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This study investigates the application of Factorization Machines with Quantum Annealing
(FMQA) to address the crystal structure problem (CSP) in materials science. FMQA is a black-box
optimization algorithm that combines machine learning with annealing machines to find samples
to a black-box function that minimize a given loss. The CSP involves determining the optimal ar-
rangement of atoms in a material based on its chemical composition, a critical challenge in materials
science. We explore FMQA’s ability to efficiently sample optimal crystal configurations by setting
the loss function to the energy of the crystal configuration as given by a predefined interatomic
potential. Further we investigate how well the energies of the various metastable configurations,
or local minima of the potential, are learned by the algorithm. Our investigation reveals FMQA’s
potential in quick ground state sampling and in recovering relational order between local minima.

I. INTRODUCTION

Solving the crystal structure problem (CSP) from
chemical composition remains an enduring challenge in
materials science, demanding innovative methodologies
to overcome the exponential growth of potential struc-
tures as the system size increases [1]. Various approaches
on classical computers have been developed [2], e.g. ran-
dom search [3–6], simulated annealing (SA) [7–9], min-
ima hopping [10, 11], evolutionary algorithms [12–15] and
particle swarm optimization [16, 17]. Various software
suites such as USPEX [18, 19], CALYPSO [16, 20, 21],
and CrySPY [22] are used in standard approaches to the
CSP. Being on classical hardware, these algorithms do
not manage to compute large scale structures. With the
continually increasing computational capacity of quan-
tum computers, there is a need to develop efficient algo-
rithms to solve the CSP that is compatible with quantum
hardware.

In recent years, the use of quantum computers has at-
tracted a great deal of attention as a means of searching
for globally optimal solutions [23–29]. Quantum com-
puters are characterized by their ability to escape from
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locally stable solutions and accelerate the search for glob-
ally optimal solutions by utilizing the quantum tunneling
effect [26, 30] and the superposition of states to concur-
rently evaluate a large state space [31]. Quantum anneal-
ing (QA) machines [23, 32–35] and gate-based quantum
computers [31] are the two main current architectures
in development. Exhaustive structure search schemes
using gate-based quantum computers [36–38], quantum
annealers and the equivalent Ising machines [39–43] have
recently been proposed.

Using the encoding proposed in [40] it is possible to en-
code the local interactions of any potential with a hard
cutoff into a quadratic unconstrained binary optimization
(QUBO) or higher order unconstrained binary optimiza-
tion (HUBO) problem by discretizing the simulation cell.
Optimizing the structure of ionically bonded crystals can
then be described as a QUBO problem (see [39]) and
that of covalently bounded crystals can be described by
a third-order HUBO problem (see [40]). When it comes
to non-crystalline phases of covalently bounded materi-
als or metals, more accurate potentials such as bond-
order [44, 45], machine learned [46] or embedded atom
method (EAM) based potentials [47, 48] are needed. In
these cases the order of the HUBO is generally equal to
the amount of neighbouring lattice sites inside the cutoff
radius of the respective potential.

Current Ising machines [49] such as quantum anneal-
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ing hardware [35], or classical annealers (e.g. [50]) usually
focus on the solving of QUBO problems. There are excep-
tions for higher order such as the QAOA algorithm [51] or
simulated bifurcation machines [52], but performance in
these cases still suffer from the quickly increasing number
of non-zero interactions. It is possible to reduce HUBO
problems to QUBO problems through usual quadratiza-
tion techniques [53], but these usually add a number of
auxiliary bits in the same order of the number of removed
non-zero interaction terms and produce QUBOs which
are not implementable on current hardware.

Thus, modern accurate interatomic potentials require
high orders of interactions while currently constructed
hardware is optimized for the quadratic case. We fill this
gap by only considering the total energy returned by the
potential instead of the sum of local interactions. This
makes it possible to use black-box optimization schemes,
which iteratively find more optimal inputs (i.e. the struc-
tures) to the black-box function (the potential). In par-
ticular, this also opens the possibility to use density func-
tional theory [54] as a source for total energy values.

