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Machine learning has become ubiquitous in materials modelling and now routinely en-

ables large-scale atomistic simulations with quantum-mechanical accuracy. However,

developing machine-learned interatomic potentials requires high-quality training data,

and the manual generation and curation of such data can be a major bottleneck. Here,

we introduce an automated framework for the exploration and fitting of potential-

energy surfaces, implemented in an openly available software package that we call

autoplex (‘automatic potential-landscape explorer’). We discuss design choices, par-

ticularly the interoperability with existing software architectures, and the ability for the

end user to easily use the computational workflows provided. We show wide-ranging

capability demonstrations: for the titanium–oxygen system, SiO2, crystalline and liquid

water, as well as phase-change memory materials. More generally, our study illustrates

how automation can speed up atomistic machine learning—with a long-term vision of

making it a genuine mainstream tool in physics, chemistry, and materials science.
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Machine-learned interatomic potentials (MLIPs) are now established as the method of choice

for large-scale, quantum-mechanically accurate atomistic simulations1–5, with applications

ranging from high-pressure research6–8 to the discovery of molecular reaction mechanisms9,10

and even to the realistic modelling of proteins11. MLIPs are trained on quantum-mechanical

reference data—typically derived from density-functional theory (DFT)—using a variety of

methods from linear fits12–14 and Gaussian process regression15 to neural-network architec-

tures16–22. Traditionally, MLIPs have been largely hand-crafted models, built using config-

urations manually tailored for domain-specific tasks23–26, such as the fracture of silicon24

or the crystallisation of Ge–Sb–Te memory materials26. More recently, a trend has emerged

towards pre-trained or ‘foundational’ MLIPs27,28: these models are fitted to large datasets

including many chemical elements, and can be fine-tuned for downstream tasks27,29.

With sophisticated MLIP fitting frameworks available and continuously improving, we argue

that the next area of innovation lies in the data used to train the models30,31. The aforemen-

tioned fine-tuning is one example of the more general challenges in this field: constructing

high-quality datasets still remains a non-trivial, time- and labor-intensive aspect of MLIP

model development, and (more) efficient methods for data generation are needed. Com-

monly, active-learning strategies are now used to iteratively optimise datasets by identifying

rare events and selecting the most relevant configurations via suitable error estimates32–34.

Active learning has been widely used to explore phase transitions35–37 and chemical reac-

tions38–40. And yet, such methods often still rely on costly ab initio MD computations to

expand and refine the training datasets.

Currently available ‘foundational’ MLIPs are typically fitted to a dataset comprising relax-

ation trajectories of diverse crystalline materials sourced from the Materials Project initia-

tive43. The present work is concerned with the—somewhat orthogonal—question of how one

can build an MLIP model from scratch: exploring local minima but also highly unfavourable

regions of a given potential-energy surface, which need to be taught to a robust potential. Pre-

vious work showed that random structure searching (RSS) provides a particularly promising

approach for the exploration and iterative fitting of configurational space (Fig. 1a–c)44–50.
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Figure 1: Exploration and fitting of potential-energy surfaces. From left to right, the process
involves: (a) the random sampling of structures, using suitable constraints (in this simple cartoon,
we assume that we are searching for crystal structures of a binary compound, containing one atom
of each type under periodic boundary conditions); (b) the relaxation of those structures into local
minima which correspond to relevant crystal structures; and (c) the fitting of ML potentials. Panel (d)
provides a high-level overview of the workflow structure: the left-hand side is a cartoon of a ‘flow’
consisting of two arbitrary ‘jobs’ to be carried out in sequence, and the schematic in the main part
of the figure summarises our approach taken in autoplex. We colour-code the different key steps
in white (random structure generation, here using the buildcell code of AIRSS41,42), red (iterative
exploration), yellow (DFT single-point computations), and blue (ML interatomic potential fitting).
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The principle of the original RSS approach, known as Ab Initio Random Structure Searching

(AIRSS)41,42, is illustrated by panels a–b in Fig. 1, and the GAP-RSS approach proposed in

Ref. 44 unifies it with MLIP fitting: using gradually improved potential models to drive the

searches, without relying on any first-principles relaxations (only requiring DFT single-point

evaluations) or pre-existing force fields. We note that AIRSS has been used as part of the

approach for developing the recently described ‘graph networks for materials exploration’

(GNoME)51 and MatterSim52 models to create structurally diverse training data.

