFs. Considering that there are
m basis functions assigned to the pth atom in the su-
percell: {p1, ..., pm} ⊂ M , we add pm orbitally resolved
spectral weights, W k

KJpm
, to obtain the ASFs for each

atom. Thus, total SF can then be written as:

Akj,kj(E) =
∑
K

AKJ,KJ(E)
∑
p

∑
m⊂M

W k
KJpm

, (15)

or, in terms of the atomically resolved SFs, Ap
kj,kj(E),

Akj,kj(E) =
∑
p

Ap
kj,kj(E) =

∑
p

∑
m⊂M

Apm

kj,kj(E). (16)

Here, AKJ,KJ(E) is a delta function, δ(E − εKJ).
We obtain the SC eigenstates (εKJ) for the energy

range from -10 eV to 10 eV from the NSCF calculations.
We compute spectral weights by unfolding the SC eignes-
tates, |KJ〉, on RC Bloch states |kij〉. We choose a set of
100 wave vectors {ki} along the X−Γ−K−X path of the
RC Brillouin zone (as depicted in Fig. 6(f)). We do not
explicitly keep track of the band indices and drop the sub-
script j. The spectral weights are then convoluted with
the above delta function to obtain Ap

k,k(E) or Ap(k,E).
We model the delta function δ(E − εKJ) representing
AKJ,KJ(E) with an exponential function with width 0.02
eV. For the forward ML model, we use a 450 point sam-
pling for the delta function between −6 eV ≤ E ≤ 3 eV.
We then interpolate over 300 × 450 values of Ap(k,E)
and obtain 64×96 ASF values. The ASFs, Ap(k,E), are
defined over {k} → X − Γ−K −X and −6 eV ≤ E ≤ 3
eV. The total SFs, A(k,E), are obtained by summing
over Ap(k,E) for all atoms in the superlattice or het-
erostructure. A(k,E)’s are also defined over the same k
and E range, with a 64×96 sampling. In the last part of
this study, while comparing with the ARPES spectra, we
use a 300 point sampling for −6 eV ≤ E ≤ 0 eV, using
0.02 eV wide delta-function. We choose 300 {ki} vectors
along X − Γ−K −X to keep a square grid for (k,E).

ML Model Implementations

Forward Learning Approach: We implement the forward
learning approach using NN and RF model, separately.
NN model: Table 4 shows the layers, the number of
nodes in each layer and the activation functions of the
NN model. The model has four fully-connected (dense)
layers represented by the four rows. The input layer with
32 nodes is followed by two hidden layers with 64 and 128
nodes, respectively. Rectified Linear Unit (ReLU) activa-
tion functions are implemented for the input and the hid-
den layers. The number of input parameters is equal to

number of features considered, nine in our case as shown
in Table 1. The output layer has 6144 nodes and linear
activation function. The number of nodes in the output
layer corresponds to the 64 × 96 interpolated Ap(k,E)
values for the respective superlattice or heterostructure.
The same NN model architecture can be employed even
when the size of input or output data is changed.

TABLE 4. NN model for forward learning

Layer Nodes Parameters

Dense (32) input dimension
= 9 features
fa=ReLU

Dense (64) fa=ReLU
Dense (128) fa=ReLU
Dense (6144) fa=Linear

64 × 96 Ap(k,E)

We allocate 25% of training data for model valida-
tion. We sample random batches of size 32 sequentially
from the training set (e.g., 32/3360) at each epoch dur-
ing training. The last batch will be of size less than 32
if the remainder is not zero. We update the weights iter-
atively for 5000 epochs till MAE between predicted and
validation ASF:

