
CrystalGRW: Generative Modeling of Crystal Structures with Targeted Properties
via Geodesic Random Walks

Krit Tangsongcharoen,1, 2, ∗ Teerachote Pakornchote,3, † Chayanon Atthapak,1

Natthaphon Choomphon-anomakhun,1 Annop Ektarawong,1, 4 Björn Alling,5

Christopher Sutton,3 Thiti Bovornratanaraks,1, 2, ‡ and Thiparat Chotibut4, §

1Extreme Conditions Physics Research Laboratory and Center of Excellence in Physics of Energy Materials (CE:PEM),
Department of Physics, Faculty of Science, Chulalongkorn University, Bangkok 10330, Thailand

2Thailand Center of Excellence in Physics, Ministry of Higher Education, Science,
Research and Innovation, 328 Si Ayutthaya Road, Bangkok 10400, Thailand

3Department of Chemistry and Biochemistry, University of South Carolina, South Carolina 29208, USA
4Chula Intelligent and Complex Systems Lab, Department of Physics,

Faculty of Science, Chulalongkorn University, Bangkok 10330, Thailand
5Theoretical Physics Division, Department of Physics,
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Determining whether a candidate crystalline material is thermodynamically stable depends on
identifying its true ground-state structure, a central challenge in computational materials science.
We introduce CrystalGRW, a diffusion-based generative model on Riemannian manifolds that pro-
poses novel crystal configurations and can predict stable phases validated by density functional
theory. The crystal properties, such as fractional coordinates, atomic types, and lattice matrices,
are represented on suitable Riemannian manifolds, ensuring that new predictions generated through
the diffusion process preserve the periodicity of crystal structures. We incorporate an equivariant
graph neural network to also account for rotational and translational symmetries during the gen-
eration process. CrystalGRW demonstrates the ability to generate realistic crystal structures that
are close to their ground states with accuracy comparable to existing models, while also enabling
conditional control, such as specifying a desired crystallographic point group. These features help
accelerate materials discovery and inverse design by offering stable, symmetry-consistent crystal
candidates for experimental validation.

I. INTRODUCTION

Crystal structures, defined as the periodic arrangement
of atoms in a lattice, directly influence material proper-
ties such as stability, band gap, and mechanical strength.
Understanding and predicting the behavior of materials
from the atomistic level relies on knowing accurate struc-
tures. The search for novel materials involves identifying
crystal structures and their compositions that are ther-
modynamically metastable. However, this task is com-
plicated by the vast number of degrees of freedom that
must be explored to identify local minima on the free
energy surface [1, 2].

Many advanced algorithms for sampling configurations
on the potential energy surface have been developed for
ground state structure prediction, these approaches typi-
cally combine (stochastic) samples technique such as evo-
lutionary algorithms, ab-initio random structure search-
ing, simulated annealing, metadynamics, basin hopping,
and molecular dynamics simulations [2–8], with quantum
mechanics-based method, such as density functional the-
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ory (DFT) to accurately predict the energy of the sam-
pled configurations. However, the cubic scaling with re-
spect to the number of basis functions in DFT leads to
a substantial computational time for searching for new
candidate materials. Machine-learned interatomic poten-
tials (MLIPs) are an accurate and efficient alternative to
DFT [9–16], and therefore can speed up the prediction
process. Nonetheless, improving the structure genera-
tion task remains an important challenge for materials
discovery.

Instead of the traditional approach of starting from
an initial structure and performing sampling to find
new (possibly lower energy) structures, generative mod-
els enable a direct and much more efficient way to pro-
duce novel molecular and crystal structures because they
can sample new materials given knowledge from the
learned data distribution without being constrained by
energy barriers [17–27]. Diffusion-based generative mod-
els draw principles from non-equilibrium thermodynam-
ics to transform random noise into structured data [28–
31]. These models generate samples through stochas-
tic differential equations (SDEs) that consist of data-
dependent drift and diffusion terms. The Brownian mo-
tion component introduces stochastic noise, enabling the
generation of new crystal structures [29]. Recent works
show that properly designed diffusion models can gener-
ate crystal structures with realistic characteristics, such
as atoms do not overlap, lattice parameters are rea-
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sonable, and crystallographic symmetries are imposed
[21, 22].