Various approaches exist to perform materials discov-
ery using black-box optimization [55]. We focus on the
ones combining machine learning principles with quan-
tum annealers [56–59], and in particular on Factoriza-
tion Machines with Quantum Annealing (FMQA) or Fac-
torization Machines with Annealing (FMA) if performed
on classical devices [56, 60, 61]. FMQA has been suc-
cessfully applied for metamaterials discovery [55, 56] and
thus seems particularly apt for an application to the CSP.
FMQA iteratively learns a QUBO representation to ac-
curately map structures to their black-box calculated en-
ergy.

As a QUBO only contains second-order interaction in-
formation, we are effectively learning a pairwise interac-
tion representation for the CSP. It is generally known
that more complicated materials, e.g. metals, cannot be
described by pairwise interactions [62, 63]. Thus, we
cannot expect our FMA approach to produce physically
meaningful QUBOs for the whole spectrum as was the
case for the original encoding in [40]. Instead, as more
and more low energy states are added to the database a
second-order approximation of the ground state and its
surrounding states is constructed.

The two main questions we seek to answer thus in this
publication are

(Q1) Can we use FMA to sample ground state configu-
rations?

(Q2) How much information about the non-ground state
local minima do the learned QUBOs contain?

To preempt the conclusion our findings are that the algo-
rithm can be used to efficiently sample ground state con-
figurations for complicated potentials such as the EAM
and that we can quickly infer parts of the relational or-
der of local minima, while reproducing the actual energy
levels requires more intense calculations.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. In Sec-
tion II we give a detailed overview of our calculation
methods and the materials and potentials we considered.
In Section III we present FMA calculation results, show-
ing that we can reproduce the ground state (Q1) for com-
plicated potentials and Section IV discusses the quality of
the spectrum of local minima produced by our approach
(Q2). We end by summarising the results in Section V.

II. METHODS

In Section IIA we define the functional form of our
factorization machine, in Section II B the parameter op-
timization flow we use to produce ground state config-
urations and learn good factorization machine parame-
ters. In Section IIC we discuss the two main calculation
paradigms we use by accounting or not for symmetry.
We end the section by discussing the three systems and
their potentials we use, a Krypton Lennard-Jones Clus-
ter (Section IID), which is a pairwise potential and thus
exactly learnable by our algorithm. We then consider a
Silicon Stillinger-Weber system (Section II E) which is a
three-body potential and thus the simplest potential that
is not exactly learnable anymore. Finally, we consider a
CrFe alloy with an EAM potential (Section II F) which
provides a functionalized approximation for the electron
density and thus mimics first principles calculations while
keeping the costs low.

A. Encoding

Consider a unit cell that is spanned by a given basis
{a⃗i} with periodic boundary conditions along a chosen
set of basis vectors and a set of atom species S. We look
at a set of N lattice points X in this unit cell generated
by partitioning each basis vectors into g points and form-
ing the corresponding lattice. The lattice points have the
form

∑
i
ki

g a⃗i where ki ∈ {0, . . . , g − 1}. Consider a set

bsx of binary variables that we define such that if bsx = 1
there is an atom of species s ∈ S on x ∈ X. In [40]
a method was introduced that could encode any inter-
atomic potential with hard cutoff into a HUBO of the
form

H

=
∑
x∈X
s∈S

V s
1 (x)b

s
x

+
1

2!

∑′

x1,x2∈X
s1,s2∈S

V
si,sj
2 (x1, x2)b

s1
x1
bs2x2

+ · · ·

+
1

M !

∑′

x1,...,xM∈X
s1,...,sM∈S

V s1,...,sM
M (x1, . . . , xM )bs1x1

· · · bsMxM
,

(1)
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FIG. 1: The flowchart of our FMA algorithm. The
factorization machine (a) is instantiated with an initial
dataset and outputs an initial QUBO. The annealing
machine (b) samples a set number of samples from the

QUBO. Configurations that do not satisfy the
stoichiometric constraints are filtered by the

stoichiometry filter (c). The remaining (lowest energy)
configurations are evaluated with the black-box function
(d) and added to the dataset where the cycle repeats
starting with the factorization machine (a). This cycle

is repeated for the preset amount of iterations.

with an appropriately chosen M . Using FMA we will ap-
proximate this encoding as Factorization machines [64],
which are functions of the form

f(b) =
∑
s∈S

|X|∑
i=1

wisb
s
i +

∑
s1,s2∈S

∑
i<j

k∑
n=1

vis1nvjs2nb
s1
i bs2j ,

(2)

where k is a hyperparameter that governs how many pa-
rameters (i.e. the set {wi, visn}) there are in the model
and finding binary strings that minimize f(b) is a QUBO
problem. The goal of our FMA approach is finding the
parameters such that the optimal solution to the QUBO
problem is the ground state and ideally local minima cor-
respond to physical local minima.

