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ABSTRACT

The strength of materials, like many problems in the natural sciences, spans multiple length and time scales, and the solution
has to balance accuracy and performance. Peierls stress is one of the central concepts in crystal plasticity that measures the
strength through the resistance of a dislocation to plastic flow. The determination of Peierls stress involves a multiscale nature
depending on both elastic lattice responses and the energy landscape of crystal slips. Material screening by strength via the
Peierls stress from first-principles calculations is computationally intractable for the nonlocal characteristics of dislocations, and
not included in the state-of-the-art computational material databases. In this work, we propose a physics-transfer framework to
learn the physics of crystal plasticity from empirical atomistic simulations and then predict the Peierls stress from chemically
accurate density functional theory-based calculations of material parameters. Notably, the strengths of single-crystalline
metals can be predicted from a few single-point calculations for the deformed lattice and on the γ surface, allowing efficient,
high-throughput screening for material discovery. Uncertainty quantification is carried out to assess the accuracy of models
and sources of errors, showing reduced physical and system uncertainties in the predictions by elevating the fidelity of training
models. This physics-transfer framework can be generalized to other problems facing the accuracy-performance dilemma, by
harnessing the hierarchy of physics in the multiscale models of materials science.

The development of atomistic simulations with first-principles or empirical force fields has led to revolutionary changes
in the research of materials sciences1–3. In silico, chemically accurate material databases were constructed, allowing high-
throughput materials screening and discovery4, spanning a wide spectrum of materials from crystals, and molecules, to polymers,
where the chemical composition and atomic-level structures are encoded1, 2, 5, 6. However, material properties beyond those of
the equilibrium structures such as the strength are rarely reported due to the high computational costs of density functional
theory (DFT) and Hartree-Fock (HF) methods, which limits the capability of the discovery of materials with microstructural
complexities towards industrial interests7–12. Even for single crystals, dislocations can be nucleated under mechanical loads,
evolving cooperatively into complex networks, and playing crucial roles in the plasticity of solids. A multiscale framework is
needed to address the problem.

To include mesoscale physics in the computational paradigm, the crystal plasticity (CP) theory was developed, where plastic
flow and hardening behaviors during material deformation are modeled in a multiscale framework bridging the atomic-scale
lattice dynamics and continuum-level stress/strain fields13. The plastic strain in crystalline grains is calculated from physical
models with dislocation density considered as the state variable, or phenomenological rules for crystalline slips. One of the key
material parameters in CP models is the critical resolved shear stress (CRSS), τc, which determines the activation of specific
slip systems. The kinetic law on a slip system, α , then follows γ̇α = γ̇0| τα

τα
c
|1/msgn(τα), where γ̇α and τα are the shear rate

and resolved shear stress, γ̇0 and m are material parameters that quantify the reference shear rate and the rate sensitivity of
slip, respectively13. CRSS can be separated into a thermally dependent term arising from short-range stress fields associated
with the thermal activation of dislocations, and an athermal term that is attributed to the presence and interactions with other
dislocations14. In CP models, CRSS is a phenomenological parameter often obtained by fitting experimental results15, 16.
Alternatively, the Peierls stress (τP) defined as the minimum shear stress required to move a single dislocation of unit length in
a perfect crystal in the absence of thermal activation (Fig. 1a) is also used in the literature for CRSS17. The Peierls stress can be
obtained from full-atom molecular dynamics (MD) simulations (Fig. 1b). However, the strain inhomogeneity induced by a
dislocation usually spans 10−20 nm, which cannot be directly calculated from first-principles calculations. Previous studies
are thus limited by the use of empirical force fields18. In practice, the Peierls-Nabarro (PN) model offers a simplified approach
to derive the Peierls stress with the assumptions of sinusoidal interfacial restoring stress and a rigidly shifting dislocation,
where the structure of a dislocation core is determined by minimizing the elastic energies and lattice misfit19. The success of
the PN model suggests that the Peierls stress is controlled by the elastic responses of the crystals and the energy landscape of
interfacial slips20–23.
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By assuming the existence of such correspondence, we propose a physics-transfer (PT) framework to predict the Peierls
stress for a wide spectrum of metallic alloys (fcc Cu, Ni, Al, Au, Pd, Pt, bcc Fe, Mo, Ta, W, hcp Ti, Mg, Zr, Co) at the first-
principles level. The general idea follows from the practices in computational materials science, where although high-fidelity,
first-principles methods are preferred for quantitative predictions, low-fidelity models using empirical force fields are still
valuable for their capability to tackle problems at much larger length and time scales. The maps between the Peierls stress
and characteristic materials parameters are trained from empirical or machine-learning force-field (MLFFs) MD simulations
following a supervised learning approach and then applied to DFT-calculated parameters to make predictions at the chemically
accurate level. This mapping transfers the physics from low-fidelity but efficient force field models to the first-principles
methods, successfully resolving the accuracy-performance dilemma. The approach can be integrated with the computational
materials databases for high-throughput screening of high-strength alloys.