MAE(Ap, Âp) =

∑
k,E |Ap(k,E)− Âp(k,E)|

64× 96
, (17)

reaches a minimum. We employ the ADAM stochastic
optimization method for gradient descent [40] with learn-
ing rate of 0.0005 to minimize the loss function, MAE in
this case. We changed the number of epochs for the NN
model from 4000 to 5000 and the error only changed from
0.02187 to 0.02183 (see SI Fig. 6). We are reporting the
results obtained with epoch 4840 and MAE 0.02183. The
high-level NNs are implemented using the Python Keras
library [41]. The optimized weights are used to predict
ASF values for test structures.
RF model: The RF model assembles results of several
decision trees. Each tree is built from a random selection
of training data that include both structural features and
ASF of training superlattices. We use feature based deci-
sion rules to partition the training data into subsets. As
an example, decision rule could be based on order param-
eter values, e.g., Qx,1 in the range 0.5 − 0.6, represent-
ing different atomic environments (see Fig. 14). Training
data with Qx,1 in the range 0.5 − 0.6 could form a sub-
set. The branches of the trees are constituted from the
decision rules that identify features that minimize the in-
trasubset variation of ASF. ASF that maximizes fitting
over the subset data are assigned as leaves of the tree.
The tree generation process is then repeated for other
random subsets of training data. We average over the
predicted Ap(k,E) from all the trees to obtain the final
predictions. We implement the RF module available in
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the scikit-learn Python package [42]. We use 100 regres-
sion trees per ensemble and default values for all other
parameters recommended for the package. We use input
and output same as the NN model, as listed in Table 4.
Reverse Learning Approach: We implement the reverse
learning approach using CNN model. CNN model is ex-
tensively used for feature extraction in digital images and
is able to assemble complex patterns from small train-
ing data [43]. We employ CNN to identify patterns in
the training images of ASFs. The patterns of ASF im-
ages represent effects of translational symmetry break-
ing on the electronic bands of heterostructures. We use
the CNN model to learn the relationships between these
patterns and the descriptors. The details of the model
are shown in Table 5. The model includes one coordi-

TABLE 5. Reverse CNN block

Layer Shape Parameters

CoordinateChannel2D (64, 64, 4) —
Conv2D (32, 32, 64) k=3, s=2

fa=Softmax
BatchNormalization — —
MaxPooling2D (16, 16, 64) k=2, s=2
Conv2D (16, 16, 64) k=3, s=1

fa=Softmax
BatchNormalization — —
MaxPooling2D (8, 8, 64) k=2, s=2
Conv2D (8, 8, 64) k=3, s=1

fa=Softmax
BatchNormalization — —
MaxPooling2D (4, 4, 64) k=2, s=2
Flatten (1024) —
Dense (128) fa=Softplus
Dense (128) fa=Softmax
Dense (n = 9 features) fa=Linear

k: kernel size, s: stride size, fa: activation function

nate channel layer (CoordinateChannel2D) [44] and three
convolution layers (Conv2D), with 4, 64, 64, and 64 fil-
ters each. Each convolution layers is followed by batch
normalization and a max pooling layer (MaxPooling2D).
The dimension of the tensor at the input layer is (64,
64, 4), where the first two are the pixel dimensions of
the image, and the third is the number of filters. The
64× 64 pixels of Ap(k,E) images are provided as input.
Two fully connected layers (Dense) with 128 nodes with
Softplus and Softmax activation function respectively are
followed by an output layer (Dense) with linear activa-
tion function. The set of descriptors outlined above are
passed through the output layer. We consider 3 differ-
ent sets of descriptors in the model, namely, continuous
unbounded (effective bond length), continuous bounded
(order parameters), and discrete (atom type). We find
that the linear activation function in the output layer is
suitable for all the above predictors.

We consider 13 different Fermi level alignments. We

shift the mid-gap DFT zero energy level of the SFs of each
configurations by a value dE in the range from -0.5 eV
to +0.5 eV with a step of 1/13 eV. The alignments serve
a role of electron doping level in ARPES experiments.
This training helps the model to predict the descriptors of
ARPES images with different Fermi level alignments. We
allocate 30% of training data for model validation. We
sample random batches of size 64 sequentially from the
training set at each epoch during training. We employ
the ADAM stochastic optimization method for gradient
descent [40] with learning rate of 0.0005 to minimize the
loss function. We update the weights iteratively for 2000
epochs till the MAE between predicted and validation
descriptors reaches a minimum.