Moreover, materials discovery focuses not only on gen-
erating new structures but also on their properties. For
subsequent property prediction, the candidate structures
produced from generative approaches tend to closely re-
semble the DFT-optimized structures (similar to per-
forming a structure relaxation with MLIPs), thereby re-
ducing the time required for subsequent DFT relaxations.
Additionally, generative models can be applied for inverse
design, where the generated materials are tailored to pos-
sess specific, controlled properties [27, 32–35].

To specify crystal structures, three properties are es-
sential: fractional coordinates, atomic types, and lat-
tice matrices. The first two properties reside in distinct
non-Euclidean spaces, while the third property lies in
Euclidean space. In particular, fractional coordinates
lie on the 3D torus T3 = [0, 1)3 (Appendix A3), and
atomic-type compositions lie on the d-dimensional sim-
plex ∆d, with d ∼ 100 in many inorganic materials (Ap-
pendix A 4). Introducing naive stochastic noise can cor-
rupt these properties by moving them outside their nat-
ural domains. This issue can be circumvented by intro-
ducing noise distributions that align with their domains,
such as wrapped normal distributions for fractional co-
ordinates and categorical distributions for atomic types
[36, 37]. Models like DiffCSP [23] and MatterGen [27]
employ these domain-aligned approaches to generate
crystal properties, thereby improving crystal structure
generation.

Instead of selecting specific noise distributions that
align with the natural domains of the properties, Bortoli
et al. [38] introduced the Riemannian Score-Based Gen-
erative Model (RSGM), which extends diffusion models
to operate on Riemannian manifolds. In RSGM, data un-
dergo random walks along geodesic paths on manifolds
that appropriately represent the data’s natural domain,
rather than diffusing strictly within Euclidean space.
This framework enables the use of manifolds that ac-
commodate non-Euclidean crystal properties, such as 3D
torus for fractional coordinates and d-simplex for atomic
types. Recent advances have further enhanced diffu-
sion models on Riemannian manifolds. Riemannian flow
matching [39] unifies diffusion and flow models within
Riemannian manifolds, while FlowMM [25] leverages this
approach using optimal transport-based distributions for
crystal structure generation, thereby improving genera-
tion performance and accelerating the sampling process.

In this work, we introduce CrystalGRW, a genera-
tive model designed for crystal structure generation with
specifiable target properties. CrystalGRW combines the
Riemannian score-based generative model (RSGM) with
EquiformerV2 [13], an equivariant graph neural network
with an attention mechanism. The model generates three
key properties of crystals: atomic coordinates, atomic
types, and lattice parameters. We demonstrate that
CrystalGRW can produce realistic crystal structures that
are close to their ground states with accuracy compara-

ble to existing models. Moreover, our model incorporates
conditional control to specify properties of the generated
structures using classifier-free guidance [40]. To illustrate
this conditional control capability, we train CrystalGRW
to generate structures with specific point groups as dic-
tated by the input conditions, highlighting its potential
for targeted materials discovery.

II. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. CrystalGRW

The crystal generative model aims to generate crys-
tal properties x ∈ {r̃, ã,L} of N atoms in a unit cell
where r̃ =

(
r(1), . . . , r(N)

)
are fractional coordinates of

each atom, ã =
(
a(1), . . . ,a(N)

