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Statistical learning algorithms provide a generally-applicable framework to sidestep time-
consuming experiments, or accurate physics-based modeling, but they introduce a further source
of error on top of the intrinsic limitations of the experimental or theoretical setup. Uncertainty
estimation is essential to quantify this error, and to make application of data-centric approaches
more trustworthy. To ensure that uncertainty quantification is used widely, one should aim for
algorithms that are accurate, but also easy to implement and apply. In particular, including un-
certainty quantification on top of an existing architecture should be straightforward, and add min-
imal computational overhead. Furthermore, it should be easy to manipulate or combine multiple
machine-learning predictions, propagating uncertainty over further modeling steps. We compare
several well-established uncertainty quantification frameworks against these requirements, and pro-
pose a practical approach, which we dub direct propagation of shallow ensembles, that provides a
good compromise between ease of use and accuracy. We present benchmarks for generic datasets,
and an in-depth study of applications to the field of atomistic machine learning for chemistry and
materials. These examples underscore the importance of using a formulation that allows propagat-
ing errors without making strong assumptions on the correlations between different predictions of
the model.

I. INTRODUCTION

Statistical learning frameworks and data-driven surro-
gate models have found broad applications in the nat-
ural sciences, physical modelling and engineering [1–3].
One particular application that we are going to focus
on in this work involves the use of regression models to
predict the interactions between the atomic constituents
of matter (so-called machine-learned interatomic poten-
tials (MLIPs)[4]) and more generally to approximate,
at a much lower computational cost, the microscopic
quantities that can be predicted by a quantum mechan-
ical electronic-structure calculation [5]. These surrogate
models enable accurate atom-scale simulations of materi-
als of unprecedented time and length scales [6–9]. They
have been one of the early examples of application of
machine learning to scientific inquiry [10–12], and have
become a well-established tool for atomic-scale modeling
in chemistry and materials science [13]. Besides their
advantages, surrogate models add new sources of errors
on top of the approximations that are inherent in the
reference electronic-structure calculations. In particular,
when the MLIP is applied to atomic systems that are
not well represented in their training data (i.e. in the
extrapolative regime) a rapid degradation of model accu-
racy is typically observed. The statistical nature of ML-
based surrogate model makes it possible, and desirable,
to associate uncertainties with the predictions. Uncer-
tainty quantification (UQ) increases the level of trust in
data-driven predictions, and can also be used to drive ac-
tive learning schemes [14–16] in which large errors trigger
the aquisition of new training points and retraining the
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model. An important point to consider when choosing
methods for uncertainty quantification is that the direct
predictions of a ML model might be combined in non-
trivial ways to evaluate the quantity of interest. This
is certainly the case for application of MLIPs in atom-
istic modelling, that are often used to compute thermody-
namic averages of observables, by generating a sequence
of atomic structures with a distribution that is consistent
with the relevant temperature or pressure. This kind of
tasks requires repeated model evaluation, and being able
to combine uncertainty estimates to assess the error on
averages.

Based on these considerations, we identify four require-
ments for uncertainty quantification schemes, that are
beneficial in general and essential for this specific domain
of application. A good uncertainty quantification frame-
work should: (1) yield uncertainty estimates that are well
correlated with the actual prediction errors; (2) avoid in-
troducing a major computational overhead; (3) be easy
to implement on top of arbitrary regression schemes; (4)
allow for direct, accurate and robust uncertainty propa-
gation to derived quantities. In this work we discuss how
different existing approaches fare with respect to these
four criteria, and demonstrate how a “calibrated shal-
low ensemble” (a committee of models that share part of
their weights, and estimate errors as the standard devia-
tion of their predictions) provide a good tradeoff, being
especially convenient to propagate errors when combin-
ing multiple model predictions.

This work is structured as follows. In Section II we dis-
cuss the design space of uncertainty estimators, post-hoc
calibration of uncertainty estimates and the propagation
of uncertainty to composite quantities and averages. In
Section III we introduce the direct propagation of shal-
low ensembles (DPOSE) approach, and compare system-
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FIG. 1. A schematic overview of the design space of uncertainty quantification schemes. Models differ (a) by the architecture
(how the uncertainty σ(A) is evaluated); (b) by the training strategy (how the parameters are fitted to predict target and
uncertainty); (c) by their calibration (whether and how the raw σ(A) is manipulated to obtain the final prediction); (d) by
the implementation of uncertainty propagation (how the uncertainty is computed when the model predictions are further
manipulated to achieve the quantity of interest).

atically many of the possible combination of uncertainty
estimation methods, using a well-established collection of
10 datasets to assess the impact of different choices in the
context of general regression tasks. Then, in Section IV
we demonstrate the viability of our approach for the pre-
diction of molecular formation energies, and potential en-
ergy and forces of condensed-phase systems, namely liq-
uid water, barium titanate, and the solid state electrolyte
Li3PS4, as well as the molecular dataset QM9. We high-
light in particular how the structure of MLIPs requires
models that are capable of reliable uncertainty propaga-
tion even to just consistently define the error in the total
energy of a simulation. We demonstrate the propaga-
tion of uncertainties to the average structural and ther-
mophysical properties of liquid water, and perform ad
hoc computational experiments to assess the ability of a
calibrated shallow ensemble model to quantify errors for
out-of-distribution data.

II. UNCERTAINTY QUANTIFICATION

Uncertainty quantification is a very broad term de-
scribing algorithms and procedures aimed at assessing
the error in a measurement or the simulation of a quan-
tity of interest [17]. In the context of machine-learning
regression models, UQ refers to procedures that attempt
to determine the reliability of the values predicted by
the model, or that of quantities derived from them. Po-
tential sources of uncertainty include reducible epistemic
uncertainties due e.g. to finite sampling of the training
data, or to extrapolation to unchartered portions of the
input parameter space, and irreducible aleatoric uncer-
tainties such as noise in the reference targets [18], or the
errors associated with lack of descriptive power in the
model. In the context of atomistic simulations, aleatoric
uncertainty might be due to the use of a reference quan-

tum calculation that has an intrinsic stochastic error (e.g.
quantum Monte Carlo) while approximation errors in-
clude neglecting long-range interactions by focusing on
short-range structural descriptors [19–21], or using an ar-
chitecture and/or geometric descriptors lacking universal
approximating capabilities [22, 23].
Many recent research papers are dedicated to uncer-

tainty quantification in atomic-scale modeling [24–50],
which underscores the importance of the topic for the
progress of this community. The design space of uncer-
tainty models is quite broad (see Fig. 1) and includes:
the model architecture (how the uncertainty is com-
puted); the training target and protocol, and the closely-
connected choice of the figure of merit used to assess the
quality of the estimated errors; the calibration of the pre-
diction; the propagation of uncertainty for derived quan-
tities. In this Section we provide a concise but thorough
overview of these different ingredients.

A. Uncertainty model architecture

Gaussian process regression (GPR) is a paradigmatic
example of a probabilistic modelling scheme that directly
gives access to uncertainty estimates. In GPR the mean
and uncertainty of the target property y of a sample A
are given by the closed form expressions:

ȳ(A) = αk(A) σ2(A) = k − kTK−1k. (1)

The vector k(A) contains the covariances or kernel simi-
larities between the new test sample A and the training
points, k is the covariance of the new training point with
itself. K−1 is the inverse kernel matrix of the training
points. Evaluating uncertainty through Eq. (1) is com-
putationally demanding, even when the Nystroem ap-
proximation is used and the inverted matrix is precom-
puted [51].



3

Besides the computational cost, Eq. (1) is limited to
the case of GPR models. An approach that can be used
to incorporate an error estimate for non-linear models
is mean variance estimation (MVE), that uses a neural
network to parameterize both the mean ȳθNN

(A) and the
variance σ2

θNN
(A), interpreted as the parameters of a nor-

mal distribution of the model predictions

pθNN(y|A) = N (y|ȳθNN(A), σ2
θNN

(A)) (2)

Mixture density networks, or deep evidential regression
are closely related, and employ neural networks to pa-
rameterize more flexible probability distributions [52, 53].

A generally-applicable and well-established strategy
for uncertainty quantification involves defining an en-
semble (or commitee) of nens models [54–59]. In en-
sembles, the mean of the committee predictions ȳ(A) =∑nens

k=1 y
(k)(A)/nens is taken as the best estimate of the

model, while the uncertainty is expressed as the variance
σ2
nens

(A) of the individual committee member predictions

σ2
nens

(A) =
1

nens − 1

nens∑
k=1

[y(k)(A)− ȳ(A)]2. (3)

While it is common to assume the error distribution to
be Gaussian (e.g. invoking the central limit theorem)
the ensemble formalism allows defining a non-parametric
estimate of the predicted distribution

p(y|A) =
∑
k

δ(y − y(k)(A)), (4)

where the δ distribution is usually smoothed into finite-
width Gaussian peaks.