The accuracy-performance dilemma
The Peierls stress is determined by balancing the competition between elastic distortion and lattice mismatch created by
dislocations. The elastic distortion energy is related to the anisotropic elastic constants of the crystal lattice, while the lattice
mismatch energy is associated with the generalized stacking fault energy (GSFE) surface, also known as the γ surface22. The γ

surface describes the energy difference between a mismatched lattice and the crystal itself with a specific crystal plane. The
energy corrugation characterized by the γ surface is usually constructed by rigidly displacing the two half-crystals at the slip
plane along different slip directions. The atoms are relaxed in the direction normal to the slip plane only (see Methods for
details)24.

Empirical MD simulations can be used to obtain parameters such as the lattice constants, elastic constants, γ surface, and
Peierls stress, but the accuracy is limited by the quality of force fields. We summarize the results calculated using different
force fields taken from the interatomic potentials repository25, 26 (Fig. 1c, Extended Data Fig. 1a, Supplementary Tables 1-3,
and Supplementary Figs. 1-8). The predicted energy landscape and Peierls stress display larger dispersion than that of the
parameters at the equilibrium states such as lattice and elastic constants (Extended Data Fig. 1b). One of the reasons behind
this dispersion is that most force fields are fitted only to the equilibrium structures and lattice cohesion, and are not capable of
modeling dislocation slips where the atomic-level configurations deviate significantly from the crystalline structures.

First-principles approaches directly include the effects of electronic structures in predicting material properties and provide
chemically accurate models in the condition that the many-body exchange and correlation are well treated27. Density functional
theory (DFT) calculations were widely used to calculate the structural and mechanical properties of materials and were shown to
be chemically accurate. Comprehensive computational material databases based on DFT calculations were developed, offering
a wide spectrum of equilibrium material properties such as the lattice constants, elastic constants, and phase diagrams1, 2.
However, the direct DFT calculations of the Peierls stress require a relatively large system of several nanometers. For example,
a distance of 4 nm is required to study dislocation dissociation in copper, which is not practical for DFT calculations due to
their much higher computational costs compared to MD simulations with empirical force fields23, 28.

Recent progress in computational hardware and software promotes the development of MLFFs, which harness neural
networks to model the potential energy surfaces with the precision of the training set, mostly from first-principles calcula-
tions29–31. MLFFs learn the dependence of the potential energy of a system on the atomic positions. The size effects in
direct DFT calculations can be mitigated if this mapping accommodates all atomic environments encountered in the MLFF
simulations, and the locality holds well32. The Peierls stress predicted by the MLFFs thus serves as a benchmark to validate
the PT predictions. However, the accuracy of the state-of-the-art MLFF predictions for non-equilibrium structures such as
those containing dislocations is usually limited compared to the equilibrium features33, and the MD simulations to predict the
Peierls stress using MLFFs still need careful design of the models and simulation parameters to mitigate the effects of sample
sizes, loading geometries, and kinetics34. In addition, MLFFs have higher computational costs than common empirical force
fields such as EAM and MEAM. A direct mapping between the DFT-derived γ surface and the Peierls stress can thus have the
advantage of facilitating fast material screening.