B. FMA setup

The general outline of the FMA iteration is given in
Fig. 1. We start the FMA calculations by generating
an initial dataset comprised of a preset number of con-
figurations of a system dependent number of atoms on
the lattice together with their respective energies. These
configurations are randomly generated in a way that no

two atoms collide and such that the stoichiometric con-
straints of the problem are respected. The stoichiomet-
ric constraints here refer to the relative density of the
atoms, e.g. if we want to optimize for CrFe configura-
tions we only generate initial configurations that have the
same amount of Cr and Fe atoms. We add a penalty to
the energy proportional to how badly the stoichiometric
constraints are broken where the strength of the penalty
P = 20eV is another hyperparameter.
At the sampling stage, we sample 1000 samples from

the resulting QUBO using simulated annealing [65]
adding a penalty term to the QUBO that penalises atom
collisions, i.e. the interaction term between bs1i and bs2i
for two different species s1, s2 on the same lattice site
is increased by P . We use the same geometric schedule
and bit-flip neighbourhood as in [40] with maximum tem-
perature 1, minimum temperature 0.001 and 5 schedule
steps. The temperature range is not problem specific as
we normalize the QUBO resulting from the factorization
machine so that individual interaction terms Jij are lim-
ited to [−1, 1]. After filtering out the configurations that
break the stoichiometric constraints we transform the bi-
nary vectors into configurations readable by the atomic
simulation environment (ASE, [66]), calculate the ener-
gies using a predefined potential (this is the black-box),
add the lowest energy 5 configurations to the dataset and
start the loop again. The final output after 50 iterations
is the lowest-energy configuration in the dataset.

C. Accounting for symmetries

In this paper we only consider systems that have peri-
odic boundary conditions along all three basis directions.
Thus, for any particular local minimum energy there are
multiple configurations that are translated or rotated ver-
sions of another. We call calculations with this encoding
unconstrained. To account for the translational symme-
try we also perform a Fixed Zero calculation in which we
fix an atom on the origin, by setting the corresponding
binary variable to 1 for one of the species and 0 for the
others, reducing the amount of binary variables in the
problem by |S|.

D. Krypton system

For the calculation of the potential functions we
rely on the Open Knowledgebase of Interatomic Mod-
els (OpenKIM) [67]. In particular we will look at a
three dimensional cubic unit cell of side length 5.653Å
with the Lennard-Jones (LJ) potential parameters due
to Bernades for Krypton [67–71]. We discretize the unit
cell into an equipartitioned lattice of 43 nodes by set-
ting g = 4. The ground state is given by the FCC con-
figuration and thus encodable on the lattice. The ini-
tial dataset consists of all 64 single atom Kr1 and all
2016 two atom Kr2 configurations on the lattice. For the
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fixed zero system the initial dataset not only contains the
63 Kr2 configurations but also all 1953 three atom Kr3
configurations. The energy of the FCC configuration is
−0.119eV/atom which we take as the zero energy. We
will simply refer to this system as the Krypton system.

E. Silicon system

We optimize the configuration of pure silicon governed
by the Stillinger-Weber potential parametrisation due to
Balamane, Halicioglu and Tiller [67, 69, 70, 72–76]. The
unit cell is cubic with side length 5.44Å which we again
discretize into 43 nodes by setting g = 4. The well-
known Si8 crystal ground state configuration is then en-
codable on the lattice. The energy of the ground state
is −4.630eV/atom which we set as the 0 energy for this
system. The initial dataset consists of 8000 randomly
sampled Si8 configurations on the lattice.