An architecture that combines ideas from MVE and
ensemble models is the “deep ensemble” framework in-
troduced by Lakshminarayanan and coworkers [59]. Each
member of the committee is effectively a MVEmodel that

evaluates a prediction y(k)(A) and a variance σ2(k)(A) -
which is why in Fig. 1 we label this architecture with the
more expressive name “mean-variance ensemble”. The
uncertainty estimate is obtained as the sum of the mean
of the individual model prediction variances and the vari-
ance of the means of the individual variance predictions.

σ2
tot(A) =

1

nens − 1

nens∑
k=1

[y(k)(A)− ȳ(A)]2+
1

nens

nens∑
k=1

σ2(k)(A)

(5)
Busk et al. used deep ensembles to obtain reliable uncer-
tainty estimates for the property prediction of small or-
ganic molecules [24, 25]. Thaler and coworkers observed
that deep ensembles yield uncertainty quantifications of
comparable quality to using stochastic gradient Markov
chain Monte Carlo to sample the posterior [26].

Ensembling of fully-independent neural-network mod-
els introduces a significant computational overhead, as
it requires training and evaluating multiple models,

whereas approaches such as mean variance estimating
neural networks and deep evidential regression that di-
rectly predict both a mean and its variance, with a single
neural network, are usually less demanding [27, 53, 60].
Multiple recent efforts have attempted to reduce the com-
putational cost of uncertainty estimation, by relying on
distance based criteria [28], Gaussian Mixture models on
latent features [29] or conformal prediction [30]. Another
approach is to reduce the cost of ensemble methods by
sharing parts of the computational graph between com-
mittee members [61]. For instance, in Ref. 32, fully in-
dependent ensembles of models are trained, but most of
the computational time in their architecture is spent on
calculating features, which are shared by all models. Fi-
nally, sometimes the members of an ensemble model are
chosen to have slight variations in their architecture, e.g.
by modifying some hyperparameters, or by changing the
number of layers and/or neurons in an ensemble of multi-
layer perceptrons [29]. In this work, we will restrict our-
selves to ensembles that share the same architecture and
hyperparameters.

B. Assessing the quality of UQ

The accuracy of a ML model is typically checked by
computing the error of its predictions, e.g. through the
mean squared error (MSE) |y(A)− yref(A)|2 or the mean
absolute error (MAE) |y(A)− yref(A)|, summed over the
validation (or test) set. When assessing a model that
computes both a best estimate ȳ(A) and an uncertainty
σ(A), a proper metric should consider the accuracy in
predicting both, penalizing under or over-confident un-
certainty estimates. If a model provides a probability
distribution for its predictions p(y|A), then one way to
assess the quality of the predicted distribution is to com-
pute the probability (likelihood) p(yref(A)|A) for a hold-
out set of validation samples. In practice one usually
expresses this information in terms of the negative log-
likelihood NLL = − ln p(yref(A)|A), where the logarithm
means that the joint probability for all samples in a vali-
dation set can be computed by summing the NLL values,
and the minus sign ensures that “good” values are small,
as for the MSE or the MAE. Under the assumption of a
Gaussian probability (that is implicit in measuring un-
certainty using only the second moment of p) the NLL
can be written as

NLL(∆y, σ) =
1

2

[
∆y2

σ2
+ ln 2πσ2

]
, (6)

that depends on the prediction error ∆y = y − yref and
the uncertainty σ. While it is possible to use the NLL to
compare two models over the same data set, its absolute
magnitude is not as transparent as the MAE or MSE for
the prediction error.
Rasmussen and Williams proposed to standardize the

NLL (in order to compare predictions across different
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FIG. 2. Schematic overview of different modes of failure of uncertainty quantification models, based on a toy model whose
predictions for an input x are affected by a purely aleatoric Gaussian error with a standard deviation proportional to x. (a)
Predicted-empirical error scatter plot: we will use this type of visualization as the main tool to characteriza uncertainty models;
due to the log-log scale, the Gaussian distribution of empirical error deforms into an asymmetric bell shape, with the dashed
black line corresponding to the mode for a well-calibrated prediction, and the colored lines corresponding to different quantile
ranges, that are useful as guides for the eye. The insets show the distribution for a slice of the dataset with predicted uncertainty
close to 1, and serve to emphasize the change in appearance of the distribution when using a log scale for the empirical error. (b)
Examples of poorly calibrated estimators, together with their miscalibration area (MA) and standardized log-likelihood (RLL).
Note that the RLL is not symmetric with respect to miscalibration, and is more sensitive to overconfident than underconfident
predictions. (c) Example of an estimator that is globally calibrated (the mean predicted variance matches the MSE over the
test set), but which is locally mis-calibrated. (d) Example of an estimator that is well calibrated but poorly informative, as all
structures are predicted to have roughly the same error.

datasets) by substracting the likelihoods of a model pre-
dicting mean and variance of the training dataset [51].
We further normalize the scale of variation of the NLL
defining a relative log-likelihood (RLL) that is computed
as∑

A NLL(∆y(A), σ(A))−NLL(∆y(A),RMSE)∑
A NLL(∆y(A), |∆y(A)|)−NLL(∆y(A),RMSE)

·100%.

(7)
As in Ref. 51, the numerator measures the difference be-
tween the actual NLL and a “calibrated constant error”
estimate in which every structure is predicted to have
the same error, equal to the root mean square validation
error – which is the least informative uncertainty esti-
mate. The denominator involves an “oracle” NLL that
predicts for each sample an uncertainty that is equal to
the unsigned error (the lowest NLL for a given prediction
error). With this definition, larger values of the RLL are
better, and a value of 100% would indicate the best possi-
ble score, which is however in practice almost impossible
to achieve, as predicting the unsigned error should be
almost as difficult as predicting the actual error and cor-
recting the model estimate. A value of zero indicates that
– estimates ȳ(A) being the same – the UQ is uninforma-
tive, equivalent to using a constant value that equals the
overall RMSE. Negative values indicate poor calibration
of the model. The RLL is easier to interpret than the
NLL, and less dependent on the model accuracy, as it is
“baselined” on the NLL computed for the model RMSE.
Even though the NLL (and the equivalent, but more eas-

ily interpretable, RLL) provide a holistic assessment of
the reliability of an error estimate, it is often useful to un-
derstand how an estimator may be failing – which has led
to the development of a multitude of diagnostic [62–64].
To illustrate some of these metrics we use a toy exam-
ple, corresponding to a random variable y(x), sampled
from a normal distribution with zero mean and standard
deviation proportional to x. To obtain a realistic distri-
bution of points, the inputs x are taken to be log-normal
distributed, with mean value of 1. We visualize the be-
havior of the uncertainty estimator on a validation set
using a scatter plot that shows the unsigned error of a
prediction (the residual |∆y(x)| = |ȳ(x)−yref(x)|) against
the predicted standard deviation σ(x) (Fig. 2a). When
interpreting these plots, it is important to keep in mind
that, for a typical Gaussian profile of the prediction dis-
tribution p(y|A), the most likely error is zero regardless
of the uncertainty. Furthermore, in order to resolve the
behavior of the uncertainty estimator over a broad range
of values, it is useful to use a doubly-logarithmic scale
for the plot. This distorts the error distribution, that
becomes asymmetric even in the Gaussian case, with a
maximum at ∆y = σ. Panel (a) in Fig. 2 provides a key
to interpret this type of scatter plots. The distribution of
points along the x axis reflects the heteroskedactic nature
of the error: in this case, most points accumulate around
σ = 1, with log-normal tails for smaller and larger errors.
If one selects a thin slice of values for the predicted un-
certainty, the absolute errors for the selected points are
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half-normal-distributed, consistent with the dataset con-
struction. When plotted with a logarithmic |∆y| axis,
the half normal distribution is morphed in an asymmet-
ric peak shape, with a maximum at ∆y = σ, a sharp
decay for ∆y > σ a long tail for small error values. As a
guide for the eye, we plot – here and in all similar plots
in this paper – the quantile lines expected for this distri-
bution. Thus, a good uncertainty estimator should yield,
for each vertical slice along the σ axis, a distribution that
is reminiscent to that shown in the insets of panel (a).