To date, these RSS-related approaches still depend heavily on the user’s expertise and time

and are by no means trivial to implement. This challenge is particularly apparent for very

large training datasets, where manually executing and monitoring tens of thousands of indi-

vidual tasks is practically impossible. A similar challenge was previously observed in DFT-

driven materials discovery, and automation approaches have been developed in response53:

numerous workflow systems can now be used to streamline first-principles materials explo-

ration54–58. Owing to such efforts, together with high-performance computing facilities,

DFT-driven high-throughput simulations have become commonplace today and have played

an important role in the computational discovery of new materials59–61. However, the same

level of maturity has not yet been achieved for the full development pipeline of MLIPs (explo-

ration, sampling, fitting, refinement): although important steps have recently been made62–67,

the development of fully automated workflows for MLIPs remains in high demand.

Here, we describe an automated implementation of iterative exploration and MLIP fitting

through data-driven random searching, focusing on both the automation infrastructure and

its implications for materials modelling applications. We show that, within the open-source

autoplex code we have developed, MLIP fitting can be carried out in a largely automated

way on high-performance computing systems and in a high-throughput manner—and we

show how the resulting potentials are robust and useful, especially given the ease with which

they can be created from scratch. We expect that this work will contribute to the mainstream

uptake of ML-driven atomistic modelling in the wider community in the years ahead.
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Results

The autoplex framework

The autoplex framework is a modular set of software that is interfaced to widely-used com-

putational and automation infrastructure where applicable. In particular, our code follows the

core principles of (and reuses some functionalities implemented in) the atomate268 frame-

work, which in turn underpins the Materials Project43 initiative. The code is available openly

via GitHub, distributed under a permissive licence, and accompanied by documentation to fa-

cilitate its uptake. In the present work, we mainly use the Gaussian approximation potential

(GAP)15 framework to drive exploration and potential fitting, leveraging the data efficiency

of GAP and building on previous successful applications for this purpose44,48. We do note

that autoplex is designed to accommodate other MLIP architectures as well.

We demonstrate the validity of the method using key examples, moving up in difficulty from

elemental silicon to the polymorphs of TiO2, and onwards to the full binary titanium–oxygen

system. Figure 2 shows the evolution of energy prediction errors for relevant crystalline

modifications with an increasing number of DFT single-point evaluations used to create GAP-

RSS models. Each panel in Fig. 2 corresponds to a separate round of iterative, automated

training using autoplex. Each step encompasses 100 single-point DFT evaluations whose

results are added to the training dataset.

Silicon (Fig. 2a)—perhaps the classic test case for any materials simulation method—has a

main allotrope with the diamond-type structure, and multiple higher-pressure forms, promi-

nently the β -tin type structure. We also include the open-framework oS24 allotrope of sili-

con69 as an example of a metastable phase that has been experimentally characterised and in-

cludes lower-symmetric atomic environments, as a more challenging test case for autoplex.

The tests in Fig. 2a are similar to earlier work in Ref. 48 and, for consistency, use the same

DFT parameters as in that previous work (e.g., the same exchange–correlation functional).

All three allotropes are well described to within an accuracy on the order of 0.01 eV at.−1:

the highly symmetric diamond- and β -tin-type structures with ≈ 500 DFT single-point eval-
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Figure 2: Automated exploration of key materials systems. We show the results of autoplex runs,
characterised by the energy prediction error of the models, for gradually more complex scenarios:
(a) the diamond-type and β -tin-type form of elemental silicon, as well as the open-framework oS24
allotrope described in Ref. 69; (b) the common rutile and anatase forms of TiO2, as well as the
less common ‘B’ polymorph; and (c) three phases from the full binary Ti–O system. Note that the
exploration for panel (b) included only stoichiometrically precise TiO2 structures, whereas that in
panel (c) used a variable composition range. The data are shown in a style similar to Ref. 48, with
energy errors limited by a set minimum value (we take 0.001 eV at.−1 to roughly correspond to the
accuracy limit achievable using DFT48). Lines between symbols are guides to the eye.

uations, the oS24 structure within a few thousand (Fig. 2a). We take 0.01 eV at.−1 to be

a ‘sensible’ accuracy target for random exploration, and indicate this value by dashed hori-

zontal lines in Fig. 2. The higher numerical error for β -tin-type compared to diamond-type

silicon (green vs. blue in Fig. 2a) is consistent with previous work on a general-purpose GAP

model for the element24 as well as an earlier GAP-RSS study48.

The binary oxide, TiO2, is structurally highly diverse, therefore forming a suitable next target

for testing a crystal-structure searching method. The compound mainly exists in two common

forms—rutile and anatase—which contain distorted octahedrally coordinated [TiO6] units

and differ in the connectivity of the coordination polyhedra. We also include the bronze-

type (‘B-’) polymorph of TiO2, which is less abundant, but has been of interest for battery

research70,71. Figure 2b shows that while the two main polymorphs are again correctly recov-

ered, and the prediction error for B-TiO2 reduces to a few tens of meV at.−1 as well, the latter

polymorph appears to be distinctly more difficult to ‘learn’ than the two simpler ones.
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Table 1: Comparison of errors between the GAP-RSS-based TiO2 potential (Fig. 2b) and the Ti–O po-
tential (Fig. 2c) across major Ti–O polymorphs. Each error estimate is based on 10 ‘rattled’ structures,
generated by applying random displacements to the atomic positions of the ground-state structures
with a standard deviation of 0.01 Å.

