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Nuclear magnetic resonance (NMR) is a powerful spectroscopic technique that is sensitive to the local atomic
structure of matter. Computational predictions of NMR parameters can help to interpret experimental data
and validate structural models, and machine learning (ML) has emerged as an efficient route to making such
predictions. Here, we systematically study graph-neural-network approaches to representing and learning
tensor quantities for solid-state NMR – specifically, the anisotropic magnetic shielding and the electric field
gradient. We assess how the numerical accuracy of different ML models translates into prediction quality for
experimentally relevant NMR properties: chemical shifts, quadrupolar coupling constants, tensor orientations,
and even static 1D spectra. We apply these ML models to a structurally diverse dataset of amorphous SiO2

configurations, spanning a wide range of density and local order, to larger configurations beyond the reach of
traditional first-principles methods, and to the dynamics of the α–β inversion in cristobalite. Our work marks
a step toward streamlining ML-driven NMR predictions for both static and dynamic behavior of complex
materials, and toward bridging the gap between first-principles modeling and real-world experimental data.

I. INTRODUCTION

Nuclear magnetic resonance (NMR) is widely used
to probe the local atomic structure of materials and
molecules1, making it suitable to study static2–4 and dy-
namic5–7 properties of chemical systems. Several inter-
actions affecting nuclear spins are orientation-dependent,
but they are usually averaged due to rapid tumbling, e.g.,
in liquid-state NMR on molecules. Therefore, isotropic
parameters are often sufficient for most NMR-based anal-
yses. In contrast, in solid-state materials, atoms are in
well-defined geometric environments: even if experimen-
tal setups such as magic angle spinning can (partially)
eliminate anisotropic interactions8, one still needs to in-
clude anisotropy to fully and rigorously interpret most
solid-state NMR experiments.

The accurate computational prediction of (solid-state)
NMR properties is therefore essential to interpret exper-
imental data9,10 and could even be used in the design of
materials by validating hypothetical structural models11.
First-principles computational methods based on density
functional theory (DFT), especially the gauge-including
projector augmented wave (GIPAW) method12,13, pro-
vide accurate predictions of NMR parameters for ex-
tended systems. Yet, these methods are still computa-
tionally expensive even on modern computing systems,
limiting the time and length scales of problems that can
be investigated from first principles. The high compu-
tational cost quickly becomes prohibitive when targeting
structurally complex, e.g., disordered configurations, or
for high-throughput screening.

Machine-learning (ML) methods have now been well
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established to circumvent the limitations of “classical”
first-principles modeling. In particular, ML-based in-
teratomic potentials (MLIPs)14–18 have been the corner-
stone of accelerating atomistic modeling while maintain-
ing first-principles accuracy19. These ML-driven simu-
lations, as reviewed, for example, in Refs. 20 and 21,
have provided insights into, say, the mechanisms of struc-
tural transitions22–24 and nucleation processes25,26. Be-
yond MLIPs, atomistic ML methods have been applied to
learn and predict a wide range of properties in materials
and molecules: scalar quantities such as ionization ener-
gies27, band gaps28, and heat capacities29, as well as ten-
sorial properties such as the dielectric response30,31 and
polarization32. In addition, ML techniques enable pre-
dictions of electronic-structure properties33–38, and ex-
tend to spectroscopic fingerprints such as X-ray photo-
electron spectroscopy39,40 to further bridge the gap be-
tween atomistic modeling and experimental observables.
Recently, geometric equivariant graph neural networks

(GNNs) have emerged as powerful tools in atomistic
modeling, providing cost-effective integration of chemical
information. These architectures are especially promis-
ing for building ML models targeting a wide range of
atomic species and properties. Notably, they enabled
the fitting of MLIP models applicable to many elements
across the Periodic Table41–44. A key advantage of GNNs
lies in their incorporation of learnable atomic representa-
tions that respect symmetry requirements under geomet-
ric transformations, such as rotations. This structural
feature makes them particularly well-suited for model-
ing a wide range of NMR parameters, such as magnetic
shielding (MS) and electric field gradient (EFG). Early
applications of GNNs to learn NMR parameters focused
on the isotropic contribution to the MS in proteins and
glassy materials45–47. These models define the current
state-of-the-art accuracy compared to earlier ML mod-
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els leveraging fixed atomic representations48–50. By em-
bedding physical symmetries within their architecture,
GNNs are not only effective for isotropic targets but also
extend to anisotropic NMR parameters, broadening their
applicability across diverse molecular and material sys-
tems. In particular, Venetos and collaborators51 found
that learning the MS tensor and then extracting the
anisotropy parameters is more accurate than developing
specialized ML models for these quantities. This result
was also confirmed in other works using fixed atomic rep-
resentations in predicting the MS52 and EFG53 tensors.
Here, we build on these advances and present an ML

framework aimed at predicting tensorial NMR properties,
specifically magnetic shielding and the electric field gradi-
ent, using the NequIP54 GNN architecture. We explore
two strategies for decomposing and representing NMR
tensors as targets of ML models leveraging higher-rank
tensors, assessing their predictive performance for both
isotropic and anisotropic properties, such as the skew-
ness parameters and the orientation of the NMR tensors.
We benchmark our methods on a structurally diverse
dataset of amorphous silica (a-SiO2) structures obtained
at various quenching rates. We demonstrate the utility
of our ML tensorial models by constructing static one-
dimensional (1D) NMR spectra of structural models of
a-SiO2 at varying densities and of hypothetical zeolites,
as well as the high-temperature α–β inversion in cristo-
balite. Our findings highlight the potential of combining
ML-based models to accurately explore the potential en-
ergy surface and to predict anisotropic NMR properties
in complex material systems.