Conversely, this scatter plot allows identifying the dif-
ferent modes of failure of an uncertainty estimator. Sys-
tematic underestimation or overestimation of the resid-
uals indicate poor calibration of the estimator, which is
said to be over(under)confident, and is visible in a rigid
shift of the distribution that is not peaked at ∆y = σ
(e.g Fig. 2b).

In regression problems, this type of failure can be iden-
tified by several metrics, such as the expected normal-
ized calibration error [65], the miscalibration area [66] or
the z-score variance [41]. We will use the miscalibration
area (MA), that measures how much the empirical cu-
mulative distribution function (CDF) of the predictions
over a dataset deviates from that derived from a prob-
abilistic uncertainty model p(y|x). In practice, we use
the standardized residuals ∆y(x)/σ(x) when construct-
ing the empirical CDF, which is then compared to the
CDF of the unit Gaussian – so that a MA of zero indi-
cates that on average residuals are as large as predicted,
whereas values larger than zero indicate that the uncer-
tainty estimates are under or over confident. One simple
way of defining the overall calibration of an estimator
is to compare the mean square error predicted over a
validation set with the empirical mean square error: as
discussed in subsection IID, it is then easy to obtain a
calibrated model for which the two are equal, by a simple
rescaling of the predicted error. The overall calibration,
however, gives only partial information on the behavior
of an estimator, which can be calibrated as a whole, but
over(under) confident for some subsets of the dataset.
This scenario is clearly identified by having subsets of the
data points that are consistent with the quantile lines and
others that have an incorrect offset (see e.g. Fig. 2c). The
NLL, as well as many commonly-used diagnostics, are
sensitive to this kind of errors. Alternatively, to gather
more granular insights, one can also compute calibration
metrics for subsets of the overall data – e.g. stratifying
the evaluation of the z-score according to the predicted
σ(x), as done e.g. in evaluating the local-z-score vari-
ance [41, 42]. Finally, an uncertainty estimator can also
be well-calibrated but uninformative, because it cannot
distinguish predictions with low and high uncertainty (cf.
Fig. 2d). An extreme case is one in which the same un-
certainty is predicted for every data point (the constant-
error baseline used in the definition of the RLL), but
more generally it is preferable to have an estimator that
yields a broad range of uncertainty values, distinguish-
ing between reliable and unreliable predictions. One can

confirm that an estimator predicts a broad range of un-
certainties (the dispersion of the estimator) by evaluating
its coefficient of variation [65]. Many other metrics have
been proposed to assess the quality of error estimators,
such as sharpness [67], the prediction interval coverage
probability [68, 69] and many others [42, 62]. Overall,
even though they can provide complementary diagnos-
tics for the relative merits of different approaches, we find
most of these metrics not to be particularly insightful or
easy to interpret, and we will mainly rely on uncertainty-
residual parity plots as a way to visualize the behavior
of an estimator, and on the RLL as a single metric that
assesses quantitatively its overall performance.

C. Training strategy

A regression model is usually optimized by minimizing
the error it incurs when predicting the target properties
of a set of samples for which the ground truth property
values are known (the training set). When optimizing
an architecture that includes an error estimator, there
are different strategies one can follow (cf. Fig. 1). First,
some regression models (e.g. Gaussian processes) can
be trained based exclusively on the mean square error of
the mean prediction ȳ, and yet provide an estimate for σ.
This often leads to poor calibration of the predicted vari-
ance, and require further tuning, as discussed in the next
subsection. For ensemble models, it is possible to train
separately the various committee members: by varying
the initialization of the weights, the hyperparameters, or
by randomly subsampling the training set[31], the mod-
els will converge to a different local minimum, and their
spread can be used (possibly following further calibra-
tion) to estimate σ. Finally, one can incorporate the met-
rics discussed in the previous paragraph into the training
loss. By optimizing the NLL, for instance, one can make
sure that not only the predicted mean ȳ but also the
standard deviation σ are consistent with the empirical
distribution of the training data – improving calibration.
This approach can be applied to any UQ architecture,
including models that provide an explicit estimate for σ,
even though it has been sometimes found to cause insta-
bilities in the learning procedure [70].

D. Post-hoc calibration

In all cases in which an uncertainty-quantified mod-
els is mis-calibrated (e.g. for ensembles of neural net-
works that tend to produce overconfident uncertainty
estimates[68, 69, 71, 72]), it is possible to apply a post-
hoc calibration step on a hold-out set (in practice we
use the validation set) to globally correct a model’s un-
certainty estimates. In the simplest case, assuming that
the target properties are Gaussian distributed, one can
apply a simple rescaling σ ← ασ. The constant α that
minimizes the Gaussian NLL on the calibration can be



6

derived from the squared residuals ∆y(A)2 and the pre-
dicted variances σ(A)2:

α2 =
1

nval

∑
A∈val

∆y(A)2

σ(A)2
. (8)

When using ensemble methods with small nens, a correc-
tion may be used to account for the correlation between
ȳ(A) and σ(A), as discussed in Ref. 73.

More sophisticated calibration strategies allow to cor-
rect for local mis-calibration, e.g. using a non-linear
transformation of the predicted variance, e.g. optimiz-
ing an isotonic regressor [24, 69]. Implementations of
these calibration frameworks can be found in the net-
cal library [74] and the uncertainty toolbox library[63].
An important observation that we will use in what fol-
lows is that, in the case of ensemble estimators, one can
apply the calibration mechanism to the members of the
committee rather than to σ. If α(A) is the (possibly
sample-dependent) calibration factor, such calibrated en-
semble[31], consistent with the empirical error distribu-
tion, can be obtained as

y(k)(A)← ȳ(A) + α(A)[y(k)(A)− ȳ(A)]. (9)

E. Uncertainty propagation

In many cases the predictions of a ML model are not
the ultimate target of a calculation, but are subject to
further manipulations, either by combining multiple pre-
dictions or by applying some function f to the output of
the model,

z(A) = f(y(A)). (10)

In these cases, it becomes necessary to determine how the
uncertainties of the model predictions σy(A) propagate
to the uncertainty of z, σz(A). The most straightforward
approach is to apply Gaussian error calculus, linearizing
f to estimate the effect of the uncertainties of the vari-
ables of f on σz, i.e. σz(A) ≈ σy(A)f ′(y(A)). Additional
complications may arise if a linear approximation of f is
inaccurate, input variables are correlated or, for practi-
cal reasons, analytical derivatives of f are not available.
Monte Carlo approaches to estimate the uncertainty of
z can be a suitable alternative, implying however that
f has to be evaluated repeatedly [75]. Within the en-
semble formalism, propagating the uncertainty of y(A)
from individual model predictions y(k)(A) to z(A) can
be performed by treating the individual committee mem-
ber predictions as samples drawn from the distribution
p(y|A) and then evaluating σ2

z from samples of f(y(k)(A))
(cf. Fig. 2)

z̄(A) =
1

nens

nens∑
k=1

f(y(k)(A))),

σ2
z(A) =

1

nens − 1

nens∑
k=1

[f(y(k)(A))− z̄(A)]2.

(11)

One sees the importance of using ensemble calibration (9)
to ensure that the committee members y(k)(A) reflect as
well as possible the correct error distribution p(y|A). We
refer to Eq. (11) as ensemble propagation.
One particular case, that occurs frequently in atom-

istic simulations but is also relevant for generic appli-
cations of Metropolis-Hastings sampling [76, 77], is that
in which a sequence of samples {Ai}Ni=1 is generated us-
ing a machine-learning potential energy function V (A),
and the average value for a property y(A) is computed
by summing over these samples, ⟨y⟩V = N−1

∑
i y(Ai).

The samples are generated with probabilities ∝ e−βV (Ai)

– so that errors in predicting V (A) will propagate onto
the average ⟨y⟩V by altering the sample distribution. If
V is computed with an ensemble method, one could per-
form separate sampling trajectories using the different
members of the ensemble, which however would substan-
tially increase the computational effort in determining
⟨y⟩. Alternatively, as discussed in Ref. 73, one can use
statistical reweighting to obtain an estimate of the im-
pact of the error on V on the distribution of the samples,
using a single set of samples distributed according to the
mean ensemble potential V̄ (A)

⟨y⟩V (k) ≈ ⟨y⟩V̄ −β[
〈
y(V (k) − V̄ )

〉
V̄
−⟨y⟩V̄

〈
V (k) − V̄

〉
V̄
].