F. CrFe system

We optimize the configuration of a chrome-iron alloy
governed by the modified embedded atom-method po-
tential parametrisation due to Lee, Shim and Park [69,
70, 77–79]. We use an orthorhombic unit cell with side
length 2.92310Å, 3.88108Å, 4.02297Å found on Materi-
als Project [80][81]. We discretize this unit cell again
into 43 nodes by setting g = 4, so that the problem has
2 · 64 = 128 bits as we have two atom species. The
reference structure is a Cr2Fe2 configuration that has
−4.088eV/atom as the ground state energy which we set
as the 0 energy. Our initial datasets consist of 8000 ran-
domly sampled Cr2Fe2 configurations on the lattice.

III. FINDING THE GROUND STATE

A. Setup

We perform calculations for two sets of parameters, one
that we call the quick settings and one we call accurate
settings. The idea is that to find optimal crystal config-
urations speed is more important than having accurate
QUBOs. To investigate how well we can approximate our
HUBO as a QUBO we will use the more time intensive
accurate settings.

In both settings we initialize the factorization machines
with random weight and use the AdamW method to op-
timize them. In the quick settings we set k = 20 use a
learning rate of 0.08 and learn for 10 epochs for a total of
50 iterations. This calculation aims at quickly sampling
the iteratively learned QUBO to find the ground state.

In the accurate settings we set k = 70 for the Kryp-
ton and Silicon systems and k = 140 for the CrFe system.
We set the learning rate to 0.01 and learn for 2500 epochs
and a total of 20 iterations. We determined these settings

Quick Accurate
System Count Iterations Count Iterations

Krypton 30 1.7 ± 0.23 30 1 ± 0

Si 30 17.0 ± 0.36 30 7.0 ± 0.57

CrFe 24 17.9 ± 2.11 28 11.9 ± 0.58

TABLE I: The number of runs (of a total of 30) where
the ground state is found during one of the FMA

iterations for the unconstrained system and the average
amount of iterations with standard deviation for the
first iteration at which the ground state was sampled.
The Krypton values for the accurate settings are 1± 0

as the parameters are chosen such that the exact
representation is learned in one iteration.

by increasing the epoch number, and k, and decreasing
the learning rate until the Krypton system (whose po-
tential is pairwise, and thus perfectly representable as a
QUBO) was perfectly learned by the FMA algorithm in
one iteration.
To account for the randomness in the initial dataset

and FMA initialization we perform 30 independent FMA
runs for each system and extract the QUBO producing
the lowest energy sample from each run. Note that the
learned energy (i.e. the energy as given by the QUBO)
that gets sampled does not match the reference energy
(i.e. the energy as calculated by the black-box potential
function), and we determine the lowest energy config-
uration by considering its reference energy and not its
learned energy. We use the word learned to refer to the
results as produced by the FMA algorithm and reference
to refer to the true values as given by the potential func-
tion. To judge how good the algorithm is at finding the
reference ground state we look at how many runs return
the reference ground state and how many iterations it
takes on average to recover the reference ground state.
We do this separately for the unconstrained (Table I)
and fixed zero (Table II) systems.

B. Results & Discussion

We see in Table I that for the unconstrained system we
are able to sample the reference ground state in the quick
settings in all iterations for the Krypton and Si systems
and in 24 of 30 iterations for the CrFe system, which is
improved to 28 in the accurate settings. We also see that,
as expected, the accurate settings requires less iterations
until the reference ground state is sampled, which likely
stems from the higher number of performed epochs lead-
ing to a more accurate second order approximation of the
dataset and thus to more high-quality annealing sample.
For the fixed zero calculations results (Table II) we see
that for the quick settings in the Krypton system we only
find the ground state for 25 iterations taking 10.7 itera-
tions on average as opposed to 1.7 for the unconstrained
system. For the silicon system the iteration number is
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Quick Accurate

System Count Iterations Count Iterations

Krypton 25 10.7 ± 1.42 30 1 ± 0

Si 30 18.4 ± 1.14 25 8.3 ± 0.95

CrFe 0 N/A 0 N/A

TABLE II: Same as Table I for the fixed zero system.