Physics-transfer predictions
To address the accuracy-performance dilemma, we propose a PT framework by assuming that the physics (P) behind the
mapping (M ) transferred across models at different levels of fidelities (F ), such as the atomistic simulations using empirical
force fields and DFT calculations, respectively (Fig. 1d). The mapping can be formally written as M (P, x, F )→O , where O
is the objective properties under the accuracy-performance dilemma and x is the characteristic materials parameters. The physics
P can be learned from low-fidelity (LF) calculations as M (P, xLF, MD)→ OLF and then transferred to high-fidelity (HF)
calculations to predict the objective properties for higher accuracy, M (P, xHF, DFT)→ OHF. To apply the PT framework
to the predictions of Peierls stress, we first use empirical force fields including EAM and MEAM with different force-field
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parameters to calculate the elastic constants, γ surfaces, and Peierls stresses. Digital libraries are constructed for the fcc system
(Cu, Ni, Al, Au, Pd, Pt), the bcc system (Fe, Mo, Ta, W), and the hcp system (Ti, Mg, Zr, Co). Feedforward neural networks
and pre-trained ResNet are adopted to embed the latent features of the elastic constants and γ surfaces, respectively35 (Fig.
1e). The extracted features of elastic properties and energy corrugation are combined in the latent space and then mapped to
the target feature, the Peierls stress. The well-trained machine learning (ML) model is then applied to DFT-calculated elastic
constants and γ surfaces of new slip systems, and used to predict their Peierls stresses.

To assess the accuracy of the PT predictions, we first calculate the Peierls stress directly by utilizing different methods of
calculations, including EAM, MLFFs, DFT, PT-EAM, and PT-MLFFs for small systems (annotated as ‘S’, containing 244
atoms in a 3.48 nm× 0.41 nm× 1.90 nm supercell for the fcc system that suffer from strong size effects in predicting the
plasticity of bulk materials. The results in Figs. 2a and 2b indicate that the well-trained neural networks effectively learn the
physical mapping between the Peierls stress and the characteristic elastic and surface parameters. The PT-EAM predictions are
quantitatively close (< 48.91%) to those from DFT and MLFF calculations. In comparison, those obtained from EAM models
show a significant deviation by 221.27% from the DFT predictions (Fig. 2c for Cu {111}⟨110⟩). The time cost of statistical
inference in the PT approach is within several milliseconds on an Intel(R) Core(TM) i5-8250U computer with 4 cores), which
is significantly lower than that of simulations based on DFT, MLFFs, and EAM (Fig. 2d). These results obtained for small
systems successfully demonstrate advantages in the accuracy and efficiency of the PT approach to predict the Peierls stress.

We then consider large models (‘L’, ∼ 0.8 million atoms in a 160 nm×2 nm×40 nm supercell) for 3 crystalline structures
(fcc, bcc, hcp) with their associated specific slip systems (Figs. 2e, 2g, and 2i), where direct DFT calculations are not intractable.
MD simulations using MLFFs are performed to validate the accuracy of PT predictions from EAM and MEAM models. The
results show good consistency (with errors e = 12.55%, 48.09%, 4.30% for Cu {111}⟨110⟩, Fe {110}⟨111⟩, Ti {1010}⟨1120⟩
in prediction, respectively) and superior performance compared to the EAM results with e = 33.07%, 72.02%, 13.89% (Figs.
2f, 2h, and 2j). By comparing the results obtained for the small and large systems, we also noted that the size effects are more
significant for the empirical force fields. The PT framework thus demonstrates high efficiency compared to DFT and MLFF
calculations that can mitigate the size effects, and chemically accurate predictions compared to empirical force fields such as
EAM (Supplementary Fig. 9). Table 1 summarizes the Peierls stresses for different slip systems calculated by EAM, PT-EAM,
PT-MLFFs, and MLFFs.

Uncertainty quantification
For the Peierls stress predictions, uncertainties exist among different theoretical approaches. Uncertainty quantification (UQ)
of these methods is of crucial importance in evaluating and selecting the models. Fig. 2k shows the error maps for various
calculation methods. The predictions of small systems with EAM (EAM-S) contain physical uncertainties on the potentials
and system uncertainties in size effect. The calculations of small systems with DFT (DFT-S) eliminate physical uncertainties
but still suffer from system uncertainties. The predictions of large systems using EAM (EAM-L) with weaker size effects
reduce system uncertainties but retain the physical uncertainties. Both PT-EAM predictions and MLFFs calculations eliminate
physical and system uncertainties, but PT predictions are superior in computational efficiency, in both the training and inference
processes. The uncertainties of different approaches are quantitatively decomposed in Fig. 2l. The uncertainty of prediction
using EAM-S contains physical, system errors (99.05% in total) and the inference error (0.95%) by considering the MLFF
results as the ground truth. For EAM-L, their contributions are 62.85% and 37.15%, respectively. The PT-EAM prediction
only involves uncertainty of inference (e = 12.55%). The low uncertainty of inference compared to the physical and system
errors demonstrates the power of the PT framework and can be estimated from the theory of machine learning (Supplementary
Section 1, Supplementary Fig. 10)36, 37.