(12)
This expression arises from averaging over a re-weighted
trajectory [78], which is approximated by a cumulant ex-
pansion to avoid statistical instability when the devia-
tions between the committee members and the mean po-
tential are large [79].
Error propagation through ensembles is also useful to

estimate errors on derivatives of the model target with re-
spect to a continuous parameter λ that characterizes the
samples – e.g. forces acting on atoms, that are deriva-
tives of the potential with respect to atomic coordinates.
Defining derivative errors based on a direct variance es-
timator is not trivial[32], whereas a calibrated ensemble
allows to do so straightforwardly, as we shall discuss later.

ȳ′(A) =
1

nens

nens∑
k=1

∂y(k)(A)

∂λ

σy′(A) =
1

nens − 1

nens∑
k=1

[
∂y(k)(A)

∂λ
− ȳ′(A)

]2
.

(13)

III. DIRECT PROPAGATION OF SHALLOW
ENSEMBLES

In Section II we have provided an opinionated
overview of the vast space of design choices available
for uncertainty-quantified ML models. In this section
we intend to demonstrate the behavior of a specific set
of choices, that we will refer to as “direct propagation
of shallow ensembles” (DPOSE), and argue that it ful-
fils the requirements of accuracy, ease of implementation,
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Dataset MVE MVEns DPOSE A B C D E F

Training NLL NLL NLL NLL NLL NLL MSE MSE MSE-SS
nens - 5 64 5 5 5 5 5 5
Weight sharing - no yes yes no yes no no no
Post-hoc cal. yes yes yes yes yes no no yes yes

Housing 0.7±16.7 7.1±17.6 13.8±20.1 −14.1±41.8 −7.7±35.4 −6.2±34.0 −388±296 −26.2±43.3 −10.8±25.9

Concrete 9.2±16.3 17.1±8.1 18.6±12.4 −2.3±18.4 −10.5±32.9 −1.9±26.4 −697±362 −19.2±23.3 −12.2±13.6

Energy 44.7±6.3 48.0±4.5 51.3±7.8 26.6±9.5 21.1±12.5 13.8±16.5 −449±203 −14.4±15.6 −5.9±22.9

Kin8nm 14.9±3.6 17.7±2.5 13.5±4.1 13.4±3.5 12.7±3.6 −2.8±21.7 −283±83 −27.3±9.9 −23.5±7.9

Naval 46.1±11.7 44.9±9.9 43.8±9.9 29.2±19.3 6.6±36.9 25.9±51.9 12±16 19.6±10.2 17.0±8.5

Power 1.1±2.1 1.9±2.4 0.8±3.2 −3.1±15.5 −4.2±17.0 −7.6±9.5 −3571±1569 −41.6±17.6 −37.9±11.2

Protein 17.1±9.6 13.7±2.0 13.2±5.2 6.5±8.4 6.1±8.6 9.4±32.5 −4120±1576 −51.6±20.8 −55.1±10.5

Wine −5.2±10.8 2.2±7.2 −5.7±18.5 −8.5±11.9 −16.6±21.1 −15.4±22.4 −1776±562 −32.7±17.2 −36.0±16.6

Yacht 3.4±32.1 33.3±11.8 64.5±18.6 44.7±22.8 37.6±29.1 53.1±15.3 −382±511 −21.3±57.9 4.8±19.4

Years 20.5 25.1 23.6 23.6 22.9 20.8 −2825 −16.8 −16.8

TABLE I. Performance of different UQ approaches for a set of regression benchmarks[59, 80]. To facilitate comparison between
datasets, the UQ performance is quantified by the relative log likelihood (RLL, eq. (7), higher is better); a comparison with
literature results using the plain NLL are shown in the SI. Standard deviations over multiple train/test splits are shown for
each value, except for the larger “years” dataset, for which we use a single split. MVE and MVEns indicate a mean-variance
estimator architecture, and a mean-variance deep ensemble; DPOSE indicate the proposed direct propagation of shallow-
ensembles approach; models A-F are several variations on a theme for DPOSE, differing by the training target (NLL, or MSE
for separate models), by the number of committee members nens, by the use of weight sharing for all but the last network layer,
by the use of post-hoc calibration on a hold-out set.

direct propagation of
shallow ensembles

last
layer

NLL
loss

FIG. 3. A schematic overview of the DPOSE architecture.
The last layer of the underlying model architecture is split in
a shallow ensemble of models, each making a separate pre-
diction. The mean and standard deviation of the ensemble
values are used to define a NLL loss, which is used to train a
calibrated ensemble. Propagation of uncertainty on any de-
rived quantity is obtained by separately applying the desired
transformation to yield an ensemble of transformed quanti-
ties.

low computational overhead and, in particular, simplicity
of error propagation. DPOSE combines (1) an ensemble
architecture that outputs a collection of target predic-
tions, based on which mean and variance of the ensemble
are computed; (2) weight sharing up to the last hidden
layer, that reduces the computational overhead and sim-
plifies implementation; (3) training by minimization of
the NLL, reducing the need for post-hoc calibration; (4)
error estimation on derived quantities through ensemble
propagation (see also Figure 3). In practice this formu-
lation can be applied to most deep learning architectures
and requires only modifiying the last layer weights that
map the latent feature on the target properties and the
loss function. The computational overhead is similar to
adding an additional hidden layer to the neural network.

A. Benchmarks on general datasets

DPOSE models exhibit comparable performance to
other established uncertainty-quantified architectures on
a collection of benchmark datasets [81], the regression
subset of the examples introduced by Lakshminarayanan
et al. and Hernández-Lobato [59, 80]. We use the same
model architecture and parameters in the original exper-
iments, using a single-layer perceptron with 50 hidden
neurons for the smaller datasets and 100 neurons for the
larger datasets (“protein” and “years”), with ReLU ac-
tivation functions. We repeat each experiment 20 times
for the smaller datasets, 5 times for the larger protein
dataset and once for the largest years dataset, employ-
ing the dataset-specific splits, when applicable. We re-
produce the findings from Refs. 59, 80 if we reduce the



8

fixed learning rates of the experiments to 10−2 (10−3 for
the years dataset), a difference we attribute to differ-
ent default weight initializations of the software pack-
ages. To allow applying post-hoc calibration, we per-
formed our tests with a 10% hold-out set, leading to a
small degradation of the results relative to those found
in the literature (results with the 90-10 split used in pre-
vious works, showing RMSE and NLL as metrics, are
reported in the SI). Table I compares the performance
of a simple mean-variance estimator architecture, of a
mean-variance “deep ensemble”, and of a set of different
ensemble models, using the RLL to provide a more in-
tuitive comparison between the various data set. A first
observation is that a DPOSE model demonstrates similar
performance to the reference architectures. No adverse
effects are observed by not including an explicit variance
estimator, nor using only the last layer weights to dif-
ferentiate between ensembles. All models have (within
the variability observed with multiple splits) a positive
RLL, but for most datasets the performance is rather
poor, in many cases being statistically equivalent the
the naive RMSE estimator (that we recall corresponds
to an RLL value of zero). It is worth noting that per-
formance degrades slightly when using a smaller num-
ber of committee members (model A), which is of lit-
tle concern given that weight sharing makes the cost of
using a large nens negligible, and that convergence can
be achieved with a smaller number of ensemble mem-
bers (see SI). Right-hand columns in the table also show
the small impact of several architectural choices on the
model performance. Using fully independent ensemble
members without weight sharing (model B), does not im-
prove model accuracy, and avoiding post-hoc calibration
(model C) does not have statistically significant effects
provided that the ensemble is trained based on the com-
bined NLL. Training separate models on a ℓ2 loss (MSE,
model D) with random weight initialization, on the other
hand, dramatically degrades the RLL. Applying post-hoc
calibration (model E) improves the performance, under-
scoring the importance of calibration for methods that do
not explicitly optimize a NLL[31, 58, 69], but remains less
performant than DPOSE or MVE-based models. This
is also true when combining train set subsampling with
separate training of multiple models based on an ℓ2 loss
(MSE-SS, model F). Overall, this systematic investiga-
tion of the design space of UQ models suggests that it
is not necessary to include explicit variance estimators,
that good accuracy can be achieved with a high level
of weight sharing between the ensemble members, and
that calibration – either post-hoc or through explicit op-
timization of a NLL loss – is necessary to achieve results
that are better than a naive constant-error UQ scheme.