RMSE (meV at.−1)
GAP-RSS GAP-RSS

Compound Structure type (TiO2 only) (Full Ti–O system)
TiO2 Anatase 0.1 0.7
TiO2 Baddeleyite 1.1 28
TiO2 Brookite 10 8.2
TiO2 Columbite 1.0 0.9
TiO2 Rutile 0.2 1.8
TiO2 TiO2-B 24 20
Ti3O5 Ti3O5 105 19
Ti3O5 V3O5(HT) 10 4.1
Ti2O3 Al2O3 144 9.1
TiO NaCl —a 0.6
Ti2O Ti2O —a 2.2
Ti3O Ti3O —a 23
aIn these cases, errors were > 1 eV at.−1, and numerical values are therefore not
meaningful to report.

We finally study the exploration of a full binary system containing multiple phases with varied

stoichiometric compositions. In Fig. 2c, we present the results of testing our approach on

compounds with different stoichiometric compositions (and electronic structure), viz. Ti2O3,

TiO, and Ti2O. While we truncate the plot at 0.001 eV at.−1, we emphasise that we already

consider achieving an accuracy of ≈ 0.01 eV at.−1 to be sufficient in this test of random

exploration. It is fair to observe that compared to simpler phases such as rutile and anatase,

achieving the target accuracy in this case requires a greater number of iterations, as the search

space is more complex.

Table 1 shows results for relevant main Ti–O polymorphs, evaluated with the TiO2 potential

from Fig. 2b, and with the Ti–O potential from Fig. 2c. This is a particularly instructive case

because it allows us to probe the limits of the method: if only trained on TiO2, a GAP-RSS

model will faithfully capture the polymorphs with this specific stoichiometric composition,

but produces unacceptable errors when applied to compositions that deviate largely from the
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stoichiometry (> 100 meV at.−1 for one of the Ti3O5 polymorphs, and > 1 eV at.−1 for

rocksalt-type TiO, for example). In contrast, by training the model for the full Ti–O system

(cf. Fig. 2c), we are able to obtain an accurate description for several different phases. This

example highlights the flexibility of autoplex in handling varying stoichiometric composi-

tions, requiring no substantially greater effort from the user than that for a single stoichio-

metrically precise compound—all that is required is a change in input parameters for RSS,

and probably a moderately increased amount of computational resources. In contrast, the

workload for common manual (AI)MD-based approaches would increase substantially, as a

single trajectory typically handles only one crystal type and stoichiometric composition. We

note that likely, the overall accuracy of those models can be improved further—for the time

being, we report them as obtained with standard DFT and GAP fitting settings.

High-level potentials at moderate computational cost

A distinct advantage of the RSS approach for potential fitting is that it requires only single-

point computations to generate the reference data44. We therefore posit that we are able to

use autoplex to easily build high-quality potentials beyond the ‘standard’ GGA functionals

that are commonly used. We show here an example where higher-level data are crucial.

The seemingly simple silicon dioxide, SiO2, has long posed challenges for atomistic mod-

elling (see Ref. 25 and references therein). We start by running our workflow using the

economic Perdew–Burke–Ernzerhof (PBE) functional72. We then re-run the workflow with

the same RSS parameter settings, this time using the Strongly Constrained and Appropriately

Normed (SCAN) functional73. Figure 3a shows that for α-quartz, achieving high prediction

accuracy (1 meV at.−1) with both PBE and SCAN functionals requires less than 10,000 CPU

core hours, corresponding to nominal costs on the order of $100. For the structurally more

complex α-cristobalite polymorph, SCAN incurs higher computational costs compared to

PBE but still remains at the scale of 10,000s of core hours.

Why SCAN? The importance of using this higher-rung functional in this case becomes ap-

parent when inspecting the absolute energy predictions of the different MLIPs. PBE fails
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Figure 3: Accessing higher-rung DFT for SiO2. (a) Energy prediction errors for α-quartz and α-
cristobalite, plotted as a function of computational cost for autoplex runs using the PBE and SCAN
functionals, respectively. (b) DFT-computed energies of key SiO2 polymorphs, relative to α-quartz
which is set as energy zero. Note that PBE erroneously predicts α-cristobalite as being more stable
than α-quartz. (c) Energy difference between α-quartz and α-cristobalite as a function of the number
of training structures for GAP@PBE and GAP@SCAN models.

to correctly reproduce the stability ordering of SiO2 polymorphs (see Fig. 3b), incorrectly

predicting that α-cristobalite is more stable than α-quartz. This is an issue that is well known

for some DFT methods (see, e.g., an early study in Ref. 74). By contrast, SCAN does iden-

tify α-quartz as stable—and indeed this DFT level has been used to train an MLIP for SiO2

before25, as well as a more comprehensive one for the binary Si–O system75. Further work

could now include a direct benchmarking of our candidate RSS-derived MLIPs, as well as

other data-generation workflows64–67, against the models of Refs. 25 and 75.