II. METHODS

A. NMR parameters

The general form of a term in the NMR interaction
Hamiltonian55, which links the nuclear spin vector angu-
lar momentum operator I to an interacting (external or
internal) vector field Sλ, can be expressed as

Hλ = cλ · I ·Tλ · Sλ,

where cλ is an interaction-specific constant, and Tλ is
a rank-2 Cartesian tensor describing the response of the
nuclear spin to Sλ. For example, the magnetic shielding
(MS) interaction parameter σ links a nuclear-spin oper-
ator I to an external magnetic field B0:

HMS = γMS I · σ ·B0,

where γMS is the gyromagnetic ratio. The MS parame-
ter describes the response of the electrons, relating the
induced magnetic field Bind to B0:

Bind = −σB0.

Similarly, the electric field gradient (EFG) tensor V de-
scribes the interaction of a quadrupolar nucleus (nuclear

spin I > 1/2) with the electric field gradient produced
by the electronic charge density. This couples the spin
operator I to itself, viz.

HQ = cQ I ·V · I,

where the constant cQ = eQ
2I(2I−1)ℏ , e is the electron el-

emental charge, Q is the nuclear quadrupole moment,
and ℏ is the reduced Planck constant. The EFG tensor
is traceless symmetric, and is usually expressed as the
second spatial derivative of the electric field V at the
quadrupolar nucleus:

V =
∂2V

∂xi∂xj
.

In liquid-state systems, rapid tumbling means that
only the isotropic averages of NMR tensor are needed to
simulate experimental spectra. However, for solid-state
systems, the full tensor nature of σ and V must be con-
sidered. Usually, it is not practical to communicate all
nine components of the rank-2 tensor directly, because
these tensors transform under symmetry operations, such
as rotations. Two NMR tensors might have different
Cartesian coordinates, but they are linked by a rotation,
therefore these two tensors represent the same NMR pa-
rameter. The NMR community has consequently devel-
oped several conventions56 to report the MS tensor. The
most common ones are the Maryland parameters57: the
span Ω and the skew κ; and the Haeberlen parameters58:
the anisotropy ζ and the asymmetry η. These conven-
tions capture the anisotropic nature of σ from its three
eigenvalues. In the Supplementary Materials, we summa-
rize the analytical expression of these quantities. These
sets of conventions simplify reporting and comparison be-
tween systems; hence their use in various software pack-
ages for spin dynamics simulations. These conventions
can be extended to the description of the EFG tensor. In
what follows, we use the subscript “σ” to refer to quan-
tities derived from the MS tensor, and the subscript “Q”
to refer to quantities derived from the EFG tensor.

B. Representations of NMR tensors as spherical tensors

As discussed above, the Cartesian representation is
not ideal to represent NMR parameters because the co-
ordinates can undergo geometric transformations. This
makes the construction of ML models for the Cartesian
tensors challenging, as one might introduce two nearly-
identical atomic environments in the training set with
substantially different tensorial NMR parameters, but
where these two parameters are related by a rotation.
This would make the learning process less robust, as iden-
tical data points have different labels. We hence choose to
transform the NMR parameters into spherical tensors, as
they have a unique decomposition (up to permutation).
This choice allows us to leverage the capabilities of mod-
ern geometric GNN architectures, such as NequIP, which
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Figure 1. Spherical decomposition strategies for a rank-2 spherical tensor, denoted T, as ML algorithm targets. Orange:
irreducible spherical decomposition. Blue: the tensor product of rank ℓ tensors.

utilize spherical harmonics to achieve equivariance. Our
choice is also justified by the implementation of Ref. 51
based on the Tensor Field Networks architecture59. The
authors found that transforming the Cartesian NMR ten-
sors into spherical tensors yielded the best prediction er-
rors for the MS tensors of silicon. The spherical transfor-
mation enables us to apply the angular momentum cou-
pling formalism developed in quantum mechanics (QM),
allowing for an efficient decomposition of the NMR ten-
sors and capturing their rotational properties.

In the present work, we explore two different ap-
proaches to decomposing the rank-2 NMR tensors T as
the learning target of an equivariant ML model. Fig-
ure 1 provides a graphical summary of the two methods.
The first and straightforward approach involves project-
ing T into the natural basis of rotations, i.e., spherical
harmonics. We refer to this approach as the irreducible
spherical decomposition (ISD). It leads to decomposing
T as follows:

T = T (0) ⊕ T (1) ⊕ T (2), (1)

where T (0), T (1), T (2) are the spherical components cor-
responding to ranks ℓ = 0, 1, and 2, with dimensions 1,
3, and 5, respectively. This decomposition allows each
component T (i) to transform independently, hence they
can be targeted by independent ML models. In addition
to their rotational properties, we should also consider the
transformation of the T (i) under the parity operator. All
the components T (0), T (1), and T (2) exhibit even parity,
i.e. their coordinates are invariant under the transforma-
tion reflecting their coordinates. This means that T (1)

transforms like a pseudovector, unlike “regular” vectors,
which exhibit odd parity behavior. T (0) and T (2) can be
mapped to the symmetric part of T , while T (1) can be
mapped to its antisymmetric part.