)
are their atomic types,

and L is a lattice matrix. Similar to diffusion probabilis-
tic models, we generate new data by reversing a diffusion
process, wherein trained neural networks map noise dis-
tributions to structured data distributions. In this work,
new crystals emerge through geodesic random walks on
manifolds that capture each property: a 3D torus for frac-
tional coordinates r(i), a d-dimensional simplex ∆d for
atomic-type probabilities a(i), and Euclidean space for
the lattice matrix L. See Section IVA and Appendix A
for details.
Although atomic-type vectors naturally reside in ∆d,

directly performing random walks on the simplex can be
cumbersome due to boundary conditions of its geometry.
To circumvent this, we adopt a uniform-spacing bijection
[41] that maps a(i) ∈ ∆d to A(i) ∈ Cd, d-dimensional hy-
percube. We then carry out the geodesic random walk on
A(i) ∈ Cd, where reflections at the boundary are straight-
forward (see Eq. (A11) and Appendix A 4), and finally
map back to a(i) ∈ ∆d. This approach preserves the sim-
plicity of a hypercube-based walk while respecting the
simplex geometry of atomic types.
For denoising crystal properties in reverse diffusion,

we employ EquiformerV2 [13], an equivariant graph neu-
ral network (GNN) that accounts for rotational and
translational equivariance to effectively capture tensorial
and vectorial quantities, e.g. atomic forces [12, 42–44].
Specifically, EquiformerV2 uses l-degree irreducible rep-
resentations (irreps) of the SO(3) group [45]. Fractional
coordinate denoiser is produced via an l = 1 output
head that yields a 3D equivariant vector, while atomic
type and lattice matrix denoisers come from l = 0 out-
put heads providing 100- and 9-dimensional invariant
features, respectively. Further details are given in Ap-
pendix B.
Fig. 1 illustrates training and sampling schemes of

CrystalGRW. During training, crystal properties are cor-
rupted using the geodesic random walk (GRW), as de-
scribed in Algorithm 1. A distorted structure is then
constructed from the corrupted properties and passed
through the graph neural network to learn the score func-
tion. For crystal structure generation, the three crystal
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properties are initially sampled from a random distri-
bution and gradually denoised through a reverse GRW
process, computed using the learned scores. When us-
ing the condition-guided scheme, specific conditions are
embedded alongside the node features during both the
training and generation processes.

B. Generating realistic structures

We use the MP-20 dataset, containing 45K training
crystal structures with compounds of up to 10 elements
and atomic numbers up to 94, acquired from the Ma-
terials Project database [46], to train and evaluate the
model. We generated 10,062 structures where the num-
ber of atoms for each structure is sampled from a dis-
tribution the same as in the MP-20 training set (see
Fig. 8(a)). CrystalGRW starts with random atomic posi-
tions, atomic types, and lattice matrices, and then itera-
tively denoises them through GRW for K steps until they
approach candidate crystal structures using Algorithm 5.

Two criteria are used to evaluate whether generated
structures are considered to be valid: 1) all interatomic
distances be at least 0.5 Å (i.e., structural validity); 2)
the total charge of the atoms be neutral [21] (i.e., compo-
sitional validity). Although these criteria are relatively
loose, as noted in Ref. [21], they provide a useful sanity
check for the model’s outcomes. For the 10,062 generated
structures from CrystalGRW, all are structurally valid,
while 85.40% have valid compositions (Table I). These
results are in comparable to other models.

We further identify the symmetry of the generated
structures using SpacegroupAnalyzer from pymatgen
with symmetry criteria of symprec = 0.1 and angle =
1.0 [47, 48]. Fig. 2 compares the relative frequency of
each point group in the MP-20 training set and the gen-
erated structures. CrystalGRW is able to generate both
high-symmetry groups, such as 6̄m, 4/mmm, 6/mmm,
4̄3m, and m3̄m, and lower-symmetry groups, like 2/m
and mm2, in proportions similar to the MP-20 dataset.
However, it produces low-symmetry structures exces-
sively, such as 1, 1̄, and m, while marginally generating
structures in some symmetries, like mmm and groups
with a 3-fold principal axis (trigonal lattice). Nonethe-
less, this result indicates that generated structures pos-
sess crystallographic symmetry upon creation.

TABLE I. Structural and composition validity for 10,062
structures generated from random noise using the models
trained on the MP-20 dataset.