Figure 3c illustrates the energy difference between α-cristobalite and α-quartz as a func-

tion of the number of training structures for GAP models trained with PBE and SCAN. The

results indicate that the stability predictions from both GAP-RSS runs align well with the re-

spective DFT results—but because of the underlying training data, the GAP@SCAN model

is qualitatively correct (∆E > 0), whereas the GAP@PBE model is not (∆E < 0).

Table 2 shows the results for additional SiO2 polymorphs: aside from α-cristobalite, the sta-
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Table 2: Comparison of energy differences between various SiO2 polymorphs and α-quartz using
different DFT methods and GAP models at the PBE and SCAN levels. (Unit: meV at.−1)

∆(E −Eα-quartz)PBE ∆(E −Eα-quartz)SCAN

Structure type DFT GAP-RSS DFT GAP-RSS
coesite 30 31 11 12
stishovite 186 185 128 127
α-cristobalite –7.9a –7.5a 7.4 7.5
moganite –0.4a –3.5a 1.8 6.2
tridymite –8.2a –11a 8.4 7.6
aThese polymorphs are erroneously predicted to be more stable than α-quartz at the
PBE level.

bility order of moganite and tridymite with respect to α-quartz is also inaccurately predicted

by DFT@PBE and GAP@PBE. In contrast, DFT@SCAN and GAP@SCAN successfully

capture the stability of different crystal structures with overall accuracy. However, in terms

of numerical precision, there is no significant difference between the performance of the

GAP@PBE and GAP@SCAN models. Even polymorphs with more complex unit cells are

still predicted within our primary accuracy target of 10 meV at.−1.

Describing water with different architectures

While most of the potentials herein use the GAP framework, we explore the use of different

MLIP fitting approaches, specifically that of graph-neural-network potentials. We do this

using a ‘textbook’ example of a molecular system.

Figure 4 characterises results for liquid water and ice polymorphs, obtained using the SCAN

functional73. We run GAP-RSS iterations as before, initially including configurations of > 1

eV at.−1 above the convex hull, and then gradually exploring lower-energy structures. These

searches typically use small unit cells, and therefore it is encouraging to see that the resulting

potentials lead to a qualitatively correct description of the structure of liquid water in MD

simulations (Fig. 4a). We do not present the H· · ·H interactions here, as our MD simulations

do not account for nuclear quantum effects, which significantly influence the first peak of the

radial distribution function (RDF)—see, e.g., Ref. 76 for a discussion of these effects.
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Figure 4: Liquid water and ice polymorphs. (a) Radial distribution functions (RDFs) of H–O and
O–O pairs comparing experimental data (H–O: Ref. 77; O–O: Ref. 78) with GAP-RSS model predic-
tions at 300 K. (b) Same for predictions from a NequIP model, fitted to the same training set as the
GAP-RSS model. (c) Average hydrogen-bond number as a function of simulation time for GAP and
NequIP models, showing close agreement with previous DFT-calculated values (data from Ref. 79).
The hydrogen-bond criterion is defined as the O–O distance being smaller than 3.5 Å and the O–H–O
angle being larger than 140◦. (d) Comparison of ML-predicted energies from GAP and NequIP mod-
els fitted to the GAP-RSS dataset, against DFT energies for various ice polymorphs80, including those
experimentally observed (labeled ‘expt.’) and those theoretically hypothesised (labeled ‘hyp.’). For
this test, structures were taken from Ref. 80, and re-evaluated with DFT using the SCAN functional73.
This plot highlights the improved extrapolation capability of the NequIP model, compared to the ini-
tial GAP-RSS one, in capturing energy trends across different phases.
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With an initial GAP-RSS-based dataset available, we carried out fits using the NequIP ar-

chitecture19, and used the resulting models to drive MD simulations in LAMMPS81. We

used the implementations of the NequIP architecture, the training loop, and the relevant pair

style from the graph-pes package to do this82. We find that both GAP and NequIP mod-

els fitted to the same GAP-RSS dataset can qualitatively describe key structural features of

liquid water (Fig. 4a–b), with the NequIP model showing some improvements for the third

peak in the H–O RDF and the first peak in the O–O RDF (Fig. 4b). We emphasise that both

fits could most likely be improved by using hand-crafted datasets: the aim of Fig. 4 is not to

benchmark specific architectures, but to test what type of practical use can be gained from an

MLIP model fitted purely to automatically generated RSS data.