Applying the ISD to the MS tensors yields a decompo-
sition of σ into 3 non-zero irreducible components: σ(0),
σ(1), and σ(2), corresponding to the ranks ℓ = 0, 1, and 2,

respectively. The symmetric parts of the MS tensor dom-
inate the experimentally observed NMR signal. The re-
maining antisymmetric part of the tensor, i.e. the ℓ = 1
contribution, has only a second-order effect on the NMR
spectra. It therefore has minimal impact on the Zeeman
transitions60, but there is some evidence of its role in re-
laxation processes61. The EFG tensor is symmetric and
traceless; hence it can be fully described by V (2), which
is the ℓ = 2 contribution in Eq. (1).
The second approach to decompose anisotropic tensors

leverages a property of the tensor product of two angular
momentum operators of ranks l1 and l2. In the context of
angular momentum coupling, the tensor product T (l1) ⊗
T (l2) can be decomposed into a direct sum of irreducible
representations corresponding to ranks ranging from |l1−
l2| to l1 + l2:

T l1 ⊗ T l2 =

l1+l2⊕
l=|l1−l2|

T (l). (2)

This property allows us to systematically break down
complex tensor interactions into simpler, well-defined
components, which can be more effectively targeted by
an equivariant ML model. By setting specific values for
l1 ≥ 1 and l2 ≥ 1, we can recover the ISD decomposition
of a rank-2 Cartesian tensor as expressed in Eq. (1). In
particular, obtaining the rank ℓ = 0 tensor requires en-
forcing the equality l1 = l2. Similar arguments can be
made for the ranks ℓ = 1 and ℓ = 2. It is worth noting
that the parity of both tensors T (l1) and T (l2) must match
– otherwise, the decomposition will yield irreducible ten-
sors with the wrong parity. Finally, to further increase
the flexibility of the decomposition of Eq. (2), one can use
a linear combination, with possibly learnable weights, of
N2 tensor products:

N∑
k1=1

N∑
k2=1

wk1k2
, T

(l1)
k1

⊗ T
(l2)
k2

=

l1+l2⊕
l=|l1−l2|

T (l), (3)
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where wk1k2
are the linear expansion coefficients.

C. Implementation in NequIP

We implement the tensor decompositions detailed in
Eqs. (1)–(3) within the widely used NequIP GNN archi-
tecture. This choice is motivated by NequIP’s use of an
atom-centered decomposition of the global property of a
configuration, which allow us to define per-atom learn-
ing targets. Additionally, it employs spherical harmonics
with both even and odd parities to achieve equivariance
in its ML models. This enables us to map the collection
of spherical tensors used to reconstruct an NMR param-
eter to those of internal representation of the ML model.

NequIP, as in many other MLIPs14,15,17, aims to model
a global (scalar) target A, such as the total energy E of
a structure, by decomposing it into a sum of atomic con-
tributions Ai: A =

∑
i Ai. The NequIP architecture

models the Ai from a set of features, including the chem-
ical species of the central atom and its neighbors and
the distances between neighbors, which correspond to a
radial description of the system. The angular informa-
tion is captured using spherical harmonics with trainable
weights. These features are combined and updated at ev-
ery (interaction) layer of the neural-network architecture
via a convolution. At each layer, the output is aggre-
gated with similar messages from neighboring atoms and
then passed to the next layer. Unlike the typical NequIP
energy model which discards the non-invariant angular
features (i.e. those with ℓ > 0), at the last layer, we map
these components to the irreducible tensors of interest
through an e3nn62 geometric linear layer.

For the ISD, the output is straightforward and cor-
responds to the irreducible tensor T (i). For the tensor
product representation, we obtain two sets of N tensors
of rank ℓ ≥ 1, and then calculate the tensor products
between them, resulting in a total of N2 tensor prod-
ucts. At this stage, we only keep the ℓ ≤ 2 components
as, according to Eq. (1), they are the only useful ones
to reconstruct the full NMR tensors. Notably, this ap-
proach also allows for targeting a single irreducible tensor
of rank ℓ, which can be useful if an ML architecture does
not explicitly incorporate certain combinations of spher-
ical tensor rank and parity (for example, ℓ = 1 and even
parity which corresponds to a pseudovector). Finally, we
skip the summation over atomic contributions that would
be used in MLIPs, because our output NMR parameters
are all defined per atom.

D. Datasets

To train and evaluate our ML models, we construct a
challenging dataset of 1,000 a-SiO2 structures obtained
through melt–quench–anneal molecular dynamics (MD)
simulations using LAMMPS63, spanning a wide range of
densities from 2.0 to 2.7 g cm−3. We follow the proto-

col of Ref. 64 to generate the a-SiO2 configurations, as it
yields a good balance between accuracy and simulation
speed. For each target density, we melt an initial config-
uration of 144 atoms for 10 ps at 3, 500 K, then quench
to 300 K, using the empirical interatomic potential by
Carré, Horbach, Ispas, and Kob (CHIK)65. To maxi-
mize the diversity of local atomic environments, we use
three quench rates: 1011, 1012, and 1013 K s−1. Then,
we use the Gaussian Approximation Potential (GAP)
from Ref. 64 to anneal the resulting structures from the
quenching simulations, within the NV T and NpT en-
sembles for 10 ps. This protocol was shown to yield high-
quality structural models of a-SiO2.

64 In what follows, we
use 800 structures as training data for the ML models, 50
structures for the internal validation and 150 structures
for testing.