IV. ATOMISTIC MODELING

We now turn to the main area of application we con-
sider, namely the use of ML to build surrogate models

of the atomic-scale properties of matter. We focus in
particular on the construction of interatomic potentials,
predictors of the stability of atomic configurations that
can be used to generate structures that are consistent
with the relevant thermodynamic boundary conditions.

A. Machine-learning potentials

Most empirical and machine learning models for prop-
erty prediction in molecules and materials decompose
the estimation of global properties (energy, electronic
charge density, dielectric responses . . . ) into a sum of
atomic contributions. Such a decomposition enhances
the transferability of models among systems of vary-
ing sizes or atomic compositions and ensures consistent
size-extensive predictions (e.g. the energy of two non-
interacting molecules is the sum of the energy of the in-
dividual molecules).

The atomic contributions are obtained by applying
either parametric or nonparametric models to fixed or
learnable representations of local environments Ai cen-
tered around each atom i in a structure A, comprising
all neighbors within a set cutoff radius. The presence
of a cutoff distance ensures linear scaling of the com-
putational complexity of evaluating the model with the
number of particles in a system [10].

V (A) =
∑
Ai∈A

v(Ai) =
∑
Ai∈A

NN({rji}j∈Ai
) (14)

In this work we use a combination of two well-established
approaches as a paradigmatic example of the application
of uncertainty quantification to atomic-scale modeling,
even though the DPOSE architecture would be generally
applicable. We use descriptors corresponding to sym-
metrized two and three-body correlations of the neigh-
bor density (radial and power spectrum descriptors), us-
ing the smooth overlap of atomic positions (SOAP)[82]
implementation in the rascaline package [83], that are
invariant to rigid rotations of an environment, and feed
them to a multi-layer perceptron to build an estimator of
v(Ai). The forces acting on the atoms can be calculated
as the derivatives of the potential energy with respect to
the atomic positions. This type of neural network archi-
tecture, that can be traced back to Behler and Parrinello
(BPNN)[10], is used in several widespread frameworks
including ANI[84] and DeepMD[85].

We modify this architecture to implement a DPOSE
estimator, by making each MLP output nens energy val-
ues, differing only by the last-layer weights. The ensem-
ble model then predicts the energy as the mean of the
ensembles, and the uncertainty as their spread; crucially
– as we shall further discuss later – the error in the total
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energy is computed after combining atomic predictions

V̄ (A) =
∑
Ai∈A

1

nens

∑
k

v(k)(Ai) =
1

nens

∑
k

V (k)(A)

σ2
V (A) =

1

nens − 1

∑
k

[ ∑
Ai∈A

v(k)(Ai)− V̄ (A)

]2

.

(15)

Forces and force errors can be readily computed based
on the derivatives of the committee members

f̄iα(A) =
∂V̄ (A)

∂riα
=

1

nens

∑
k

∂V (k)(A)

∂riα

σ2
fiα(A) =

1

nens − 1

∑
k

[
∂V (k)(A)

∂riα
− f̄iα(A)

]2
.

(16)

Eqs. (15) and (16) can be seen as special cases of the en-
semble propagation formula (11), that makes it extremely
simple to define errors on forces and total energies even
though the model predicts only local energy contribu-
tions.

We optimize all ensemble members simultaneously, us-
ing the mean and variance of the ensemble predictions
in an NLL-like loss, in which each train structure con-
tributes a term

ℓ2(A) =(1− λ)
1

2

[
log

(
σ2
V (A)

)
+

∆V (A)2

σ2
V (A)

]
+

λ

3NA

NA∑
i=1

∑
α∈{x,y,z}

(∆fiα)
2,

(17)

where ∆V = V̄ − Vref and ∆fiα = f̄iα − fiα,ref are the
residuals for total potential, and the forces for each of the
NA atoms in the structure. The hyperparameter λ deter-
mines the relative importance of the NLL-like potential
energy loss, and of the MSE-like force loss. It would be
possible to include a NLL-like term for the force, but we
observe that it is not needed to achieve good calibration
of the force errors. Let us stress that given that only the
total potential and forces are well-defined, the decompo-
sition in (14) is somewhat arbitrary[86]. Both the energy
predictions and the error estimates need only be mean-
ingful when computed for an entire structure, making it
very important to have a consistent approach to link the
uncertainty at the level of atomic contributions with the
global error.

B. Atomistic datasets

We apply this combination of a SOAP-BPNN model
and DPOSE architecture to benchmark our approach on
four data sets from the literature. We construct DPOSE
ensembles with 64 implicit committee members, and
compare them with ensembles of independently trained
models with 10 committee members for materials and 5
committee members for the QM9 molecular dataset.

Liquid water We train MLIPs for liquid water based
on the dataset reported in Ref. 87, containing 1593 wa-
ter structures sampled at different densities and tem-
peratures, with energy and forces computed with the
revPBE0 functional [88–90] with D3 dispersion correc-
tions [90, 91]. Atom-centered descriptors are built using
16 radial functions for the 2-body features, and 5 radial
functions and up to 5 angular momentum channels for the
power spectrum, using a radial cutoff of 5 Å. The atom-
centered MLPs – one for H and one for O atoms – consist
of 2 hidden layers and 64 nodes per layer, and uses SiLU
activation functions. We remove the average atomic con-
tributions of the energies prior to training. Models are
trained with minibatch gradient descent using the Adam
optimizer [92] in the AMSGrad variant [93] and batch-
size 4, with an initial learning rate of 0.01. We keep the
loss weight λ fixed at 0.999. We decay the learning rate
with a factor of 0.5 if the force validation loss has not
decreased in the last 15 epochs, to a minimal learning
rate of 1e-06. We stop the model training if the model
has been trained for a maximum of 500 epochs. To stabi-
lizer the optimizer, we use gradient clipping with clipping
values of 0.5.

Lithium thiophosphate We train MLIPs for the solid-
state electrolyte lithium thiophosphate (Li3PS4, also ab-
breviated LiPS or LPS), based on the data set from
Ref. 94, that contains 2428 structures of the α, β, γ
phases of LiPS as well as amorphous structures, com-
puted at the PBEsol level of theory [95, 96]. We keep the
same MLP and training hyperparameters of the training
on liquid water structures. We use adapted powerspec-
trum hyperparameters from Ref. 94 decreasing the radial
functions and angular channels to 5.

Barium titanate We train a MLIP for BaTiO3, based
on the data set from Ref. 97, that contains 1458 struc-
tures from the three ferroelectric and one paraelectric
phases of barium titanate, computed with PBEsol [95,
96]. We keep the same training parameters and MLP
hyperparameters as for the training on liquid water struc-
tures, but increase the patience of the learning rate sched-
uler to 20 epochs. We use adapted powerspectrum hy-
perparameters from Ref. 97, decreasing the number of
radial functions and angular channels of the power spec-
trum descriptor to 6.

QM9 dataset We train a model of the static forma-
tion energy U0 of equilibrium molecular structures from
the QM9 data set [98], containing about 130 thousand
local minima configurations, with properties computed
at the B3LYP/6-31G(2df,p) level of theory [99–102]. We
use feature hyperparameters adapted from Ref 103, with
a radial cutoff of 5 Å and 9 radial functions and angular
channels for the powerspectrum. We use MLPs with 3
hidden layers and 256 neurons per layer using SiLU ac-
tivation functions. We restrict our experiments to a ran-
dom selection of 20000 structures of the QM9 dataset,
and train using a batchsize of 32, an initial learning rate
of 1e-3, a scheduler patience of 20 epochs and decay fac-
tor of 0.5, reducing the initial learning rate to a minimal
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Dataset Model MAE RMSE NLL ↓ RLL ↑ MA ↓

Water
DPOSE(NLL) 218 413 -0.40 59.0 0.04
MSE 231 369 0.00 33.1 0.09

Li3PS4
DPOSE(NLL) 86 213 -1.34 63.7 0.02
MSE 92 178 -1.12 58.1 0.01

BaTiO3

DPOSE(NLL) 10 21 -2.34 -34.3 0.29
DPOSE(CRPS) 7 12 -3.41 36.7 0.05
MSE 7 10 -3.49 31.8 0.06

QM9(U0)
DPOSE(NLL) 26 53 -1.55 2.0 0.18
DPOSE(CRPS) 26 51 -2.08 41.4 0.04
MSE 33 54 -1.63 13.2 0.09

TABLE II. Accuracy of ensemble models built from
independently-trained (MSE loss) members, and of DPOSE
models (NLL or CRPS loss, as indicated) for four atomistic
datasets. For each model we report test-set MAE and RMSE
(in meV, computed for the total energy of structures), and
the UQ accuracy as measured by the RLL, the NLL and the
miscalibration area.

learning rate of 1e-5. Note that the accuracy of this sim-
ple model is lower than that of state-of-the-art models
[104–106], yet it is well below chemical accuracy, and a
valuable demonstration of the use of a calibrated shallow
ensemble for a molecular dataset.