The unique properties of liquid water are usually attributed to its strong hydrogen-bond

network83,84. Figure 4c shows that both our GAP and NequIP models, fitted to the same

autoplex-generated GAP-RSS dataset, can appropriately describe the number of hydrogen

bonds per molecule in liquid water in molecular-dynamics simulations, falling within the pre-

viously reported range of 3.48 to 3.84 based on different density functionals79. The NequIP

model predicts a slightly higher average than the original GAP-RSS one, around 3.6, which is

closer to the upper end of the range. We note in passing that MD simulations using random-

search-based ‘ephemeral data-derived potentials’ (EDDPs) have been presented recently85,

in that case for hydrogen diffusion in ScH12.

Beyond liquid water, we also tested our models by predicting the energies of 52 ice crystal

structures80 (structures taken from Ref. 80; Fig. 4d). Here, the results from the GAP-RSS

model are highly scattered, whereas the NequIP model shows improved predictive accuracy.

The poor performance of the GAP model could be due to the presence of low-density phases

in the dataset—which, in turn, would underscore the extrapolation capability of the NequIP

model, allowing it to better handle structures that are substantially different from the training

data.

The above discussion suggests that the GAP-RSS dataset is not only effective for training a

GAP model itself, but is also beneficial for use with other, more complex fitting frameworks.
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Future work will explore the suitability of autoplex-generated (GAP-) RSS datasets as a

pre-training task for subsequent fine-tuning of NequIP (and other MLIP) models, building

on our previous study which showed that pre-training NequIP models can enhance not only

numerical quality in the low-data regime, but also stability in MD simulations86.

Application to chalcogenide memory materials

We finally demonstrate the applicability of autoplex to an inorganic material system of ‘real-

world’ interest. For this purpose, we focus on two ternary chalcogenides, viz. Ge1Sb2Te4

and In3Sb1Te2, which are relevant for applications in phase-change memory devices87–89.

We have recently hand-built a GAP model for compositions along the pseudo-binary line

between GeTe and Sb2Te3 (referred to as ‘GST’ alloys)26, enabling an accurate description

of the amorphous structure (digital ‘zero bits’) and its crystallisation (‘0 → 1’). One of the

challenges in modelling amorphous GST is the formation of tetrahedral structural motifs (Fig.

5a), which are relevant for ageing phenomena: the amount of those tetrahedra has been argued

to change over time, affecting the stability of the zero bits90. However, this hand-crafted

GAP model (denoted ‘GST-GAP-22’) took months to complete, involving multiple runs of

domain-specific iterations to cover the structural complexity of the Ge–Sb–Te system26. This

makes Ge1Sb2Te4 an excellent candidate for testing our automated, RSS-based workflows in

computational practice.

Compared to GST, In3Sb1Te2 (‘IST’ in the following) is a rather unconventional phase-

change material, with structural building blocks slightly different from those of GST. The

latter alloys structurally resemble their constituent binary phases (viz. GeTe and Sb2Te3), and

they can take disordered and defective rocksalt-like metastable structures (see Ref. 94 and

references therein). The relevant ternary In–Sb–Te compound, viz. In3Sb1Te2, crystallises in

a disordered rocksalt-type structure with no substantial amount of cation vacancies95. Unlike

GST, which does contain such vacancies, IST has all cation sites fully occupied by In atoms

(Fig. 5b), with no notable cation disorder. Instead, its structural complexity arises from an-

ion disorder, as Sb and Te share the same substructure. A previous AIMD study revealed that
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Figure 5: Structural and dynamic properties of phase-change materials. (a–b) Schematics of the
structural transitions for Ge1Sb2Te4 and In3Sb1Te2, respectively, between crystalline (‘1’) and amor-
phous (‘0’) phases. (c) Radial distribution function (RDF) and (d) distribution of shortest-path rings
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ulation period of 350 ps. Atoms are colour-coded based on a kernel-based ‘crystallinity’ measure92,93:
yellow indicates high crystallinity, and red indicates amorphous regions.

14



amorphous IST exhibits a large number of four-, five-, and six-membered rings91 (Fig. 5b,

right), indicating that its medium-range order is more complex than that of amorphous GST

(where four-membered rings are predominant).

In the context of MLIP development, IST is an example of a less widely explored material:

there are not as many AIMD studies as for GST, nor is there an existing potential model to

our knowledge. We argue that instead of manually constructing a training dataset, the user

can now use automated approaches, such as the one in autoplex, to study less-common

functional materials, at least as a starting point.