Combined Forward-Reverse Learning Model: Finally, we
merge the forward and reverse trained ML models shown
in Tables 5 and 4, respectively, into one combined model.
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

ATOMICALLY RESOLVED SPECTRAL
FUNCTIONS OF SUPERLATTICES

Figure 7 shows spectral functions (SFs) of (a) bulk Si
and (b) bulk Ge, and the progression of SFs of repre-
sentative Si/Ge superlattices with decreasing period: (c)
Si26Ge26, (d) Si20Ge20, (e) Si12Ge12, (f) Si6Ge6, and (g)
Si4Ge4, respectively. The first column (i) represents the
total SF and the columns (ii) and (iii) represent ASFs
for atoms in the inner Si regions (red) and the inner Ge
atoms (blue) of the superlattices, respectively. We show
the inner Si and the Ge ASFs separately, to highlight
how ASF differs for different atoms within the same su-
perlattice. We compute ASFs for each atom in the su-
perlattices and include in the training data. The results
displayed in columns (ii) and (iii) of rows (c)-(h) repre-
sent the training data used in our forward ML models.
The SFs are shown along X −Γ−K−X path in the BZ
of the reference cells, respectively. Representative BZ
and the symmetry path are illustrated in Fig. 6 in the
Methods section. We leverage the ML framework to av-
erage over the ASFs for each atomic environment in the
training superlattices. We hypothesize that these data
encompass the information needed to relate atomic envi-
ronments in superlattices and resulting evolution of the
band characters.

It is expected that the unfolded superlattice bands will
display an average character of the folded bulk Si and Ge
bands [18]. The total SF of Si26Ge26 superlattice in panel
(c-i), displays a mixture bulk Si and Ge band charac-
ters. Similar observation can be made for the total SF of
Si20Ge20 as well. However, it is interesting to note that
the inner Si ASFs (c-ii, d-ii) of these two large period

Bulk Si Bulk Ge

(i) Total SF (ii) Inner Si (iii) Inner Ge

(c) Si26Ge26

(d) Si20Ge20

(e) Si12Ge12

(f) Si6Ge6

(g) Si4Ge4

(a) (b)

FIG. 7. Example spectral functions (SFs) of Si/Ge
systems investigated in this work: SFs of bulk (a) Si
and (b) Ge. (i) Total SFs and ASFs of (ii) inner Si and (iii)
inner Ge atoms in (c) Si26Ge26, (d) Si20Ge20, (e) Si12Ge12,
(f) Si6Ge6 and (g) Si4Ge4 superlattices.

superlattices (Si26Ge26 and Si20Ge20) retain prominent
bulk Si character. Similarly, the inner Ge ASFs (c-iii,
d-iii) retain bulk Ge character. In general, these results
show that the inner atom ASFs in large period superlat-
tices primarily maintain the bulk band character and do
not display a mixed character. However, we can identify
the distinguishing characters of the superlattice bands
(e.g., spitting or mixing of bands), upon a closer com-
parison between inner ASFs and bulk SFs. We discuss
the comparison between bulk Si SF and inner Si ASFs.
However, similar analysis can be done for Ge as well.

Splitting of bands: The inner ASFs of both Si26Ge26
and Si20Ge20 exhibit splitting of the bulk-like bands, es-
pecially near the Γ point. The degeneracy of the valence-
band maxima at the Γ point is lifted and the bands are
split. In an earlier publication, we illustrated that lat-
tice strain in superlattices induces splitting of the valence
bands, using Si4Ge4 as an example [22]. Strain originates
due to the lattice mismatch between Si and Ge layers as
well as due to growth substrates. The threefold degener-
ate states that form the bulk Si valence band maximum
split into two approximately degenerate px, py states and
one nondegenerate pz state [18–20]. The px, py states
form the valence-band edge in Si4Ge4 and the pz state
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splits off [22]. The band splittings exhibited by the ASF
of Si26Ge26 and other superlattices are induced similarly
by lattice strain. However, the order of the split states
and the magnitude of the splitting depends on the spe-
cific strain environments. Additionally, Si and Ge layers
experience different strains in a given superlattice. This
causes leading to different strain induced band splittings
for Si and Ge valence bands, as can be noted from (c-ii)
and (c-iii). Valence band splittings are also exhibited by
Si12Ge12 and other short-period superlattices. The con-
duction bands of short-period superlattices show split-
tings near the Γ point. Figure 7 illustrates the direct re-
lationship between lattice strain environments and char-
acter of superlattice bands such as band splitting.