E. Computational details

We compute the NMR parameters, i.e., the MS and
EFG tensors, using the GIPAW formalism as imple-
mented in CASTEP13,66,67. We use on-the-fly gener-
ated pseudopotentials and the Perdew–Burke–Ernzerhof
(PBE)68 exchange–correlation functional. We use a
fine k-point spacing of 0.03 Å−1 with a grid offset of
(0.25, 0.25, 0.25), and a plane-wave energy cutoff of
900 eV. We choose these parameters to ensure conver-
gence of NMR tensors for both silicon and oxygen atoms.
We determine the hyperparameters of the NequIP-

based models using Bayesian optimization via the Cross-
Platform Optimizer for Potentials (XPOT) package69.
We randomly choose 100 structures for this task, and se-
lect the best set of hyperparameters based on test error-
sor 50 independent configurations. For consistency, and
because we have multiple representations for the NMR
tensors, we only perform the optimization for a model
targeting all elements in the irreducible spherical repre-
sentation of the MS tensor [Eq. (1)], and a model target-
ing ℓ = 1 in the case of the tensor product representation.
We report the optimized hyperparameters in the Supple-
mentary Materials. In all of our models, we only train
on normalized and standardized targets – that is, we sub-
tract the mean, and divide by the standard deviation of
the quantity of interest across the training set. We then
scale again by the standard deviation and add the mean
at the inference step.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Having discussed the details of modeling NMR tensors
as ML targets, we now assess their performance on our
a-SiO2 dataset. We begin by examining the effect of the
number and the rank of the tensors involved in the tensor
product on learning the MS tensors and anisotropy pa-
rameters from the tensor product representation. Next,
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Figure 2. Evolution of ML model errors, reported on the isotropic and anisotropic properties of the MS tensor, as a function
of the rank of the tensors involved in the tensor product. Dashed lines with circle markers refer to a single tensor product
involved, the dashed lines with diamond markers to a learnable combination of 64 tensor products, and the solid lines to a
learnable linear combination of 4,096 tensor products. Upper panel: silicon atoms, lower panel: oxygen atoms.

we compare our best-performing tensor product model
with the model resulting from the ISD.

In our assessment of the performance of the ML mod-
els, we use the the root mean square error (RMSE):

RMSE =

√√√√ 1

N

N∑
i=0

(
yQM
i − yML

i

)2

,

and the normalized root mean square error (%RMSE)
defined as the RMSE divided by the standard deviation
of the quantity of interest, expressed as a percentage:

%RMSE = 100×

√
1
N

∑N
i=0

(
yQM
i − yML

i

)2

√
1
N

∑N
i=0

(
yQM
i − ȳQM

)2
,

where N is the number of data points in the test set, yQM
i

and yML
i are the QM target and the ML prediction, re-

spectively, of data location i, and ȳQM is the average QM
target in the dataset. The use of %RMSE, in particular,
ensures a fair evaluation across multiple properties. In
the following discussion, the error metrics are only pro-
vided for the testing set of 150 a-SiO2 structures. For a
more comprehensive view of the performance of the ML
models, we provide the RMSE values and the standard
deviation (the spread) of the QM targets in the Supple-
mentary Materials.

Euler angles are usually computed as a set of three an-
gle values describing the orientation of a rotation with

respect to the reference axes. These three angles are not
unique for any given rotation, as there are multiple sets
of elemental rotations that combine to the same object70.
In the next section, and due to their sensitivity, we treat
each Euler angle separately. We compare the lowest val-
ues among the equivalent sets of angles. We use the ZY Z
ordering in the passive convention.

A. Tensor product representation

We begin by investigating the effect of two key ingre-
dients of the tensor product representation: the rank ℓ
of the tensors, and the number of the tensor products.
First, we build four different models targeting a single
tensor product, where the tensors involved have ranks ℓ
ranging from 1 to 4. To ensure a fair comparison of model
performance, we keep all other hyperparameters fixed, in-
cluding the cutoff radius, the number of interaction lay-
ers, and the internal equivariant features with maximum
rank ℓmax = 4. In Fig. 2, we show, in dashed lines and
circle markers, the evolution of the test set %RMSE for
both silicon and oxygen atoms and across the MS ten-
sor properties discussed in Sec. II A. Our results show
that the accuracy of ML models significantly increases
with the rank ℓ of the tensors involved in the single ten-
sor product. This improvement can be explained by the
number of terms used in the tensor product of spherical
harmonics. An element T (ℓ) ≡ |ℓ,m⟩, in the right hand
side of Eq. (2), in the bra–ket notations of QM, is given
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by71:

|ℓ,m⟩ =
l∑

m1=−l

l∑
m2=−l

Cℓm
lm1lm2

(
|l;m1⟩ ⊗ |l;m2⟩

)
,

with Clm
lm1lm2

being the Clebsch–Gordan coefficients.
This equation shows that the number of terms used to
reconstruct T ℓ depends critically on the rank l of the ten-
sors and the selection rules of the Cℓm

lm1lm2
. As the rank l

increases, the number of contributing terms grows, pro-
viding greater flexibility in capturing the necessary in-
formation to describe the target tensor properties. This
observation can partially explain the poor performance
of our ℓ = 1 and ℓ = 2 models at recovering the invariant
contribution to MS tensor. Another factor contributing
to the poor performance could be the number of target
properties used to construct the loss function. The σ(0) is
a single value, while σ(1) and σ(2) represent eight terms.
This discrepancy means that the loss function may be
disproportionately influenced by the higher-order terms.
This could be investigated using a weighted loss function,
but developing and carefully testing such approaches is
beyond the scope of this work.