The learned physics is limited by the fidelity of digital libraries. Databases constructed with well-trained MLFFs are
expected to offer more accurate physics than EAM or MEAM, although their computational costs are high, and a full set of
MLFFs for all metal alloys is not available at present. Our studies show that the error of PT-MLFF predictions using the physics
learned from MLFF simulations is reduced to e = 1.51% (Fig. 2l). This few-shot fine-tuning approach utilizing well-trained
MLFFs substantially improves the accuracy of the learned physics compared to the database constructed with EAM potentials
(Figs. 2c, 2f, 2h, 2j, and 2l).

Discussion

Our PT framework shares some conceptual features with existing ML methods developed to combine multi-fidelity data38–40.
∆-learning predicts high-fidelity properties by learning the discrepancies in predictions from models at different levels of
fidelity38. The objective properties are calculated by correcting low-fidelity calculations following a statistical treatment. In a
similar spirit, the low-fidelity as a feature (LFAF) method learns the relation between properties obtained from models with
different fidelities, and predicts the high-fidelity properties using objective properties and other materials parameters obtained
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from low-fidelity models as the input39. Transfer learning pre-trains neural networks on low-fidelity data and fine-tunes the
parameters on high-fidelity ones to achieve high accuracy in predictions40. However, these methods are statistical in nature
and their applications mainly focus on the properties at equilibrium. In supervised learning, it is necessary and beneficial
to label data obtained from high-fidelity models in the training process, which are not available for most non-equilibrium
properties such as the Peierls stress with chemical accuracy at the DFT level. Our PT framework resolves this constraint from
the accuracy-performance dilemma by going beyond the statistical approach and transferring the physics across models with
different fidelities, which is characterized by materials parameters that can be obtained from single-point, unit-cell calculations.
For example, for the PT predictions of Peierls stresses, the characteristic materials parameters such as the elastic constants
and γ surfaces can be corrected by calculations at the level of DFT or DFT-trained MLFFs (Extended Data Figs. 1c, 1d, and
Supplementary Fig 11). The Peierls stresses are then predicted accurately and efficiently utilizing the learned physics and
chemically accurate materials parameters.

The high accuracy and efficiency of the PT framework allow for single-crystal strength screening and the implementation of
mesoscale physics such as the grain texture into the paradigm of high-throughput materials screening and discovery. For a
given material genome including the elements and lattice types, the characteristic materials parameters can be estimated by
the equilibrium properties reported in the Materials Project (Extended Data Figs. 1e-g). For example, the γ surface can be
fitted from a few single-point energy calculations (e.g., intrinsic stacking fault energy γisf, unstable stacking fault energy γusf,
aligned stacking fault energy γasf, and the energies of their intermediate configurations) and interpolated using the Fourier series
(Extended Data Figs. 1e, 1f and Supplementary Section 2)24. The elastic constants can be determined by the slope of the linear
region in stress-strain curves (Extended Data Fig. 1g). The generated characteristic parameters can be used to screen materials
by their strengths, a Holly Grail in materials science, through the predicted Peierls stresses, and extension by implementing
mesoscale physics models such as crystal plasticity13 (Extended Data Fig. 1h).