Figure 5c–g characterises the performance of GAP-RSS models for both phase-change ma-

terials. We first quantified the local structural properties by computing RDFs (Fig. 5c and

Fig. 5e), and then calculated ring statistics which allow us to assess the medium-range order

in those structures (Fig. 5d and Fig. 5f). The performance of these models is encouraging,

given how inexpensive it has been to fit compared to existing MLIPs for Ge–Sb–Te com-

pounds (e.g., the one of Ref. 26, fitted to a large set of DFT data including domain-specific

configurations). Moreover, it shows that our approach not only works well for materials

with established domain knowledge but also performs effectively for materials with limited

domain knowledge.

We finally ran a GAP-driven MD simulation of the crystallisation process in Ge1Sb2Te4

(Fig. 5g), corresponding to the SET operation in memory devices (‘0 → 1’). We used a

kernel similarity metric92 to quantify the gradual structural ordering process, as in our pre-

vious work (Ref. 93). The simulation shows a rapid growth proceeding at the amorphous–

crystalline interface, leading to the formation of a largely ordered, defective rocksalt-like

structure. We note that this crystallisation simulation using GAP was essentially completed

after 350 ps, more quickly than what was seen in ab initio (DFT-based) MD simulations93 and

using the hand-crafted GST-GAP-22 potential26. However, the former approach is computa-

tionally highly demanding93, and the latter is a specialised MLIP that has been deliberately

trained on ‘domain-specific’ configurations that correspond to the intermediate steps between

fully amorphous and fully recrystallised Ge–Sb–Te materials. Our GAP-RSS based model,
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used to drive the simulations characterised in Fig. 5g, is trained in a much simpler way, and

using only relatively small-scale configurations—perhaps it could serve as a starting point

for constructing subsequent, more complex MLIP training datasets. Further tests for other

phase-change memory materials are planned for the future.

Discussion

Automation is one of the major open challenges in ML potentials for materials and poised

to accelerate their development into general mainstream simulation models. We have here

shown how iterative exploration and MLIP fitting, initially proposed within the GAP-RSS

framework44, can be automated substantially and at scale by integration with existing soft-

ware ecosystems. The resulting autoplex code is openly available and free to use, and we

expect that in the long run, it will develop into a computational ecosystem of its own for the

next generation of ML-driven materials modelling.

Methodologically, our work contributes to addressing the wider-ranging open question about

how MLIPs are best developed and used going forward. Random searching provides a core

approach to generating robust potentials, and our present results suggest a remarkable amount

of stability that can be gained from RSS using small cells alone: therefore ML-driven iterative

RSS appears to emerge as a standard technique for at least providing a starting point for

potential fitting96. We have previously pointed out that RSS datasets can constitute useful

benchmark tasks for evaluating MLIP models97,98, and we expect growing usefulness of this

aspect as systematic benchmarking becomes more important in the community.

In the years ahead, we expect that automated approaches to dataset construction—including

the one in autoplex we have presented here—will play an increasingly important role in the

field. With these efforts, and together with the demonstrated capabilities of advanced MLIP

fitting architectures27,28,51,52, universal ML models for atomistic simulations could become

widely established—which could make ML-driven modelling the genuine default in the field,

just like direct quantum-mechanical modelling has been the default for many years.
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Methods

ML potentials

MLIPs represent a given quantum-mechanical potential-energy surface. The models used
herein are based on a local (atom-wise) decomposition of the total energy15,16,

Ê = ∑
i

ε̂(xi), (1)

where the atomic energies are learned as a function of the atom’s local environment, ex-
pressed through a general descriptor, xi, and the ML-predicted total energy, Ê, is obtained by
summing over the per-atom contributions.

For most of the present study, we used the Gaussian Approximation Potential (GAP) frame-
work15, together with the SOAP descriptor92 to featurise atomic environments. However,
the approaches are more general, and we include interfaces to the ACEpotentials.jl99,
NequIP19, M3GNet21, and MACE20 codes in the current public version of autoplex as
well. We refer to the original literature for details of the methods.

RSS and iterative fitting

Random searching is an established approach to exploring configurational spaces and has
seen large success in the context of the AIRSS framework by Pickard and Needs41,42. In Ref.
44, it was proposed to combine RSS exploration with the fitting of potential-energy surfaces,
gradually improving the models through iterative training (which had already been in itself
a standard approach using iterative MD23) and not requiring any DFT-based relaxation but
only single-point DFT evaluations, running all relaxations with GAP models instead. Note
that the combination of structural searches and iterative MLIP fitting is not at all restricted to
GAP or (AI)RSS—it has been demonstrated for other frameworks as well45,47.