Having established the importance of flexibility in re-
constructing the irreducible terms of NMR tensors, we
now assess another approach to introducing such flexi-
bility based on Eq. (3). Instead of using a single ten-
sor product, we employ a linear combination of tensor
products with trainable weights. This method allows the
model to learn the optimal combination of tensor prod-
ucts that represents the target properties; hence increas-
ing the predictive power of the ML model. In Fig. 2,
we show the evolution of test-set errors for models using
64 tensor products, in dashed lines and diamond mark-
ers, and 4,096 tensor products, in solid lines and circle
markers, to decompose the NMR tensors as a function
of the rank of the decomposition tensors involved. We
find that the performance of the ML models increases
as the number of tensor products increases, even though
the performance uplift for using 4,096 tensor products
seems to be minimal. We also observe that higher ranks
ℓ lead to more accurate models, for both silicon and oxy-
gen atoms across all MS tensor properties. Furthermore,
the performance of the ML models associated with ℓ = 1
and ℓ = 2 is significantly enhanced when using multiple
tensor products, and compatible with the best models
from the single tensor product representation. These re-
sults highlight the importance of incorporating a flexible
target decomposition when building a reliable method in
general-rank spherical tensor learning.

B. Comparing the two decompositions

We evaluate our best-performing model from the
tensor-product representation against a direct model tar-
geting ISD elements. Figure 3 summarizes our key find-
ings. The two models exhibit no significant difference in

0
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(0) (1) (2)
0
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%
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SE
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Figure 3. Comparison between the best models from the ten-
sor product and the irreducible tensor decomposition (ISD)
representations on the MS tensor of silicon and oxygen atoms
in our a-SiO2 dataset. Errors are reported for the quanti-
ties discussed in Sec. II A. ISD stands for irreducible tensor
decomposition, and TP for tensor product, as discussed in
Sec. II B. Upper panel: silicon atoms, lower panel: oxygen
atoms. Orange: ISD representation, blue: tensor product
representation.

the performance across all examined parameters of the
MS tensors. We note that the tensor product model has
≈ 3 times fewer trainable parameters, viz. 2,159,688 com-
pared to 6,221,944 of the direct ISD model. This occurs
because, despite using higher-rank hidden features for
the tensor-product-based model, we are constrained to
having fewer features per rank due to memory limita-
tions. Nevertheless, our ML models reproduce the QM
silicon MS tensors with excellent accuracy (below 20% of
the total variance of targets in the test set), except the
asymmetry ησ and the span Ωσ. These parameters are
obtained from σ(2) the traceless symmetric part of the
MS tensor. This result highlights the sensitivity of these
descriptors to the shape of the NMR tensor; hence the
need for accurate predictions.
Our models’ predictions for oxygen MS tensors are rel-

atively less accurate than the silicon case. In particu-
lar, σ(1) is not well reproduced from both ML models
compared to σ(0) and σ(2), with a %RMSE of 26.14%
and 31.70% corresponding to 0.80 and 0.97 ppm, for the
ISD and tensor-product models respectively. Also, de-
spite the good accuracy in predicting oxygen σ(2), all
of the anisotropy parameters (ησ, ζσ, κσ, and Ωσ) show
higher errors compared to the results for silicon. This
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MS tensor for silicon atoms (left) and oxygen atoms (right).
We only show the normalized errors %RMSE of the test set.
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ISD stands for irreducible tensor decomposition, and TP for
tensor product, as discussed in Sec. II B. Dashed blue lines:
single tensor product models; solid blue lines: 4,096 tensor
product models; solid orange lines: ISD models.

can be explained by the wide range of oxygen MS pa-
rameters. These silicon and oxygen results highlight the
need for more accurate metrics to characterize learn-
ing NMR parameters beyond the RMSE (and the mean
absolute error) over the tensor components or the irre-
ducible tensors. Harper and collaborators53 further ex-
plored this aspect in learning the EFG tensor. We believe
that more systematic studies incorporating error metrics
over a wide range of anisotropy parameters, either at the
model evaluation step or at the model training step, could
constitute a starting point for a future study.

To understand the limitations of our dataset in learn-
ing the MS tensors, we examine the learning curves (LCs)
of all decomposition schemes discussed so far: ISD, 1 ten-
sor product, and 4096 tensor products, as shown in Fig. 4.
The tensor product approaches are performed using the
ℓ = 4 models. We evaluate prediction errors on the test

set for the irreducible tensors using 4 folds of the training
set. In all of our models, the LCs appear to be decreasing
algebraically, except for the single tensor product model
evaluated on the oxygen σ(2). This result indicates that
the model accuracy can still be significantly improved
by adding more training data. The oxygen σ(1) panel of
Fig. 4 provides a partial explanation regarding the poor
prediction errors of the oxygen σ(1), shown in Fig. 3. The
slope of the LC of this label is not as steep compared to
the other irreducible tensors. The %RMSE is ≈ 60% for
all tensor product models models when the training set
size is 10 structures, and only decreases to ≈ 30% for 500
training structures in the case of the ISD model.
We also trained five models with different “degrees of

equivariance” in their hidden features (cf. Supplemen-
tary Materials), where the maximum rank ℓmax of the
features ranges between 0 and 4. We found no significant
improvement of the models’ accuracy beyond ℓmax = 2,
which is the minimum level of equivariance needed to
learn the σ(2) contribution.
We study the EFG using only the ISD model. The