Mixing of bands and avoided crossing: The plots also
illustrate that the valence bands of the superlattices ex-
hibit a mixed Si-Ge character. This can be particularly
noted from the ASFs of Si12Ge12 and Si6Ge6, shown in
rows (e) and (f), respectively. The inner Si ASFs of these
superlattices do not display band dispersions around -
1 eV energy level, along the path Γ − K. However,
the total SFs show continuous dispersions in this region.
Upon considering column (iii), it can be concluded that
the Ge bands mostly contribute to the total SFs in this
region. The effect of strain on this mixed bands is com-
plex. Varied strain environments in Si and Ge layers
modulate the Si and Ge contributions differently. As can
be noted from (e-ii) and (e-iii), the gaps between valence
band edge and split-off states are different for Si and Ge
ASFs. These split-off bands then affect each other. The
split-off Si bands of Si12Ge12 and Si6Ge6 superlattices
exhibit signature of avoided crossing due to the split-off
Ge bands. The splittings are larger for smaller period su-
perlattices and the indication of avoided crossing is more
pronounced. Signatures of avoided crossing can be noted
from the conduction bands of Si6Ge6 and Si4Ge4 super-
lattices, midway along X − Γ and Γ−K −X paths.

Folding of bands: The reference cells are mathemati-
cal constructions and may not represent true irreducible
cells for a given heterostructure or superlattice. When
the chosen reference cells do not capture full translational
symmetry of the supercells, some residual folded bands
are likely to appear. For example, signature of folded
bands can be observed along with band discontinuities in
ASFs of Si4Ge4 superlattice, as shown in Fig. 7(g). This
characteristics is particularly visible for short-period su-
perlattices, with strong translational symmetry breaking.
The comparison of the band dispersions along X−Γ and
Γ −K −X, reveals that ASFs experience more changes
along the later symmetry direction. This can be under-
stood by considering the BZ of the reference cell pre-
sented in Fig. 6 in the Methods section. The Γ−K −X
path spans two BZs. Therefore, varied contributions are
expected to result in a range of features.

Change of Γ-character: The Γ-character of the bands
of the large period superlattices (rows (c) and (d)) is

primarily determined by Ge contributions. As the layer
thickness decreases to 12 monolayers or below, the Γ-
character is influenced by mixing of bands. For exam-
ple, the top valence band of Si12Ge12 superlattice dis-
plays a partial Si and partial Ge character. Additionally,
the contribution to the conduction bands is increasingly
mixed near the Γ point, as can be seen from the ASFs
of Si6Ge6 (row (f)) and Si4Ge4 (row (g) superlattices.
These results demonstrate that the Γ-character of the
superlattice bands strongly depends on the composition.
A continuous band mixing has been demonstrated both
theoretically and experimentally for alloys [45]. Here, we
illustrate the band mixing for layered heterostructured
Si-Ge systems. The progression SF plots further sug-
gest that a direct band gap system can thus be designed
by tuning the Γ-character. Earlier studies have identi-
fied that Si6Ge6 superlattice shows nearly direct band
gap [46] while Si6Ge4 has a direct band gap [16]. We an-
alyze the band structures along a specific symmetry path,
therefore, precise identification of the direct or indirect
nature of the band gap is out of scope for the present
study. Identifying a direct band gap configuration from
two indirect band gap materials promises various prac-
tical benefits, however, can be challenging [16, 46]. Al-
though designing such a system is not the objective of
our current study, Fig. 7 shows how our ML assisted first-
principles modeling approach can be employed to achieve
such a goal.