Structural (%) Composition (%)
CDVAE 100.00 86.70

DP-CDVAE 99.59 85.44
DiffCSP 100.00 83.25

FlowMM (500 steps) 96.86 83.24
CrystalGRW 100.00 85.40

C. Generating stable, unique, and novel structures

To present the performance of the generative models
for crystalline materials, the generated structures should
be stable, unique, and novel (S.U.N.) [27]. Firstly, the
stability measures if a structure is experimentally synthe-
sizable. In thermodynamics, materials typically evolve to
the global minimum on the free energy landscape; how-
ever, they could be metastable by falling into local min-
ima where the energy above the convex hull (Ehull) is
defined at a certain temperature and pressure. Materi-
als must be dynamically and mechanically stable as well
[49]. Nevertheless, the materials here are considered to
be stable if their Ehull are lower than 100 meV/atom af-
ter the DFT relaxations at 0 K and 0 GPa [27]. Secondly,
uniqueness refers to a structure being distinct from other
structures in the generation set. Lastly, the novelty is an
evaluation of the number of generated structures that do
not match the training set (see Appendix G).
Fig. 3(a) shows that approximately 75% of the gen-

erated structures (from 102 to 104 samples) are novel.
Additionally, around 86% of 103 structures are unique,
with this percentage decreasing to 66% for 104 samples.
For the novelty, our model yields the similar number to
MatterGen; however, almost all of MatterGen structures
are unique. It is worth noting that MatterGen uses much
larger dataset than ours where the MP-20 dataset is a
subset of their combined dataset [27].
Moreover, we compute the Ehull using DFT (see sec-

tion IVD) for 952 relaxed structures [50] sampled from
10062 generated structures. Fig. 3(b) illustrates distribu-
tions of the Ehull where 71% of the relaxed structures [50]
have Ehull lower than 100 meV/atom, and when an an-
ion correction is applied [51], 85.7% are stable. We find
that S.U.N. rates are 52.8% and 56.5% with the anion
correction, surpassing the other models using the MP-20
dataset [25, 27], whereas 33 S.U.N. structures are new
ground-state configurations based on Ehull.

D. Generating ground state structures

One of the primary goals of generative models is to
generate crystal structures that are close to DFT ground
states. Ground state structures are in equilibrium under
thermodynamic conditions (pressure 0 GPa and temper-
ature 0 K for the MP-20 dataset) where the total force
acting on every atom should be 0 eV/Å. However, investi-
gating the equilibrium of every structure using DFT can
be computationally expensive. Machine learning force
fields (MLFFs) have demonstrated high accuracy in force
predictions and interatomic potential calculations close
to the DFT level, with significantly faster computation
[9, 11, 52]. Thus, we employ SevenNet [10], a pretrained
MLFF, to compute the total forces of all generated struc-
tures.
After obtained forces from the MLFF, we average mag-

nitudes of the forces acting on each atom in the struc-
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FIG. 1. Overview of the CrystalGRW workflow. (a) Training scheme. Starting from pristine crystal properties x0,

which include fractional coordinates r̃0 ∈
(
T3

)N
, atomic types ã0 ∈

(
∆d

)N
, and a lattice matrix L0 ∈ R3×3, the model applies

noise via forward geodesic random walks on their respective manifolds, generating corrupted crystal properties xt at a time step
t. Here N is the number of atoms in a unit cell. Then, an equivariant graph neural network (GNN) processes these corrupted
properties to predict manifold-specific scores sθ (tangent vectors on each manifold), which are used to compute the training
loss Lθ. (b) Sampling scheme. Beginning from noisy crystal properties xt, the trained GNN computes the trained scores
sθ associated with these inputs. Guided by these scores, a reverse geodesic random walk iteratively denoises xt until reaching
x0, which is the final crystal structure sample. Specific crystal-structure conditions c can be added to the network during
training and used to guide attributes (e.g., crystal symmetry) of the generated structures through a classifier-free guidance
scheme. The 2D torus, 2-simplex (triangle), and 3D Euclidean space manifolds schematically depict the respective manifolds
for fractional coordinates, atomic types, and the lattice matrix, serving only as a conceptual visualization rather than an actual
representation of these higher-dimensional domains.