EFG tensor is symmetric and traceless; hence it can be
mapped directly to the ℓ = 2 in the irreducible spherical
tensor decomposition (Eq. (1)). In the Supplementary
Materials, we show ML prediction errors on the ℓ = 2
components, Vzz, which corresponds to the largest eigen-
value of the EFG, and is essential to describe quadrupo-
lar interactions, as well as other anisotropic parameters
of the EFG, similar to the MS tensor prediction assess-
ment. In the early stages of this work, we verified that
learning Vzz with a specialized invariant model yielded
worse prediction errors than an anisotropic model tar-
geting the full EFG tensor. This result agrees with the
findings in Ref. 53.

C. Simulated 1D NMR spectra

Using the MLIP of Ref. 72 (because of the performance
uplift compared to the GAP used to build the training
set), we generated a series of a-SiO2 structural models
at three different densities of 2.2, 2.4, and 2.6 g cm−3.
Each structural model contains 300 atoms and was ob-
tained using the same protocol as the training set at a
quench rate of 1013 K s−1 in theNpT ensemble. This fast
quench rate ensures diversity in the local structural or-
der of the atomic environments. We use our ISD and best
tensor-product models to predict the MS tensors, and the
ISD model to predict the EFG tensors. Our models yield
good accuracy, including for the problematic σ(1) for oxy-
gen atoms. The full breakdown of errors is reported in the
Supplementary Materials. Then, we use SOPRANO73 to
simulate the static 1D NMR spectra from ML and GI-
PAW. Static spectra highlight the need for anisotropic
NMR parameters, in contrast with other techniques like
the magic angle spinning (MAS) that would eliminate the
anisotropic effect. Figure 5 shows the 29Si and 17O sim-
ulated spectra using a Gaussian broadening of 0.5 ppm.
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Figure 5. Simulated static 1D NMR spectra for three struc-
tural models of a-SiO2, with densities of 2.2, 2.4, and 2.6 g
cm−3 respectively. These models were obtained with a fast
quench rate of 1013 K s−1. Left column: 29Si spectra, right
column: 17O spectra. Solid orange lines: spectra from ML
prediction of NMR tensor parameters using the ISD; solid
blue lines: spectra from ML prediction of NMR tensor pa-
rameters using the best tensor product model, dashed black
lines: spectra from GIPAW-calculated NMR parameters.

Our ML spectra present good agreement with their GI-
PAW counterparts. The structural model of low density,
ρ = 2.2 g cm−3, provides an abnormal a-SiO2 test case
as it features a few large rings of sizes 20 and 22, along-
side smaller rings with sizes ranging between 4 and 18.
This distribution is markedly different from the training
set, where most ring sizes are between 6 and 16, and the
largest represented ring size is of 18 members, for a total
training set of almost 61, 000 rings.
We assess the out-of-domain performance of our ML

models on a dataset comprised of 50 SiO2 hypothetical
zeolites obtained from Ref. 75. In Fig. 6, we show the
simulated static 1D 29Si and 17O NMR spectra of four ze-
olites obtained from the ISD and the best tensor product
models, similar to the analysis on the a-SiO2 structural
models. We also show the GIPAW-based spectra for com-
parison. We choose these four representative structures
based on the accuracy of the ISD models in predicting
the silicon MS and the oxygen MS and EFG tensors. We
use the total error on the Cartesian tensors coordinates
as our error metric for these evaluations. In the Sup-
plementary Materials, we report the errors on the irre-

Figure 6. Best and worst ML-predicted simulated 1D static
NMR spectra for four SiO2 hypothetical zeolites. The insets
in each panel contain an illustration of the corresponding ze-
olite, rendered using OVITO74. Left column: silicon spectra,
right column: oxygen spectra. Solid orange lines: spectra
from ML prediction using the ISD model of tensor NMR pa-
rameters; solid blue lines: spectra from ML prediction using
the tensor product model of tensor NMR parameters; dashed
black lines: spectra from QM calculated NMR parameters.

ducible contributions for the zeolites dataset. The tensor-
product-based model outperforms the ISD model only for
the isotropic MS values. This means that tensor-product
models will have better predictions for the positions of
the peaks, but not necessarily the shape of the spectra.
This explains the slightly poorer quality of the spectra
obtained from the tensor product model, compared to
ISD model, in the best ML prediction silicon case where
the anisotropic effects dominate the spectrum. However,
the relatively higher accuracy of the isotropic MS yields
a better spectrum where the anisotropic effects are less
relevant, like in the case of the worst ML prediction of
the 29Si spectrum (bottom left panel of Fig. 6). We find
a possible correlation between the ring distribution in the
zeolites and ML prediction errors. In particular, our best
predicted spectra only had two ring sizes per element: 6
and 12 for silicon, and 8 and 10 for oxygen. In contrast,
the worst predicted spectra correspond to zeolites with
three sizes: 8, 10 and 12 for both silicon and oxygen.
These rings sizes are well represented in the training set.
Further investigation of the possible influence of ring dis-
tributions is beyond the scope of the current work.
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Experiment