slightly increased and in the accurate settings we only
manage to find the ground state in 25 out of 30 runs.
For the CrFe system with fixed zeros we do not manage
to sample the ground state in any iteration. This might
be due to a local minimum consistently having a lower
learned energy than the reference ground state (see for
example Fig. 3 in the next section). In Fig. 2 we see the
cumulative minimum over the 30 FMA runs for the quick
setting. It is easily observable that the Fixed zero cal-
culations (green) perform worse than the unconstrained
ones (blue) for the non-exactly learnable systems of Si
and FeCr. Further, while the average iteration to find the
ground state was similar in Table II we see that uncon-
strained CrFe tends to have a lower cumulative minimum
and quickly goes to a residual energy of around 3-4 eV
and then slowly decreases while Silicon has a more lin-
ear deterioriation. For the fixed zero calcuations we see
that CrFe slowly decreases to a non-zero residual energy,
which is reflected in the fact that we do not sample the
ground state while the Silicon calculation is roughly com-
parable to the unconstrained case. In total we see that
fixing the zero gives comparable or worse performance.

It is expected that the Krypton system outperforms
both the Silicon and the CrFe system at the quick set-
tings, as the reference LJ potential is a pairwise potential
and hence representable as a QUBO as done in [39, 40]
and recovered for the accurate settings. Thus, if the pa-
rameter for the interaction between atoms on two sites x
and y of the lattice is correctly estimated to reproduce
the energy of a configuration in the dataset, it will be cor-
rectly estimated for any configuration in the dataset and
should thus be correctly reflected in the learned potential.
For the higher order potentials the energy contribution of
a pair of atoms is much harder to estimate as the contri-
bution in the reference potential might vary drastically
depending on the surrounding configuration, e.g. the in-
teraction between x and y depends on the angles it forms
with other atoms neighbouring them.

To summarize the results, considering the uncon-
strained system we see that our FMQA setup is able
to efficiently sample the ground state configurations of
arbitrary potentials, even if multiple iterations are rec-
ommended to ensure that the ground state is found (see
CrFe results in Table I). As opposed to previous find-
ings [61], we do not see evidence that reducing the bit
number necessarily has a favorable impact on the diffi-
culty of the problem.

FIG. 2: Cumulative minimum over 30 FMA runs for the
quick setting plotted agains the iteration until which the
cumulative minimum is taken. The solid, dashed and
dash-dotted lines are the mean cumulative minimum
and the shaded areas the corresponding minimum and
maximum cumulative minimum until that iteration.

Silicon is in solid, CrFe in dashed, Krypton in
dash-dotted. Unconstrained calculations are in blue and
fixed zero calculations in green. Bottom-left to top-right
shaded areas are for CrFe and the inverse orientation
for Silicon. Horizontally dashed lines are for Krypton.

IV. REPRODUCTION OF ORDER OF LOCAL
MINIMA

A. Setup

We consider the quick and accurate settings for the
local minima reproduction.
We extract the set of all local minima of the reference

potential represented on our lattice. We define a state on
the lattice as a reference local minimum if it has an atom
density of that of the reference ground state or lower,
satisfies the stoichiometric constraints, has an absolute
force on the atoms of 0 and if its energy is lower than 0.
Note that in our encoding we provide no information on
the force and thus, due to the discretization, there might
be other meta-stable local minima when constraining the
system to the lattice, nonetheless we only consider the
force-free local minima as given by the reference poten-
tial, as these are the physical local minima.
We judge the reproduction of the reference spectrum

using the relational order of the learned energy. This
is because as long as the learned energy levels have the
correct relational order, their reference value is not as
important, as it is usually inexpensive to recalculate the
energies of the local minima if they are correctly identi-
fied.
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Quick Accurate

Unconstrained Fixed Zero Unconstrained Fixed zero

Krypton 0.32 0.72 1 1

Si 0.32 0.44 0.26 0.45

CrFe 0.48 0.69 0.41 0.68

TABLE III: The results for the Kendall coefficient.

We do this using the Kendall rank coefficient [82] a
real number between −1 and 1. In our case, a value of
1 indicates that the learned local minima energy levels
have the same order as the reference ones, and a value of
−1 that the order is reversed while 0 indicates no order.
Ideally, FMA would produce QUBOs that have a value
of 1.

For each set of calculation parameters we consider the
iteration that produces the highest Kendall rank coeffi-
cient QUBO.