To address the accuracy-performance dilemma in modeling multiscale problems in computational materials science, we
introduced the PT framework. The approach is validated through the Peierls stress predictions, a central parameter in crystal
plasticity. Digital libraries including elastic properties, γ surfaces, and Peierls stresses are constructed using atomic simulations,
covering various metals with fcc, bcc, and hcp crystal systems obtained from atomistic simulation using empirical potentials.
Neural networks are employed to learn the underlying physics. By transferring the physics mappings into the space of the
DFT calculations in such a physics-enhanced statistical approach, the Peierls stress can be predicted with simultaneously high
efficiency and accuracy. Uncertainty quantification of different computational methods demonstrates that our approach can
eliminate the physical uncertainties plagued by low-fidelity models and the system errors caused by the size effects in atomistic
simulations. Our PT framework can be integrated with computational material databases and extended to other multiscale
problems where both the computational efficiency in modeling large systems and the chemical accuracy to model interatomic
interaction are crucial.

Methods
MD simulations
To construct the digital libraries, a wide spectrum of metals with crystalline structures of fcc (Cu, Ni, Al, Au, Pd, Pt), bcc (Fe,
Mo, Ta, W), and hcp (Ti, Mg, Zr, Co) is explored. The elastic constants, γ surfaces, and Peierls stresses are calculated using
empirical force fields such as EAM and MEAM with parameters reported from different sources25, 26, as well as the lattice
mismatch energy and slip resistance. The primary slip systems of fcc ({111}⟨110⟩) and bcc ({110}⟨111⟩), and the prismatic
slip systems of hcp ({1010}⟨1120⟩) are considered.

In calculations of the γ surfaces, a supercell with lattice vectors of a
(
[110]

)
, b

(
[112]

)
, and c([111]) for the fcc metal is

prepared, which contains 64 atoms and 32 atomic layers along the z-axis. A vacuum layer of 30 Å along the z-axis is added to
avoid interactions between the periodic images of lattice mismatch. The upper 16 atomic layers are rigidly shifted relative to
the lower 16 layers progressively along the z-axis, and independently in the x and y directions, respectively. Relaxation of the
atomic layers along the z direction is allowed after the displacement. The γ surfaces are constructed using a 31×31 grid,

γ(x,y) =
Em(x,y)−E0

S
, (1)

where Em(x,y) is the energies of the lattice with a mismatch at different displacements, d = (x,y), E0 is the energy of the crystal
in its equilibrium structure, and S is the area of the slip plane.

For the calculations of Peierls stress, a supercell with ∼ 0.8×106 atoms (160 nm×2 nm×40 nm) is prepared. For the
fcc metal, lattice mismatch is created between two half-crystals by shifting along the burgers vector by a/

√
2. Subsequent

structural relaxation then creates an initial edge dislocation41. Molecular statics calculations are used to calculate the Peierls
stress identified as the minimum stress at which the motion dislocation is activated42. A step-wise strain increment of 10−5 is
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applied to the supercell. For bcc and hcp metals, similar procedures are adopted but along different lattice orientations and for
different slip systems. All MD simulations are performed using the large-scale atomic/molecular massively parallel simulator
(LAMMPS)43.

DFT calculations
To validate the hypothesis and feasibility of the PT framework, we directly calculate the Peierls stresses in small systems
(‘S’, with 244 atoms) using Cu as an example. The DFT calculations are carried out using the Vienna ab initio simulation
package (VASP) using the projector augmented wave (PAW) method and a plane-wave basis44, 45. The generalized gradient
approximation (GGA) in Perdew-Burke-Ernzerhof (PBE) parametrization is used for the exchange-correlation energy46. A
supercell for Cu with sizes of 3.48 nm×0.44 nm×1.90 nm containing an edge dislocation is prepared by structural relaxation
using EAM. A cutoff energy of 500 eV is chosen for the plane waves and a 1×5×1 (kx × ky × kz) Monkhorst-Pack k-grid is
used to sample the Brillouin zone for Cu47. The convergence of self-consistent field (SCF) calculations using the plane-wave
cutoff and k-grid meshing is assured to be below 1meV/atom (Supplementary Fig. 12). Similar to the setup in MD simulations,
a step-wise strain increment of 4× 10−3 is applied. The Peierls stress is calculated as the minimum stress at which the
dislocation is activated to move.