Figure 7. NMR fingerprints of an α-cristobalite to β-cristobalite displacive phase transition. (a) Simulated 29Si MAS spectra
of a selection of MD snapshots describing a single α → β transition. The α : β ratio reported on every spectrum describes
the ratio of the α-like and β-like environments in the configuration, obtained from the MLSI package76. The small insets
are an illustration of the typical environments found in the configuration. (b) The sum of 29Si MAS spectra obtained for
MS parameters averaged over the α-like and β-like configurations. We compare to an experimentally obtained 29Si powder
MAS spectrum when both α-cristobalite and β-cristobalite peaks were present in the spectrum, and to spectra of crystalline
structures (data from Ref. 5). (c) The asymmetry of the averaged MS tensors over the α-like and β-like configurations. (d)
The asymmetry of the average EFG tensors over the same structure. (e) First Euler angle of the averaged MS tensors. Blue
lines: α-like behavior; red lines: β-like behavior. Solid lines: properties obtained from ML predictions over an average over the
dynamics; dotted lines: properties obtained from ML predictions for crystalline structures; dashed line: experimental result.
< · > denotes a quantity obtained from an averaged tensor over the trajectory.

IV. OUTLOOK: DYNAMICS OF STRUCTURAL
TRANSITIONS

In this section, we present one possible application of
tensorial NMR ML models that goes beyond studying
static structures. We investigate the dynamics of the
SiO2 phase transition from α- to β-cristobalite77,78. We
acknowledge that the crystal structure of β-cristobalite,
in particular, is a controversial topic with multiple pro-
posed structures79,80. Here, we only aim to showcase of
the usefulness of the tensorial NMR ML models, rather
than reporting a full and detailed study or to resolve the
structure as such.

We prepare an α-cristobalite configuration contain-
ing 4,116 atoms, and run an NpT MD trajectory, with
p = −2 bar and T = 500 K, for 100 ps. We apply negative
pressure to induce the volume expansion associated with
the α- to β-cristobalite inversion81. The MD simulation
is driven by the same MLIP used to generate the struc-
tural models of Sec. III C. We use an ML-based classifier

for SiO2 polymorphs76 to determine the percentage of α-
like and β-like environments in snapshots along the tra-
jectory. The potential used in this work “over-stabilizes”
the β phase, as Erhard and collaborators argued in 64,
presumably because it is trained on DFT data with the
SCAN82 exchange–correlation functional. As a result, we
observe only a single transition event from the α to the
β phase, rather than multiple reversible transitions be-
tween α and β phases in the same MD trajectory. We use
our ISD ML models to predict the MS and EFG tensors
along the trajectory.
First, we characterize the α → β transition using sim-

ulated 29Si MAS spectra. We construct the MAS spec-
tra from our ML predictions of the MS tensors for a se-
lection of snapshots along the transition, as presented
in Fig. 7(a). We show three spectra corresponding to
(1) a configuration with predominantly α environments,
(2) a transition configuration where the environments are
equally distributed between the α and β phases, and fi-
nally (3) a configuration with predominantly β environ-
ments. The center of the distribution of the spectra shifts
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to higher frequencies as the percentage of α environments
decreases and that of β environments increases.
Using our ML-driven methodology, we can take the

average of NMR tensors over the α- and β-labeled snap-
shots of the trajectory to create thermally-averaged ten-
sors that capture the properties of both phases. A config-
uration is labeled α (β) if its α (β) environments consti-
tute more than 90 % of the total environments. We then
build the 29Si MAS spectra from these two averaged ten-
sors. In Fig. 7(b), we report the sum of these two signals,
and compare to an experimentally obtained 29Si MAS
powder spectrum5 for a cristobalite sample at ≈ 500 K,
where half the sample is α-cristobalite while the other
half is β-cristobalite. Our ML predictions agree well with
the experimental results. The separation between the ex-
perimental peaks, ≈ 2.6 ppm, is slightly larger that our
ML-predicted one, ≈ 2.3 ppm. The experimental separa-
tion is even larger if we consider pure samples of α- and
β-cristobalite, and is measured to be ≈ 4.2 ppm. This
discrepancy can be explained by the accuracy of the un-
derlying GIPAW calculations with the PBE exchange–
correlation functional. It may also suggest the need for a
different averaging strategy. We may need longer trajec-
tories, with multiple reversible transitions, to carry out
averages with structures containing equal parts of α and
β phases. These investigations could constitute a study
of its own.

We also compare, in Fig. 7(b), the thermally averaged
spectra to ML-predicted static MAS spectra of crystalline
α- and β-cristobalite structures. The spectrum obtained
for α-cristobalite is in good agreement with the spectrum
derived from the thermal average. However, the discrep-
ancy in the position of the β-cristobalite peak is more
pronounced, and estimated to be ≈ 19 ppm. This sug-
gests that thermal averaging may not recover the same
crystalline properties at 0 K, and caution must be taken
when extrapolating from the average of the thermal mo-
tion of atoms due to possible finite temperature effects.
This is a direction of further study.