B. Results & Discussion

The results for the Kendall coefficients for the various
systems are given in Table III. We see that generally the
fixed zero system improves the Kendall coefficient and
that the CrFe system outperforms the Silicon system. To
understand this, consider that for the Silicon system we
have 7056 (482) local minima and for the CrFe system
we have 1856 (52) with the fixed zero system value in
brackets. Since FMQA performs a quadratic approxima-
tion of the potential energy landscape around the states
in the database, having fewer local minima that get sam-
pled makes it easier to represent these accurately. This
is particularly apparent for the 0.72 value of fixed zero
Krypton in which only 20 local minima are considered.

The quick settings also tend to slightly outperform the
accurate settings. A possible explanation is given by
Fig. 3 in which the learned energy levels (blue dots) are
plotted against their reference values for the quick (left)
and accurate (right) settings of the CrFe fixed zero sys-
tem. It is apparent that in the accurate settings, we more
accurately reflect the actual energy levels of the poten-
tial. The fit is not close to chemical accuracy, which is
easily explained by considering that we are approximat-
ing a many-body potential with a quadratic function. In
particular this shows how well FMQA can quadratize a
HUBO problem into a QUBO. The quick settings on the
other hand do not represent the actual values of the en-
ergy levels well but their relational order as there is more
distance between the various local minima.

Notice also, that in the shown accurate settings the
ground state of the learned energies and reference ener-
gies are not equal and we can sample the ground state
only because we take 1000 samples from the QUBO at
every iteration. This reliance on a high sample number
could be problematic if our black-box is a first principle
based calculator with high computational costs.

FIG. 3: Learned energy levels as blue dots for the fixed
zero CrFe system for the quick settings (left) and

accurate settings (right) plotted against the energy for
the reference potential. The black diagonal corresponds

to the reference values and the red line to a linear
regression resulting in a line 2.84x− 1.72 for the quick
settings and 1.08x+ 0.16 for the accurate settings. The
Kendall rank coefficient is 0.69 and 0.68 respectively.

These results hint at the possibility that to learn re-
lational orders an exploratory learning phase such as in
the quick settings is enough, and even beneficial as local
minima whose reference value is close are learned with
values far apart. The accurate settings lend themselves
more to learn a quadratic representation of the potential.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, this publication explores the applica-
tion of Factorization Machines with Quantum Annealing
(FMQA) to the crystal structure problem (CSP) in mate-
rials science. The CSP involves determining the optimal
arrangement of atoms in a material based on its chemi-
cal composition. The study investigates the capability of
FMQA to efficiently sample ground state configurations
and reproduce the spectrum of local minima energy lev-
els.
The results show that FMQA can be used to quickly

sample ground state configurations of various potential
forms including three-body Stillinger-Weber potentials
and EAM potentials.
We show that using calculation settings that quickly

finish the relational order between local minima is well
represented in particular when accounting for transla-
tional symmetry by fixing an atom on the origin. Fac-
torization machines are known to lend themselves well
for machine learned ranking [64] this work marks a first
exploration into how well the FMA algorithm can be ap-
plied on the same problem. Using more time-intensive
accurate settings we further show that the local minima
of a metal alloy using an EAM potential is well approxi-
mated by the quadratic QUBO matrix. While the accu-
racy is not enough to serve as an interatomic potential,
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we have shown the potential of FMQA as a quadratiza-
tion scheme for HUBO problems.

As opposed to previous findings [61], we did not ob-
serve that reducing the search space improves the quality
of the results. The results in [61] are not directly applica-
ble here, but our findings still raise the need for further
investigation into the relation of search space size and
FMQA performance.

There are several ways the FMQA algorithm could be
improved to potentially provide more faithful approxi-
mated potentials. An obvious improvement is going to
higher-order factorization machines [83, 84], though this
suffers from the same problem as the higher-order en-
coding presented in [40] in that sampling HUBOs is not
efficient on current hardware. Recently high-quality non-
parametric potentials 3-body potentials have been pro-
posed [85, 86] and so it might not be necessary to go to
higher-order but rather add non-linearities for example
by replacing the dot product in factorization machines
with kernels [87].

The study highlights the importance of considering the
nature of interatomic potentials and system complexity
when applying quantum-enhanced algorithms to mate-
rials science problems. The findings contribute to the
ongoing exploration of quantum computing methodolo-
gies for addressing challenges in materials discovery and

crystal structure determination.
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