C. Benchmarks

We begin by comparing uncertainty estimates from
committees of separately-trained models (MSE ensem-
ble, a strategy often used in the atomistic modeling
literature[107–109]) with a DPOSE architecture. We
don’t consider models that directly predict an uncer-
tainty, such as mean-variance estimators, because they
do not provide a consistent way of defining errors for the
full structure when using an atom-centered decomposi-
tion, as we shall discuss further in the next subsection.

We observe that (1) calibration is essential to obtain
meaningful error estimates with an ensemble of MSE-
trained models (non-calibrated MSE models show very
large, negative RLL values, similar to what seen in Ta-
ble I) and (2) using a NLL loss can lead to degradation
of the energy accuracy compared to training against a
MSE loss. This is a well-known problem, due to the fact
that the NLL loss is less sensitive to outlier structures
with large prediction errors, as long as they are associ-
ated with a large uncertainty, leading to local minima in
the loss that have both large prediction error and high
NLL. A possible strategy to mitigate this issue is to use
a different metric in the loss, such as the β−NLL [70].
Following Ref. 58, we use the continuously ranked prob-
ability score (CRPS)[110, 111], that can be computed
analytically for a normal distribution [58], and reads

CRPSN (∆y, σ) =

σ
{∆y

σ

[
2Φ

(∆y

σ

)
− 1

]
+ 2φ

(∆y

σ

)
− 1√

π

}
,

(18)
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FIG. 4. Predicted-empirical error scatter plots for four atom-
istic datasets, computed using a DPOSE architecture optimiz-
ing using a NLL (H2O, Li3PS4) and CRPS (BaTiO3, QM9)
loss. The gray lines indicate, bottom to top, the 0.5%, 5%,
15%, 85%, 95%, 99.5% quantile lines (and the dashed line the
mode) for an ideal Gaussian distribution of the empirical er-
rors, see Fig. 2. All datasets show good correlation between
predicted and empirical errors, with empirical errors consis-
tent with the Gaussian quantiles throughout the predicted
uncertainty range.

where φ and Φ are the normal probability and cumulative
distribution function, with zero mean and unit variance,
calculated at ∆y/σ. In the SI we demonstrate on a sinu-
soidal toy system that training on the NLL loss can lead
to poor convergence [70] and employing the CRPS loss
mitigates the risk of converging to stable local minima
with poor performance metrics. As shown in Table II,
training on a CRPS loss improves the models RMSE and
MAE, and even the validation NLL values, giving a clear
indication that the NLL loss is susceptible to the presence
of local minima. When using the better-behaved CRPS
loss, DPOSE provides a consistently better uncertainty
model than a calibrated ensemble of indipendently mod-
els trained with an MSE loss, in terms of all the diagnos-
tics we considered. The predicted-empirical error scatter
plots in Fig. 4 are also indicative of well-calibrated, infor-
mative uncertainty models, with uncertainty predictions
spanning a range of at least one order of magnitude and
emprirical errors that are consistent with a normal dis-
tribution. The BaTiO3 model has a narrower predicted
uncertainty range, which is consistent with the training
set being composed of a homogeneous collection of ther-
mally distorted crystalline configurations, with a less pro-
nounced heteroskedactic behavior than the more diverse
datasets used in the other benchmarks.
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FIG. 5. (a) Predicted-empirical error scatter plots for constant-density configurations of liquid water simulated at T = 500 K,
using supercells containing different numbers N of molecules. Empty squares correspond to the average errors computed
separately for each set of structures. The gray lines indicate, bottom to top, the 0.5%, 5%, 15%, 85%, 95%, 99.5% quantile lines
(and the dashed line the mode) for an ideal Gaussian distribution of the empirical errors, see Fig. 2. (b) Scaling with system
size of total, bias, and residual errors, including both predicted and empirical values. Errors are computed as follows. Total
empirical error: ⟨|V̄ − Vref|⟩N ; empirical bias: |⟨V̄ − Vref⟩N |; empirical residual: ⟨|V̄ − Vref − ⟨V̄ − Vref⟩N |⟩N ; total predicted

error: ⟨stdk(V
(k) − V̄ )⟩N ; predicted bias: stdk(⟨V (k) − ⟨V̄ ⟩N ⟩N ); predicted residual: ⟨stdk(V

(k) − ⟨V (k)⟩N )⟩N . stdk indicates
the standard deviation over the members of the ensemble, and ⟨·⟩N averaging over all structures with N molecules.

D. Size extensivity and forces

The atom-centered decomposition (14) has important
implications when it comes to defining errors for the total
energy V (A) that is built combining the atomic energy
for the environments, v(Ai). This is highly non-trivial
for uncertainty models that explicitly generate a vari-
ance defined at the level of the environments, σv(Ai):
both the total potential V (A) and its derivatives are the
sum of many terms, and the corresponding errors cannot
be computed without knowing the correlations between
individual contributions. Even though many papers dis-
cuss the closely-related difficulty in deriving a consistent
definition of force errors [25, 32, 112], based on an atom
centered model of energies and their uncertainties, the
relevance of this problem is not fully appreciated and is
worth investigating in more detail. Consider two limiting
cases: one is a crystalline structure in which all atomic
sites are equivalent because of symmetry; the other a
dilute gas of molecules, each with a randomly chosen
composition and/or structural deformation. In the for-
mer case, a symmetry-adapted ML model will predict
the exact same atomic energy for each site, and so the
errors for a crystal containing N atoms should be just
σV = Nσv. In the second case, errors should be uncorre-
lated and combine in quadrature, so σ2

V (A) ≈
∑

i σ
2
v(Ai),

and asymptotically σV ∝
√
Nσv.

In realistic cases, the behavior may be somewhere in
between these extremes: atomic environments within a
structure may share some characteristics, and be affected
by the same type of prediction errors, while having ran-

dom distortions that lead to uncorrelated error contri-
butions. Fortunately, the use of a direct ensemble prop-
agation framework means that the existence of correla-
tions between the model predictions is automatically ac-
counted for. The expression (15) for σ2

V (A) relies on the
individual atomic predictions, rather than on a hard-to-
define propagation of the atomic energy uncertainties.
To demonstrate this, we construct a collection of struc-
tures of liquid water, using supercells of different size and
a constant number density. We perform long molecular
dynamics simulations at constant volume and tempera-
ture equal to 500K, and collect uncorrelated structures
that we re-compute using electronic-structure parame-
ters consistent with those used in the generation of the
train set. The scatter plot for the predicted and empirical
errors resolved over structure size shows a good correla-
tion (Fig. 5a) even though the predictions are miscali-
brated (underconfident). The error observed on struc-
tures of varying size can be decomposed into two contri-
butions. Given that the MLIP is trained on a heteroge-
neous dataset with different temperatures and densities,
and that all structures used in this exercise have the same
molar volume, it is reasonable to expect that there will
be a constant bias error, associated with the prediction
of the mean energy at this fixed density. This bias can
be estimated by taking the average observed error over
each set of structures, a contribution to the overall errors
that scales roughly as N (Fig. 5b). The empirical bias
is just the absolute difference between the predicted and
reference potential over all structures of a given size N ,
|⟨V̄ ⟩N −⟨Vref⟩N |. By subtracting the bias from each con-
figuration, one is left with a term that reflects the energy
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FIG. 6. (a) Predicted-empirical error scatter plot for the components of the force acting on the atoms of a water simulation.
The gray lines indicate, bottom to top, the 0.5%, 5%, 15%, 85%, 95%, 99.5% quantile lines (and the dashed line the mode)
for an ideal Gaussian distribution of the empirical errors, see Fig. 2. The two shaded areas indicate regions used to select the
points used in the bottom panel. (b) Histograms of the empirical errors ∆fiα (full lines) and of the distribution of ensemble
members around the mean prediction, corresponding to the predicted p(fiα|A) (dashed lines). The dotted lines correspond to
a Gaussian distribution with the equivalent variance.

fluctuations within each snapshot, that are a consequence
of the random distortion of each molecule. The errors on
this residual term, therefore, scale as

√
N . This exper-

iment demonstrates that, in this realistic example, the
relationship between local and total uncertainties cannot
be captured by a single scaling law – which would make
it difficult to define an accurate estimate for σV based on
predictions of the atomic energy uncertainties σv

The error predicted through Eq. (15)naturally captures
these two components, that can be computed separately
by simply repeating the manipulations we performed to
separate the bias and the residual in the reference val-
ues on individual ensemble predictions. For example,
the predicted bias can be estimated by applying direct
propagation to this ensemble average, i.e. estimating
the mean ⟨V (k)⟩N over all structures of size N for each
ensemble member separately. The mean energy over
multiple frames is affected by a large error: this is the
correlated term that will also be shared by all environ-
ments across one structure, and exhibit a linear scaling
with system size. The error on the residual part, instead,
is largely uncorrelated between different atom-centered
environments, and scales roughly as

√
N . The bias er-

ror is overestimated, which leads to underconfident error
estimates, and to the fact that the overall predicted er-
ror exhibits a leading-order linear scaling already at the
smaller system sizes. This effect can be also made appar-
ent by showing parity plots of the predicted and reference
potentials of the individual committee members (see SI).