Figure 7 illustrates how ASFs of strain symmetrized
superlattices change due to the decrease of superlattice
periods. The strain induced band splittings, mixing of
bands, avoided crossings and changes of Γ-character are
dominant characters displayed by the ASFs of short-
period superlattices. These features provide a measure to
differentiate the superlattice and the bulk bands. Quan-
tifying these characters is critical both from the funda-
mental viewpoint and for materials design for target ap-
plications. Our approach establishes a direct relationship
between atomic environments and these band characters
for complex heterostructures.

COMPARISON OF FORWARD MODEL
PREDICTIONS & DFT RESULTS

Figure 8 shows the forward model-predicted SFs for the
strain-symmetrized configuration of a Si28Ge28 superlat-
tice. This structure is outside the training set, which
include Si26Ge26 superlattice as the largest superlattice.
We show the supercell configuration in Fig. 8(a). The
SFs are predicted along the X − Γ−K −X path of the
Brillouin zone of the reference cell, with similar k and E
resolution as training data. Figure 8(b) shows total SFs
and the bottom rows show the ASFs of atoms from four
regions of interest: (c) inner Si, (d) interface Si, (e) inter-
face Ge, and (f) inner Ge. The different regions are indi-
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NN             RF           DFT       Intensities      MAE 

Inner Si

Interface Si

Inner Ge

Interface Ge

Total SF

(f)

NN (0.08)
RF (0.07)
DFT

NN (0.06)
RF (0.07)
DFT

NN (0.10)
RF (0.15)
DFT

NN (0.27)
RF (0.10)
DFT

NN (0.12)
RF (0.17)
DFT

FIG. 8. Total and atomically resolved spectral func-
tions (SFs) of Si28Ge28 superlattice: (a) Representative
supercell configuration; (b) Total SF and ASFs of represen-
tative atoms in (c) inner Si region, (d) interface Si region,
(e) interface Ge region, and (f) inner Ge region of the su-
perlattice. NN and RF model predictions are shown in the
first and second column of rows (b)-(f), respectively. Third
column shows DFT results. Last column shows normalized in-
tensities, In(E), and MAEs between predicted and computed
In(E).

cated in the supercell with black circles (Fig. 8(a)). The
total SFs are obtained by summing over the predicted
ASFs of all atoms. The first and the second column of
Fig. 8 show the ASFs predicted by the NN and the RF
models, respectively. We compare the ML predictions
with DFT results, shown in the third column and vali-
date the predictions. We show the comparison between
predicted and computed In(E)’s in the last column of
Fig. 8 and report the MAEs.

The predicted total SFs display a mixture of Si-like and
Ge-like characters, similar to DFT results, resulting in
small MAEs (NN:0.08, RF:0.07). The presence of bulk-
like character is similar to other large period superlat-
tices. The predicted inner Si ASFs match with DFT re-
sults closely, yielding the smallest MAE 0.06 (Fig. 8(c)).
In comparison, the DFT result of the inner Ge ASF ex-
hibits splitting of the bulk-like bands, especially for the
valence bands, near Γ point (Fig. 8(f)). The split band
is less dispersive in the Γ−K direction. The conduction
band shows a small degree of splitting as well. These
features are not captured in the NN prediction, resulting
in a high MAE (0.27). Although the RF prediction can-
not capture the splitting of the valence bands well, other

bulk-like features are relatively well predicted, resulting
in a smaller MAE: 0.10.