The MAS spectra, discussed so far, only require
isotropic MS contributions, corresponding to σ(0), which
can be achieved using invariant (rather than equivari-
ant) ML models. To leverage our anisotropic ML mod-
els, we look into the anisotropy parameters of the MS and
EFG tensors. In particular, we report, in Fig. 7(c) and
Fig. 7(d), the asymmetry of the oxygen atoms derived
from the thermally averaged MS (ησ) and EFG (ηQ) ten-
sors for the α and β phases. We also show the asymmetry
obtained from the crystalline configurations. Then, we
plot the parameters’ distribution using kernel density es-
timation (KDE) analysis. We notice that the oxygen MS
tensors for the (thermally averaged) α-cristobalite simu-
lation data are more skewed compared to β-cristobalite,
despite both tensors exhibiting low anisotropic behav-
ior. The asymmetry of the static crystals follows a sim-
ilar trend. This trend persists also for the oxygen EFG
tensors. In particular, our asymmetry parameter de-
rived from the thermal averages (ηQ = 0.13) is in ex-

cellent agreement with experimental results obtained by
Pedro and Farnan and reported as unpublished in Ref. 66
(ηQ = 0.13).
We further analyze these tensors by treating them as

rotations. We extract the Euler angles of the averaged
oxygen NMR tensors. In Fig. 7(e), we show the dis-
tribution of the Euler angle, associated with the aver-
aged oxygen MS tensors, that exhibits a different distri-
bution between the two phases, and compare it to the
static crystalline limit. For the thermal averages, the
Euler angle ασ appears to have a bimodal distribution
in α-cristobalite, while it has a broad distribution in the
(0, π) interval in β-cristobalite. The crystalline limit only
agrees with the dynamic average for the α phase, with a
narrower distribution, while the crystalline β-cristobalite
predicts a bimodal distribution centered around the edges
of the (0, π) interval. We presume that this broadening
is an artifact of the thermal averaging, which could be
further investigated with even larger cells and longer tra-
jectories. We obtain overlapping distributions of the βσ

and γσ components for the two phases. These analy-
ses are possible due to the ML-accelerated approach em-
ployed here, since we leverage the speed and accuracy of
a ready-to-use MLIP for SiO2, and couple it with fast
and accurate ML models targeting anisotropic NMR pa-
rameters.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have presented an ML framework based on the
NequIP graph-neural-network architecture to predict
tensorial NMR parameters, exploring two decomposition
methods: (1) decomposing the NMR tensors into irre-
ducible spherical components that can be targeted by
independent models, and (2) leveraging angular momen-
tum coupling to extract irreducible tensors from tensor
products of identical-rank spherical tensors. Testing on
a diverse dataset of a-SiO2 configurations, we found that
the irreducible spherical decomposition yielded the lowest
prediction errors for the tensors and their derived proper-
ties, such the anisotropy parameters and tensor orienta-
tions. The tensor-product-based approach achieved simi-
lar accuracy either by using single high-rank tensor prod-
ucts or a trainable linear combination of tensor products.
Both models produce simulated static 1D NMR spectra
in good agreement with quantum-mechanical computa-
tions, despite minor discrepancies in shape or intensity.
Demonstrating the extrapolative power of our best ML
model, we studied the α- to β-cristobalite transition,
tracked via MAS spectra without the prohibitive com-
putational cost of brute-force GIPAW calculations. Our
analysis, leveraging thermal averages, revealed distinct
NMR signatures between the two phases that are com-
patible with available experimental data.
Our ML framework makes it possible to estimate, from

atomic coordinates alone, essential spectroscopic param-
eters in order to probe the local structure and the dy-
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namics of (dis)ordered phases. The accuracy of our ML
models opens the door to systematically studying long-
standing questions within the NMR community, such as
the role of the antisymmetric component of the MS ten-
sors in relaxation processes61 and complex 2D NMR sim-
ulations to study dynamic processes, and subtle struc-
tural rearrangements83,84. While we focus on NMR prop-
erties in the present work, the formulation is more gen-
eral, and we expect that the same ML approach can easily
be extended to study other anisotropic (tensorial) mate-
rial properties or electronic-structure observables.

We expect that, as we are using a GNN architecture,
we can effortlessly extend the scope of our anisotropic
NMR ML models to include additional chemical species
without the need to retrain models from scratch. GNNs
embed chemical species in their internal features, incor-
porating new chemical information does not result in
an increase in the number of models’ parameters, and
hence the expansion comes with no additional execu-
tion performance cost. Moreover, combining our mod-
els with MLIPs accelerates the generation and the study
of large structural models and the dynamic behavior of
phase transitions in crystals. We view this as a key step
toward more impactful modeling of materials, allowing
for experimentally verifiable spectroscopic fingerprints in
conjunction with increasingly accurate MLIPs (including
recently reported models for more complex scenarios in
the Si–O system72,85,86).
Looking further ahead, the use of flexible learning ar-

chitectures, such as GNNs, paves the way to creating
foundation models in a broad sense of the term – capable
of predicting several atomistic properties in the same in-
ference step, as discussed in Ref. 87, and implemented for
molecular systems88. An equally intriguing approach is
to transfer learned GNN representations from one prop-
erty to another – for example, using the representations
trained on the potential energy to enhance training effi-
ciency for NMR parameters or electronic band gaps, and
vice versa. Pilot studies for isotropic chemical shielding89

in carbon-based materials already showed promising re-
sults. Studying these correlations is important to maxi-
mize the leverage of atomistic foundation models and to
extend their impact beyond their original target prop-
erties (typically, energies and forces), allowing for more
comprehensive and more efficient materials discovery and
design.

DATA AND CODE AVAILABILITY

Data and code to reproduce the results will be made
available in a public repository upon acceptance of this
manuscript.
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F. Della Pia, V. L. Deringer, R. Elijošius, Z. El-Machachi,
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