The approach was extended in Ref. 48 by including appropriate selection steps (both struc-
turally and energetically based). Subsequent work introduced the wfl software64. The lat-
ter work is different from ours in that it runs workflows through a custom implementation,
whereas autoplex interfaces to atomate2 and its diverse set of DFT-based workflows with
default inputs and other software where possible.

Within autoplex, we have incorporated several methodological features. Our framework
now supports multiple sets of buildcell input parameters, which define the scope of the
RSS search and directly impact the diversity of the generated structures. Furthermore, we
have implemented a Hookean repulsion force to prevent atoms from approaching each other
too closely, which can help to produce more physically plausible configurations.

17



Automation

In the present work, we focus on automating RSS and RSS-driven iterative potential fit-
ting. We describe a software implementation that is connected to the atomate2 ecosystem.
atomate2 is a library of computational materials science workflows that have mostly been
developed in the context of the Materials Project43. As in atomate2, we rely on jobflow100

for writing workflows and jobflow-remote or fireworks101 for executing workflows and
scheduling computing tasks. For handling DFT inputs and outputs and interfaces with ML
potentials, we rely on pymatgen102 and the Atomic Simulation Environment (ASE)103.

For automatic DFT computations, we use existing atomate2 workflows but set default pa-
rameters suitable for high-accuracy MLIPs. We furthermore automated in-between between
data generation on the one hand (DFT, typically), and fitting MLIPs on the other hand. We de-
fine both as methods-agnostic: for the DFT part, the automation is handled by the atomate2
etc. frameworks, for the fitting part, we provide direct interfaces to relevant software.

Technical details

Reference data were obtained using projector augmented-wave (PAW) potentials104,105 as
implemented in the Vienna Ab Initio Simulation Package (VASP)105,106. To describe the ef-
fects of exchange and correlation, we used the Perdew–Burke–Ernzerhof (PBE) functional72,
its revised parameterisation for solids (PBEsol)107, as well as the Strongly Constrained and
Appropriately Normed (SCAN) functional73, depending on the specific material system to be
studied. The DFT settings were similar to previous work for silicon48, Ti–O108, SiO2 (Ref.
25), water109, and phase-change materials26 (here using the same settings for GST and IST),
and adapted where appropriate. Structures were visualised using OVITO110.

Data availability

Data supporting this work, including raw data and Python notebooks to reproduce the plots,
will be made available via GitHub upon journal publication.

Code availability

The autoplex software is openly available at https://github.com/autoatml/autoplex.
The code is under ongoing development; a copy of the version used for the results presented
herein (v0.0.7) is deposited in Zenodo (https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.14169361).

18

https://github.com/autoatml/autoplex
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.14169361


Acknowledgements

We thank L.-B. Pasca and L. Wu for help with early tests. This work was supported through a
UK Research and Innovation Frontier Research grant [grant number EP/X016188/1]. J.D.M.
acknowledges funding from the EPSRC Centre for Doctoral Training in Inorganic Chemistry
for Future Manufacturing (OxICFM), EP/S023828/1. We are grateful for computational sup-
port from the UK national high performance computing service, ARCHER2, for which access
was obtained via the UKCP consortium and funded by EPSRC grant ref EP/X035891/1. Ad-
ditionally, we acknowledge the Gauss Centre for Supercomputing e.V. (www.gauss-centre.eu)
for funding this project by providing generous computing time on the GCS Supercomputer
SuperMUC-NG at Leibniz Supercomputing Centre (www.lrz.de) (project pn73da) that en-
abled testing of the implementations in autoplex.

Author contributions

Y.L. and J.D.M. developed the RSS automation code in autoplex. Y.L., C.E., N.L.F.,
A.A.N., and J.G. are the core autoplex code developers and maintainers at the time of this
writing. Y.L., J.L.A.G., N.L.F., and Y.Z. carried out numerical experiments. J.G. and V.L.D.
designed and supervised the research. Y.L. and V.L.D. drafted the manuscript, and all authors
contributed to the final version.

References

1. Behler, J. First principles neural network potentials for reactive simulations of large
molecular and condensed systems. Angew. Chem. Int. Ed. 56, 12828–12840 (2017).
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48. Bernstein, N., Csányi, G. & Deringer, V. L. De novo exploration and self-guided learn-
ing of potential-energy surfaces. npj Comput. Mater. 5, 99 (2019).

22



49. Pickard, C. J. Ephemeral data derived potentials for random structure search. Phys.
Rev. B 106, 014102 (2022).

50. Pickard, C. J. Beyond theory driven discovery: introducing hot random search and da-
tum derived structures. Faraday Discuss. Advance Article, DOI: 10.1039/D4FD00134F
(2024).

51. Merchant, A. et al. Scaling deep learning for materials discovery. Nature 624, 80–85
(2023).

52. Yang, H. et al. MatterSim: A deep learning atomistic model across elements, tempera-
tures and pressures (2024). Preprint at https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.04967.