Meanwhile, the interface Si ASFs are considerably dif-
ferent from their bulk counterparts (Fig. 8(d,e)). For
example, a larger contribution of Ge-like bands can be
noted in DFT results, compared to the inner Si ASF.
However, it is interesting to note that the Si and Ge
DFT interface ASF results are quite similar to each other.
Both of them display a mixed character strongly influ-
enced by strain. The interface ASFs exhibit significantly
more band splitting compared to inner ASFs. The split-
ting is related to the varied strain environments near
interface. The strain induced splittings are more pro-
nounced for the valence bands. The split-off valence
bands are comparatively flat near the Γ point. Both the
NN and the RF model fail to capture the finer details,
however, they predict an average character of the strain-
split bands. Although the predicted and computed ASFs
show differences, it is interesting to note that the total
SFs exhibit similar patterns.

EFFECTS OF FERMI-LEVEL ALIGNMENT

(a) (b)

FIG. 9. Band structures of (a) bulk Si and bulk Ge ob-
tained with PBE-GGA approach (solid lines). The dotted
black lines represent results from GW calculation from liter-
ature [47].

It is known that the PBE-GGA approach fails to pre-
dict semiconductor band gaps accurately, as is partic-
ularly evident from Fig. 7(b). We show a compari-
son between PBE-GGA band structures and those ob-
tained with GW calculations [47] (black dashed line) in
Fig. 9. The valence bands obtained with the PBE-GGA
approach match the GW results, however, the conduc-
tion bands are lowered resulting in an underestimated
band gap. Such discrepancy has been discussed exten-
sively [21, 22, 48–50]. Nevertheless, the PBE-GGA ap-
proach has been extensively used to predict the elec-
tron/hole transport properties of semiconductors, includ-
ing the biaxial strain enhanced in-plane mobility in Si [51]
and thermoelectric properties of Si [52, 53] and Si/Ge
superlattices [15, 21–24, 54]. In previous publications,
we compared the electronic transport properties [22] pre-
dicted using the PBE functionals and the Heyd-Scuseria-
Ernzerhof [55]. Through a systematic analysis we illus-
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trated the effectiveness of PBE-GGA approach to predict
the relationship between lattice environment and elec-
tronic properties of semiconductor heterostructures. In
this article, our objective is to develop a model for rapid
prediction of this relationship. The computational cost
of the alternative approaches such as using hybrid func-
tionals [56, 57] or implementing GW calculations [47]
prohibits the use of these approaches to analyze large
structures, especially for data driven studies. Addition-
ally, The prior studies provide necessary justification to
use PBE-GGA approach to establish the model.

Here, we use data obtained with PBE-GGA approach
to train ML models. We discuss the role of Fermi-level
alignments on ML predictions. To obtain the results
shown in main manuscript, we use one Fermi level align-
ment for the forward learning level, but different Fermi
level alignments for the reverse learning model.
Forward Learning Approach: We assign the Fermi-level
(E = 0 level) to be equal to the middle of the bandgap
value, to obtain the total SF for each training configu-
ration. The ASF energy bands are shifted by the corre-
sponding amount. The forward learning model is trained
with the resulting ASFs. We show the predicted ASFs
and total SFs of test superlattices and heterostructures
in Fig. 8 and Fig. 2 of main manuscript, respectively. As
can be seen from the figures, both predicted energy bands
and energy level alignments are in good agreement with
the corresponding DFT results.
Different Fermi-level Alignments: We illustrate the
change of ML predictions by varying alignments of train-
ing ASFs.

(Case I) Electronic band gap cannot be directly de-
fined for the ASFs, to the best of our knowledge. We
align the Fermi-level of each ASF of training superlat-
tice to the respective mid-band-gap level. We task the
trained ML model to predict ASF (or total SF in this
case) for bulk Si systems. Bulk systems include atomic
environments which is not present in the training struc-
ture that includes a mixture of both the materials. As
we illustrate below, the Fermi-level alignment strongly
affects the predictions in this case. Figure 10 shows the
SFs of (a) relaxed and (b) strained Si. The systems are
modeled with tetragonal supercells that include four Si
atoms. The first and the second column show the SFs
predicted by the NN and the RF models, respectively.
The third column represents DFT results. We show the
comparison between predicted and computed In(E)’s in
the last column and report the MAEs. The mismatch
between Fermi-levels is pronounced in the plot showing
the normalized intensities for strain-symmetrized bulk Si.
Interestingly, the predictions are in good agreement with
the DFT SF results for bulk Si with in-plane strain.