MLFF calculations
The neuroevolution-potential (NEP) framework is adopted to develop MLFFs for fcc Cu, Al, bcc Fe, and hcp Ti48. The local
atomic environments are encoded by two-body (radial) and three-body (angular) descriptors. A feedforward neural network
(FNN) with one hidden layer (30 neurons) is used to predict atomic energies from these descriptors. For systems considering
dislocation motion and plastic flow, configurations with applied strain and random perturbation of atomic positions, surface,
and stacking fault are included in the training set, and the energies of these configurations are labeled using DFT calculations.
Instead of using gradient descent-based back-propagation to update the parameters of neural networks, the separable natural
evolution strategy algorithm is implemented in the training process to minimize the relatively complex loss functions48. The
well-trained MLFFs achieve a prediction accuracy of < 1 meV/atom in the energy of atoms and < 50 meV/Å in the force on
atoms. Atomic simulations using the well-trained MLFFs can accurately predict the γ surfaces, which is comparable to the
DFT calculations, and process higher computational efficiency (Extended Data Fig. 1c). Details of the MLFFs development
will be published elsewhere.

Physics-transfer models
To effectively learn the physical mapping between elastic constants, γ surfaces, and Peierls stresses, we employ a convolutional
neural network (CNN) to extract features from the γ surfaces, a FNN to extract the features related to elastic properties and
merge them in the latent features space. Then, we use another FNN to predict the Peierls stresses. Considering the small
number of samples, which is limited by the number of metal types and potentials, we choose ResNet for the CNN architectures
and fine-tune its parameters on ImageNet35. The FNN for extracting elastic properties contains two layers with neuron numbers
of 6 (number of elastic features), and 32 (dimension of extracted features), respectively. Following that, the FNN for predicting
Peierls stresses has 3 layers with neuron numbers of 64, 32, and 1, respectively. We use the stochastic gradient descent (SGD)
optimizer with learning rates of 10−3 for dense layers and 10−4 for fine-tuning layers49. The model is trained and applied to
each crystal structure specifically. Training the model from an ensemble of the crystals leads to a compromise in the accuracy,
e.g., for certain chemistry (hcp Ti) and others (fcc Cu, bcc Fe) (Supplementary Fig. 13).
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Fig. 1. The physics-transfer framework that resolves the accuracy-performance dilemma in predicting material
strength. a, Schematic illustration of Peierls stress which determines the slip resistance in plastic deformation. E is the
potential energy of configurations with lattice mismatch, σ is the stress on the slip plane, and u is the displacement of
mismatch. b, Settings of molecular dynamics simulations for Peierls stress (τP). c, Predictions of Peierls stress using different
force fields show strong data dispersion prevalent (Supplementary Tables 1-3). d, PT framework transfers the physics from
low-fidelity force field models to chemically accurate first-principles methods, effectively addressing the trade-off between
accuracy and computational expense. e, The architecture of neural networks including the convolutional neural network and
multilayer perceptron (MLP) to extract features and map the physics learned from data.

8/11



training validation

a b c

fcc-S

EAM
DFT

fcc-S

{111}<110>

MLF
Fs

244 Cu atoms

C
PU

 c
or

e 
tim

e 
(h

)

d

Cu

{111}<110>
Fe

{110}<111>

Ti

{1010}<1120>

fcc bcc

hcp

EAM-L
EAM-S

PT-L MLFFs-L
DFT-S

system 
uncertainties

physical 
uncertainties

system 
uncertainties

physical 
uncertainties

EAM-S
EAM-L

MLF
Fs

physical + system
uncertainties
physical 
uncertainties
inference
uncertainties

PT-E
AM

ground truth,      (MPa)

3

2

1

{111}<110>

244 Cu atoms

e f g h

i j k l

ground truth,      (MPa)

pr
ed

ic
tio

n,
   

   
(M

Pa
)

pr
ed

ic
tio

n,
   

   
(M

Pa
)

   
  (

M
Pa

)

   
  (

M
Pa

)

   
  (

M
Pa

)

   
  (

M
Pa

)

   
  (

M
Pa

)

PT-M
LF

Fs

   
  (

M
Pa

)