53. George, J. Automation in DFT-based computational materials science. Trends Chem.
3, 697–699 (2021).

54. Curtarolo, S. et al. Aflow: An automatic framework for high-throughput materials
discovery. Comput. Mater. Sci. 58, 218–226 (2012).

55. Kirklin, S. et al. The Open Quantum Materials Database (OQMD): assessing the accu-
racy of DFT formation energies. npj Comput. Mater. 1, 15010 (2015).

56. Pizzi, G., Cepellotti, A., Sabatini, R., Marzari, N. & Kozinsky, B. AiiDA: automated
interactive infrastructure and database for computational science. Comput. Mater. Sci.
111, 218–230 (2016).

57. Mathew, K. et al. Atomate: A high-level interface to generate, execute, and analyze
computational materials science workflows. Comput. Mater. Sci. 139, 140–152 (2017).

58. Choudhary, K. et al. The joint automated repository for various integrated simulations
(JARVIS) for data-driven materials design. npj Comput. Mater. 6, 173 (2020).
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74. Demuth, T., Jeanvoine, Y., Hafner, J. & Ángyán, J. G. Polymorphism in silica studied in
the local density and generalized-gradient approximations. J. Phys.: Condens. Matter
11, 3833–3874 (1999).

75. Erhard, L. C., Rohrer, J., Albe, K. & Deringer, V. L. Modelling atomic and nanoscale
structure in the silicon–oxygen system through active machine learning. Nat. Commun.
15, 1927 (2024).

24

https://github.com/materialsproject/atomate2
https://github.com/materialsproject/atomate2


76. Markland, T. E. & Ceriotti, M. Nuclear quantum effects enter the mainstream. Nat.
Rev. Chem. 2, 0109 (2018).

77. Soper, A. The radial distribution functions of water and ice from 220 to 673 K and at
pressures up to 400 MPa. Chem. Phys. 258, 121–137 (2000).

78. Skinner, L. B., Benmore, C. J., Neuefeind, J. C. & Parise, J. B. The structure of water
around the compressibility minimum. J. Chem. Phys. 141, 214507 (2014).

79. Todorova, T., Seitsonen, A. P., Hutter, J., Kuo, I.-F. W. & Mundy, C. J. Molecular
dynamics simulation of liquid water: Hybrid density functionals. J. Phys. Chem. B 110,
3685–3691 (2006).

80. Monserrat, B., Brandenburg, J. G., Engel, E. A. & Cheng, B. Liquid water contains the
building blocks of diverse ice phases. Nat. Commun. 11, 5757 (2020).

81. Thompson, A. P. et al. LAMMPS - a flexible simulation tool for particle-based materials
modeling at the atomic, meso, and continuum scales. Comp. Phys. Comm. 271, 108171
(2022).

82. Gardner, J. L. A. graph-pes: train and use graph-based Machine-Learned models of
Potential Energy Surfaces. https://github.com/jla-gardner/graph-pes (2024).
Version 0.0.10.

83. Poole, P. H., Sciortino, F., Grande, T., Stanley, H. E. & Angell, C. A. Effect of hydrogen
bonds on the thermodynamic behavior of liquid water. Phys. Rev. Lett. 73, 1632 (1994).

84. Kumar, R., Schmidt, J. & Skinner, J. Hydrogen bonding definitions and dynamics in
liquid water. J. Chem. Phys. 126, 204107 (2007).

85. Salzbrenner, P. T. et al. Developments and further applications of ephemeral data de-
rived potentials. J. Chem. Phys. 159, 144801 (2023).

86. Gardner, J. L. A., Baker, K. T. & Deringer, V. L. Synthetic pre-training for neural-
network interatomic potentials. Mach. Learn.: Sci. Technol. 5, 015003 (2024).

87. Wuttig, M. & Yamada, N. Phase-change materials for rewriteable data storage. Nat.
Mater. 6, 824–832 (2007).

88. Selmo, S. et al. Low power phase change memory switching of ultra-thin In3Sb1Te2

nanowires. Appl. Phys. Lett. 109, 213103 (2016).

89. Zhang, W., Mazzarello, R., Wuttig, M. & Ma, E. Designing crystallization in phase-
change materials for universal memory and neuro-inspired computing. Nat. Rev. Mater.
4, 150–168 (2019).

25

https://github.com/jla-gardner/graph-pes


90. Raty, J. Y. et al. Aging mechanisms in amorphous phase-change materials. Nat. Com-
mun. 6, 7467 (2015).

91. Los, J. H., Kühne, T. D., Gabardi, S. & Bernasconi, M. First-principles study of the
amorphous In3SbTe2 phase change compound. Phys. Rev. B 88, 174203 (2013).
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