(Case II) We align ASFs such that the zero-energy level
of each ASF corresponds to the largest spectral weight at
the Γ-point in the valence zone or valence band maximum
(VBM). We retrain the model with VBM aligned-ASFs

FIG. 10. Effect of Fermi-level alignment of SF on ML
performance: (a-b) ASFs with Fermi-level aligned at the
mid gap level. Predicted SFs for (a) relaxed bulk Si and
(b) bulk Si in tensile strain due to Ge substrate. ASFs with
Fermi-level aligned at VBM, independently for each ASF: Pre-
dicted SFs for (c) relaxed and (d) strained bulk Si. ASFs with
Fermi-level aligned at VBM, independently for each total SF:
Predicted SFs for (e) relaxed and (f) strained bulk Si.

and task the model to predict ASFs for the bulk systems.
The predictions are shown for relaxed and strained bulk
Si systems in Fig. 10(c,d). In this case, both the peak in-
tensities and the energy alignments are reproduced with
a good agreement with DFT results.

(Case III) We align the total SF of each training su-
perlattices such that the zero-energy level is set to the
largest spectral weight at the Γ-point in the valence zone
or VBM. The energy bands of ASFs are shifted by the
corresponding amount. The ML predictions for the bulk
systems are are shown in Fig. 10(e,f). The NN predicted
relaxed Si bands are better aligned than RF, however
the spectral weights are diminished for the NN predic-
tions. The predictions for both relaxed and strained Si
are worse that the ones reported for case (II).

As can be observed from above discussion, the ML pre-
dictions vary in an unpredictable manner depending on
the energy level alignments of training ASFs. To gen-
eralize and diversify the training set for the reverse ap-
proach, we consider 13 Fermi level alignments in incre-
mental steps in the range from +0.5 eV to -0.5 eV from
the mid-gap energy level. The various alignments cor-
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FIG. 11. RF feature importance

respond to different electron doping in ARPES experi-
ments.

Reverse Learning Approach: We test the CNN model to
predict the descriptors of bulk Si systems when the SF
images are provided as input. We use two categories
of test images: the DFT predicted SFs of relaxed and
strained bulk Si and a spectra obtained from ARPES
experiment. In practice, only the valence bands may be
available in the ARPES experimental images. To adapt
to such constrains, we train the reverse ML model with
the energy levels of DFT results below the VBM level. In
other words, the ASFs are aligned individually such that
the zero-energy level corresponds to the largest spectral
weight at the Γ-point in the valence zone. As discussed
above, the band gap is not directly defined for the ASF,
so the shift in the Fermi level is ambiguous. This provides
a way to expand the training data set by applying various
amount of shifts. The CNN model is then trained on the
corresponding ASFs. The CNN approach has shown high
level of efficiency with image data sets. We expect the
CNN model to capture unique patterns in the ASF rather
than the shift associated with the different Fermi-level
alignments.

TRAINING FORWARD AND REVERSE ML
MODELS

The feature importance for RF model is shown in
Fig. 11. As shown in the figure, bx has the highest impor-
tance as it is the measure of in-plane strain that induces
band splittings. bz is the next most important feature,
that is responsible for internal interatomic distances due
to different atom types in the configuration. Interest-
ingly, the higher order parameters are of the higher im-
portance, we attribute that to their long range sensitiv-
ity to the presence of material interfaces. Importance of
the atom type seems diminished, which can be explained
by the fact that only two atomic types are considered.
The other features can distinguish the atomic environ-
ments indirectly. This, however, may change when many
atomic species are present in the training configurations.

The learning curves during the training of forward NN
and reverse CNN model are shown in Fig. 12 and Fig. 13,
respectively. As the figure shows MAEs change as we
change the number of epochs of the model. We select

FIG. 12. Learning curves for NN.