Similar arguments apply to the calculation of force er-
rors, that are not directly related to the error on the
energy of a given configuration, but depend on the cor-
relation between the errors on configurations that are
slightly deformed with respect to one another. As shown
in Figure 6a, the DPOSE estimators (16) are capable of
detecting force components that are affected by a large

error. The estimates are also well-calibrated, despite the
fact that no explicit force uncertainty term is included in
the training loss (17), and the fact that for these struc-
tures the energy estimator is underconfident. The near-
constant error that is common to all structures in this
dataset, associated with the mean density of the liquid,
has very little impact on the forces, that are dominated
by short-range interactions, and that are largely uncor-
related between different atoms in the liquid. This ex-
ample also allows us to comment on an important ad-
vantage of an ensemble approach. The distribution of
empirical force errors (computed using (4)) is strongly
non-Gaussian, and has a large tail that is clearly visible
in Fig. 6a, where many samples are far above the 99%
quantile line even though the mode of the distribution
appears well calibrated. The DPOSE architecture allows
one to compute a non-parametric ensemble distribution
through Eq. (4) that is in good qualitative agreement
with the non-Gaussian nature of the empirical error dis-
tribution (Figure 6b). Thanks to the direct propagation
of the ensemble members, the effect of this non-Gaussian
distribution on any derived quantity would also be prop-
erly accounted for.

E. Uncertainty propagation

The calculation of errors on total energies and forces,
discussed in the previous section, can be regarded as a
successful application of uncertainty propagation, as the
“raw” ensemble of atomic contributions is used to deter-
mine the error on V (A) and fiα(A). Ensemble propa-
gation can also be applied to more complicated cases –
for instance to the determination of average structural
and thermodynamic properties, as shown in Ref. 73 for
the case of MSE ensembles without weight sharing. We
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use the shallow ensemble potential for liquid water dis-
cussed in the previous section to run for 300ps a molecu-
lar dynamics simulation of 256 molecules of liquid water
at constant volume and T = 300K, performed using the
i-PI package.[113]

We then evaluate the pair correlation function g(r),
corresponding to a suitably normalized histogram of the
interatomic distances r, that reports on mean structural
features and can be measured experimentally by x-ray
or neutron diffraction[114–116]. The histogram is com-
puted over snapshots that are distributed according to
e−V̄ /kBT , but one can estimate the histograms that would
have been generated by each committee member by de-
termining, for each configuration, a weight computed fol-
lowing the linearized reweighting expression (12). Im-
portantly, this means that the errors in the g(r) are not
constant, but different correlations and different length
scales exhibit different confidence intervals, reflecting the
accuracy of the interatomic potential in reproducing dif-
ferent types of interactions. For example, inter-molecular
interactions, that are responsible for the O-O correlations
and the large-r parts of the O-H and H-H correlations,
show larger errors than the intra-molecular, short-r parts
– which is consistent with the fact that the potential has
large errors for density fluctuations, and smaller errors in
the short-range-dominated force components.

Linearizing the reweighting expression is essential
to obtain statistically-efficient averages, particularly at
large system sizes: the statistical error in a non-
linearized reweighting approach grows exponentially with
the mean-square discrepancy between potentials, that
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FIG. 7. O-O and H-H pair correlation functions for a 256-
molecule simulation of liquid water at 300 K. The thin line
and the shading indicate the mean and confidence intervals
obtained from ensemble propagations using the cumulant ex-
pansion expression (12).

grows linearly with system size[79]. When using Eq. (12),
instead, the statistical error does not increase with sys-
tem size, and one can estimate that, as expected, the ML
error on this relatively large box is comparable to that
computed for a smaller box (see SI).
The cumulant expansion approximation should be used

with some care, as we demonstrate in the case of the
constant-volume heat capacity. Note in passing that this
is a quantity that cannot be assessed accurately with-
out a quantum mechanical description of the hydrogen
nuclei[117], and so we only discuss it to show the limits
of Eq. (12). In a classical molecular dynamics simulation,
the heat capacity can be computed from the fluctuations
of the potential energy,

CV =

〈
(V − ⟨V ⟩)2

〉
kBT 2

+
3

2
NkB. (19)

Using the same simulation of 256 water molecules at
300 K, we find an estimate of the heat capacity per wa-
ter molecule of 14.51kB. Using Eq. (12) to evaluate the
error on CV is problematic because – even in cases in
which V (k) and (V (k) − V̄ ) are distributed as a corre-
lated Gaussian, which is the condition underlying the ap-
proximation – (V (k)−

〈
V (k)

〉
)2 is strongly non-Gaussian

(see the SI for a figure demonstrating this behavior): in-
deed, naive application of Eq. (12) yields an estimate of
CV /kB = −0.8±20.9, which is manifestly absurd: a heat
capacity cannot be negative, and nothing in the behav-
ior of the committee members suggests that the error on
fluctuations should be exceptionally large. To verify that
this is indeed a consequence of the incorrect application
of the cumulant expansion expression, we can use a gen-
eralization of it, that provides an analytical estimate of
all re-weighted moments of a random variable y. Assum-
ing only Gaussian behavior for y and the logarithm of
the weighting factor, one can obtain (see Ref. 79 for an
outline of the derivation)

⟨(y − ⟨y⟩)n⟩V (k) ≈
〈
(y − ⟨y⟩)2

〉n
2

V̄

2nΓ(n+1
2 )(1 + (−1)n)
2
√
π

,

(20)
For the second centered moment of the ensemble poten-
tials, one gets simply〈

(V (k) − ⟨V (k)⟩V (k))2
〉
V (k)
≈

〈
(V (k) − ⟨V (k)⟩V̄ )2

〉
V̄
,

(21)
i.e. one should look at the spread in the fluctuations of
individual members of the potential, for configurations
collected along the trajectory driven by V̄ and without
adjusting for the distortion of the distribution. With this
corrected expression, we obtain CV /kB = 14.64 ± 0.47:
the propagated ensemble mean value is consistent with
the heat capacity computed from the mean potential,
the propagated uncertainty is not overestimated dramat-
ically. This error is comparable to that associated to
statistical convergence of the average values, emphasizing
the importance of incorporating all sources of error when
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FIG. 8. Predicted-empirical error parity plots for liquid wa-
ter configurations, obtained with a MSE ensemble (left) and
with DPOSE (right). Different colors indicate subsets of the
validation structures extracted from molecular dynamics sam-
pling (PIMD, dark blue), from farthest point sampling (FPS,
light blue) and from surface configurations (orange). The gray
lines indicate, bottom to top, the 0.5%, 5%, 15%, 85%, 95%,
99.5% quantile lines for an ideal Gaussian distribution of the
empirical errors, see Fig. 2.

assessing the overall reliability of the output of molecular
simulations.