PT-E
AM

PT-M
LF

Fs
EAM

DFT
MLF

Fs

PT-E
AM

PT-M
LF

Fs

EAM
MLF

Fs

PT-E
AM

PT-M
LF

Fs
EAM

MLF
Fs

PT-E
AM

PT-M
LF

Fs

EAM
MLF

Fs

PT-E
AM

PT-M
LF

Fs

Fig. 2. Predictions of Peierls stress and uncertainties quantification. a,b, Well-trained neural networks learn the physical
mapping between Peierls stress and characteristic materials parameters obtained from atomistic simulation datasets using
empirical force fields (a: the training set, b: the validation set). ‘S’ denotes the small-supercell model with 244 atoms (3.48 nm
× 0.41 nm × 1.90 nm). c,d, PT framework predicts Peierls stress with high accuracy and efficiency. The PT predictions are
closely aligned with the outcomes of DFT and MLFF calculations, with a difference below 48.91%, while the results obtained
using EAM models deviate substantially from the DFT predictions, with a discrepancy of 221.27% (c). The PT approach also
reduces the computational time notably by statistical inference, in comparison with atomistic simulations using DFT, MLFFs,
or EAM (d). e-j, PT predictions for different slip systems (e: fcc, g: bcc, i:hcp). The PT predictions show good consistency
compared to MLFF simulation results (with errors e = 12.55%, 48.09%, 4.30% for Cu {111}⟨110⟩, Fe {110}⟨111⟩, Ti
{1010}⟨1120⟩ in prediction, respectively), and superior accuracy compared to EAM (e = 33.07%, 72.02%, 13.89% (f,h,j),
respectively). k, Uncertainty quantification shows that the PT predictions eliminate physical and system uncertainties. ‘L’
denotes the large-supercell system with ∼ 0.8×106 atoms (160 nm×2 nm×40 nm). l, Uncertainty decomposition shows that
the inference errors are smaller compared to the physical and system uncertainties. The standard deviation is reported in the
error bars.
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Table 1. Peierls stress calculated by using EAM, PT-EAM, PT-MLFFs, and MLFFs (the last column is provided for those we
developed well-trained MLFFs, see Methods for details).

Metal EAM PT-EAM PT-MLFFs MLFFs

Cu {111}⟨110⟩ 10.96−28.40 14.71 12.87 13.07
Fe {110}⟨111⟩ 38.76−131.09 40.09 26.09 27.01
Ti {1010}⟨1120⟩ 170.08−317.36 210.25 218.41 219.70
Al {111}⟨110⟩ 6.38−17.71 11.17 7.22 7.41
Au {111}⟨110⟩ 4.71−11.61 9.45 11.98 -
Ni {111}⟨110⟩ 17.18−57.69 15.26 14.03 -
Pd {111}⟨110⟩ 14.67−14.79 14.28 11.75 -
Pt {111}⟨110⟩ 14.61−35.09 13.86 13.21 -
Mo {110}⟨111⟩ 50.14−95.79 59.38 29.66 -
Ta {110}⟨111⟩ 23.25−23.36 31.45 15.83 -
W {110}⟨111⟩ 45.01−72.98 77.59 38.48 -
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Extended Data Fig. 1 Data dispersion, uncertainties, and fitting procedure of characteristic material parameters. a,
Dispersion of characteristic materials parameters of Cu obtained from empirical force fields (Supplementary Tables 1). b,
Coefficient of variation (CV) of material parameters, which is defined as the ratio between the standard deviation σ and the
mean µ , that is, CV = σ

µ
. The predicted γ energy and Peierls stress exhibit a broader range of variation compared to the

parameters at equilibrium states, such as elastic constants. c, The γ energy curves calculated along the [110] direction using
EAM, MLFFs, and DFT. Physical uncertainties of the γ energy that can be eliminated by chemically accurate methods or
well-trained MLFFs. d, The γ energy curves calculated along the [110] direction using MLFFs with different sizes of
simulation supercells. Compared to the physical uncertainties (c), the system errors (d) caused by size effect of γ energy can be
ignored. e, The γ surface calculated on the {111} plane using MLFFs. f, The γ surface fitted by Fourier series on single-point
calculations (marked in panel e as scatter points). The fitted energy landscape shows a minor difference with the γ surface
obtained with a dense, [31×31] grid (see Methods for details). g, Stress-strain (σ -ε) curves under uniaxial tension along the
[100] direction of Cu. The elastic constants (Y ) are determined as the slope obtained from single-point calculations. h, The
scheme to integrate mesoscale physics into the computational material databases with first-principles accuracy.
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