FIG. 13. Learning curves for CNN.

the epoch with lowest validation set MAE (red curves).
In this article, we present the results obtained with epoch
4700 and 1750 for the forward NN and CNN model, re-
spectively. However, choice of these numbers is arbitrary.

TEST OF REVERSE LEARNING MODEL

Heterostructure: We test the performance of the re-
verse learning model on the multilayer heterostruc-
ture, Si24Ge15Si9Ge6Si3Ge3. The chosen configuration
is strain-symmetrized. We show the CNN-predicted de-
scriptors for all atoms of the heterostructure in Fig. 14.
Figure 4 of main manuscript shows the model perfor-
mance on a strained configuration of the same het-
erostructure. The prediction error is higher for the strain-
symmetrized configuration. We speculate that the higher
error arises because the number of strain-symmetrized
configurations is small in the training set compared to
strained configurations.
Bulk systems: We consider bulk Si and bulk Ge mod-
els grown on Si1−xGex substrate with varied concen-
trations, x, that induces four different strains: 0.00%,
0.59%, 1.16%, 1.73%. We refer to the strained Si and Ge
as s-Si and s-Ge, respectively. It is important to note that
the training set only includes superlattices and do not in-
clude any information about pristine bulk material. The
bulk SFs are provided to the combined model as input.
We show the CNN-predicted descriptors in Table 6. The
CNN model predicts atom type= 1 (or type= 2) for all
Si (or Ge) test structures. The model is able to perceive
the absence of Ge (or Si), even though all ASF training
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FIG. 14. CNN predicted atomic environment descrip-
tors of strain-symmetrized Si24Ge15Si9Ge6Si3Ge3 het-
erostructure: (a) Supercell configuration; Predicted (b)
atom type, (c) effective bond length and (d-f) spatially re-
solved order parameters, Qorder

i where i = (x, z) and order =
1, 2, 3. MAEs between predicted (circles) and calculated fea-
tures (solid lines) are shown within parentheses, next to leg-
ends.

data include Ge (or Si) signatures. The identical bx and
bz are also accurately predicted for relaxed bulk Si and
Ge. The applied in-plane strains directly affect the bond
lengths. bx’s of increase with higher in-plane strain. To
keep the volume constant, bz decreases. It is remarkable
that the predicted order parameters are all close to the
bulk values (∼ 1), even in highly strained systems. This
result indicates that order parameters are highly effec-
tive in distinguishing mixed environments from pristine
ones. Figure 5 in main article shows the comparison be-
tween In(E), computed from the output of the combined
forward-reverse model and DFT data for two Si systems.
We find a good agreement between predicted and com-
puted normalized intensities for all systems.
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TABLE 6. Computed and Predicted Si & Ge Descriptors

Test type bx bz Q1
x Q1

z Q2
x Q2

z Q3
x Q3

z

image

Si DFT 1.00 2.58 2.58 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
CNN 0.99 2.61 2.61 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00

s-Si [1] DFT 1.00 2.62 2.60 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
(0.59%) CNN 1.00 2.61 2.61 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97 0.97

s-Si [2] DFT 1.00 2.61 2.57 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97 0.97
(1.16%) CNN 1.00 2.64 2.60 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.01 0.97 0.96

s-Si [3] DFT 1.00 2.63 2.57 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
(1.73%) CNN 1.00 2.64 2.59 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.97

Ge DFT 0.00 2.73 2.73 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
CNN 0.01 2.66 2.70 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00

s-Ge [1] DFT 0.00 2.60 2.81 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
(0.00%) CNN 0.01 2.56 2.77 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97 0.99

s-Ge [2] DFT 0.00 2.61 2.80 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
(0.59%) CNN 0.01 2.58 2.76 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.97 0.99

s-Ge [3] DFT 0.00 2.62 2.80 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
(1.16%) CNN 0.01 2.59 2.76 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.99

s-Ge [4] DFT 0.00 2.63 2.79 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
(1.73%) CNN 0.01 2.60 2.75 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.99
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