F. Extrapolative predictions

As recently highlighted in the work of Lu and cowork-
ers [109], out of-distribution-uncertainty quantification
remains a challenging problem in applications to atom-
istic modeling. To assess the behavior of a DPOSE model
in the case of extrapolative predictions, we compare it
with that of a calibrated ensemble of models indepen-
dently trained based on the MSE. We use as demonstra-
tive example a set of 100 liquid water surface structures,
obtained from molecular dynamics simulations with the
shallow ensemble potential. To interpret the predicted-
empirical error scatter plots (Fig. 8) it is important to re-
call that the training data for this model comprises room-
temperature MD simulations as well as highly-distorted
structures obtained by farthest point sampling (FPS),
that include self-dissociated molecules as well as large
density fluctuations and voids. The predicted (and ob-
served!) errors for these surface structures, that differ
qualitatively from those found in the training set, are
comparable to those observed for the highly-distorted
FPS structures, and much larger than for those sam-
pled from room-temperature simulations. Thus, both
models succeed in capturing the qualitative observation
that these surface structures – despite being obtained
from room-temperature simulations – have errors that
are closer to those seen for distorted configurations, even
though the true magnitude of the error is significantly
underestimated. The high degree of diversity of the
FPS structures underpins the remarkable stability of the
model, that is capable of running simulations with slab
geometries despite being trained exclusively on bulk con-
figurations.
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FIG. 9. Evolution of the error distribution for 20 liquid/vapor
configurations, computed with a DPOSE model as a growing
number of this kind of structures are included in the train-
ing set. The grey circles are the results the bulk structures
shown in Fig. 8, and squares are color-coded to indicate the
different stages of training set augmentation. Larger squares
correspond to the mean over these validation structures, and
provide a clearer indication of the trends.

Comparing DPOSE with the MSE ensemble, one can
see a higher discriminating power, with the errors of
the surface structures being clearly separated from those
of the low-temperature PIMD configurations. It would
therefore be possible to use the predicted uncertainties
to identify high-error structures, and to implement an
active-learning loop. To demonstrate how including ad-
ditional structures affects the predicted and empirical er-
rors, we repeated training and validation exercises for
the water model, including an increasing fraction of the
structures that include a surface. As shown in Fig. 9, af-
ter adding 25 of these configurations both the accuracy of
the model and its ability to make well-calibrated uncer-
tainty estimates improve substantially. Even though the
empirical errors remain much higher than those for the
bulk configurations – probably also due to the difficulty
in predicting surface energies of a polar liquid using a ML
model that is limited to short-range interactions[19, 20] –
DPOSE becomes able to estimate them accurately, which
is important to improve the active-learning loop, and ul-
timately to ensure the overall reliability of the ML pro-
tocol.

As a further demonstration of the accuracy of DPOSE
error estimation in an extrapolative regime, we consider
the case of the QM9 “inconsistent” structures. The QM9
dataset contains about 3’000 molecules that, following
geometry optimization, display bonding patterns that
are inconsistent with the SMILES string they were built
from.[98] Some of these dissociate into fragments (typi-
cally releasing stable molecules such as nitrogen), while
others undergo major chemical rearrangements while re-
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FIG. 10. Predicted-empirical error parity plot for the QM9
dataset. The blue points are the same in-set test structures
shown in Fig. 4. The orange points are the 3’000 structures
that fails a bonding “consistency check”, and the red points
the subset of those in which the target molecule breaks down
into several fragments. The dashed lines corresponds to a an
error of three times the test MAE, that is taken as a thresh-
old to propose candidates for active learning. The lines divide
space in four quadrants, that in a classification language can
be interpreted as true positives (upper right), true negatives
(lower left), false positives (lower right) and false negatives
(upper left). The percentages on the graph indicates the frac-
tions of each subsets of structures that fall within each quad-
rant.

maining intact. As shown in Fig. 10, the DPOSE model
is generally overconfident for these extrapolative predic-
tions, although it correctly estimates these inconsistent
structures as having larger errors than the typical QM9
structure. One way of assessing how useful the extrap-
olative performance of the DPOSE model are is to stip-
ulate that structures with an error that is larger than
three times the test-set MAE should be tagged for further
training, and checking how the classification performed
based on the predicted error compares with that based
on the empirical errors. For the internal test set, the
vast majority of structures fall below this threshold, and
96% of structures are classified correctly. This percentage
falls to 72% when considering the inconsistent structures,
with 26% of “false negatives” that are especially problem-
atic – as they indicate that the model is overconfident in
its extrapolative capabilities. It is however reassuring
that for the more extreme case of dissociated structures
80% of the test configurations are classified correctly, and
the rate of false negatives decreases to 11%. This exper-
iment shows that shallow ensembles can deliver useful
levels of uncertainty estimation also in the far extrapola-
tive regime, even though the reliability of the estimates is
lower than for the in-set case, and it might be necessary
to use an active-learning strategy to improve the error
estimates, as well as the actual prediction accuracy.

V. CONCLUSIONS

Supplementing the predictions of a machine-learning
model with uncertainty estimates is extremely important
to increase the confidence with which it can be used in
applications. We introduce a framework to do so based
on ensembles of models sharing all but the last-layer
weights, that we show to be inexpensive, accurate and
that – crucially – provides a simple and reliable strategy
to propagate uncertainty on derived quantities. While
we justify this last-layer approximation empirically, it is
worth mentioning that a recent work, that offers a prob-
abilistic interpretation of uncertainty estimates based on
the last layer approximation,[118] provides a theoretical
support to this choice. We confirm the importance of cal-
ibrating the error predictions, either by explicitly train-
ing on a loss that incorporates the uncertainty of training
structures, or by a post-hoc scaling factor correcting the
spread of the ensemble around their mean. While we find
that using the NLL as a loss does not degrade the raw
accuracy of the model predictions for a set of benchmark
datasets, in some of our atomistic experiments a NLL
loss increases by up to a factor of two the RMSE. In
these cases, we find that using an alternative metric (the
CRPS) as a loss improves the model accuracy and even
improves the NLL. This suggests that poor convergence
of the iterative optimization of the NLL loss (already ob-
served in several prior works [70, 119–121]) is to blame
for the degraded performance. Using an approximate
Hessian of the loss for a pre-trained model to sample the
weights of a shallow calibrated ensemble would be one
possible strategy to circumvent the difficulties of opti-
mizing an NLL-like loss.[118]

Experiments on atomistic datasets allow us to show-
case a distinctive feature of the DPOSE framework: the
ease of propagating uncertainty through simple - as well
as highly non-trivial - post-processing steps. This is es-
sential for models that are built as additive combinations
of “local” contribution to a total quantity such as the
energy. Uncertainty estimators based on an explicit vari-
ance prediction do not offer a straightforward recipe to
combine local errors into a global uncertainty estimate.
Calibrated ensembles, instead, capture transparently the
interplay between a systematic, size-extensive bias and a
stochastic “thermodynamic” contribution, that scale dif-
ferently with system size, and make it easy to compute
errors on gradient quantities (e.g. forces acting on the
atoms). We also demonstrate that a shallow ensemble ar-
chitecture is effective when computing average quantities
over a molecular dynamics trajectory, similar to what was
shown previously for ensembles of independently-trained
models[73]. Even though the extrapolative predictions of
the DPOSE models are not as accurate as those for a in-
set validation, they are sufficiently precise to identify out-
of-sample predictions, and to improve the uncertainty
estimation accuracy as well as the prediction error, by
adding just a few additional configurations to the training
set. Combined with the low computational cost that al-
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lows performing on-line uncertainty estimation, DPOSE
is thus well-suited for active-learning frameworks. Over-
all, we think that these benchmarks demonstrate that our
approach addresses the requirements of ease of implemen-
tation, general applicability, low computational overhead
and availability of propagated uncertainties, making it
ideal for atomic-scale modeling, to drive active-sampling
strategies, and more broadly for any application that re-
quires manipulating in a non-trivial way the outputs of
several (possibly-correlated) ML model predictions.

SUPPORTING DATA

The data used for the UCI benchmarks and the atom-
istic examples is available from the original publications.

A demonstrative implementation of the DPOSE frame-
work, including the examples discussed here, is available
at https://github.com/bananenpampe/DPOSE.
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[38] V. Zaverkin and J. Kästner, Exploration of transfer-
able and uniformly accurate neural network interatomic
potentials using optimal experimental design, Machine
Learning: Science and Technology 2, 035009 (2021).

[39] L. Kahle and F. Zipoli, Quality of uncertainty estimates
from neural network potential ensembles, Physical Re-
view E 105, 015311 (2022).

[40] A. A. Peterson, R. Christensen, and A. Khorshidi,
Addressing uncertainty in atomistic machine learning,
Physical Chemistry Chemical Physics 19, 10978 (2017).

[41] P. Pernot, Prediction uncertainty validation for com-
putational chemists, The Journal of Chemical Physics
157, 144103 (2022).

[42] P. Pernot, Calibration in Machine Learning Uncer-
tainty Quantification: Beyond consistency to target
adaptivity, APL Machine Learning 1, 046121 (2023),
arxiv:2309.06240 [physics, stat].
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