tures (Favg). Fig. 4 shows that 98% of MP-20 train-
ing set, which is statistically significant, have Favg ≤ 0.2

eV/Å/atom while 25%, illustrated as the first peak of
the distribution, have Favg ≤ 0.01 eV/Å/atom, whereas

Favg > 0.01 eV/Å/atom could be the error of the MLFF
itself since the structures in the training set have been
relaxed by the DFT. A previous study [53] shows that
the number of metastable structures predicted using an
MLFF model is significantly higher than that predicted

using DFT. This suggests that there is some level of un-
certainty in the MLFF predictions compared to DFT.
Therefore, we present our results based on these two
criteria: Favg <= 0.2 eV/Å/atom and Favg <= 0.01

eV/Å/atom.

We compute the forces for 10,062 generated structures
using the MLFF, finding that 30% of the samples have
Favg ≤ 0.01 eV/Å/atom (see Fig. 4(a)) where about 1300
structures are novel and about 1700 structures are non-
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FIG. 2. Relative frequency of 32 crystallographic point groups appearing in the MP-20 training (blue) and generated structures
(pink). The point groups are sorted from low order (left) to high order (right) symmetry.

FIG. 3. (a) Percentage of generated structures that are
novel (blue), unique (orange), and novel and unique (green)
with respect to the number of samples. (b) Distribution of
Ehull for novel and unique structures computed using the
GGA/GGA+U scheme with and without the anion correc-
tion. Vertical dash lines are at 0 and 0.1 eV/atom marking
the energy on the convex hull and the stability criterion, re-
spectively.

novel (see Fig. 4(b)). It is worth noting that the Favg

distributions for both novel and non-novel structures are
similar. Nevertheless, the amount of samples that have
Favg ≤ 0.2 eV/Å/atom is 57% which is fewer compared
to 98% of the MP-20 dataset. These results indicate that

43% of the generated structures, which have Favg > 0.2

eV/Å/atom, might not be close to ground state and can
be screened out before passing to the DFT process.

FIG. 4. Distributions of average force predictions using
MLFF in the unit of eV/Å/atom comparing (a) between the
MP-20 dataset and the generation set and (b) between novel
and non-novel structures in the generation set.

E. Generating structures with targeted properties

One advantage of the generative models is their ability
to perform inverse design, generating structures with spe-
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cific targeted properties. To achieve this, we implement
the classifier-free guidance method [40], which enhances
our model to sample crystal structures on given condi-
tions. We demonstrate our model to control 32 crystallo-
graphic point groups of the output structures. However,
the number of point groups in the dataset are unbal-
anced, so we create 7 classes, consisting of n1, n2, n3 for
three rotational axes, mh, mv, md for horizontal, verti-
cal, and diagonal mirror planes, respectively, and i for
an inversion, to represent each point group. Figs. 8(b-c)
shows that the training set is more balanced when labeled
by these 7 classes. We generate 128 structures for each
point group, specifying 2 and 4 atoms per unit cell and
guidance strength w = 0.5 [40]. Fig. 5 presents heat maps
comparing the input (conditioned) point groups with the
output (generated) point groups. Notably, entries below
the diagonal indicate cases where the output symmetry
is lower than the input symmetry, while entries above
the diagonal indicate higher output symmetry relative
to the input. For 2 atoms per unit cell, the generated
structures match the input point groups for frequently
occurring symmetries in the dataset, such as m3̄m, 4̄3m,
3m, and mmm. For 4 atoms per unit cell; however, the
output point groups tend to exhibit lower symmetry than
the input, except for 4̄3m and 3m. Some mispredictions,
such as 432, m3̄, and 6̄, occur in point groups that are
either absent or infrequent in the dataset. However, the
structures with input point groups like 6 and 6̄ still result
in output point groups belonging to either the hexago-
nal or trigonal crystal systems. Since both systems share
hexagonal conventional cells, these outcomes can be ex-
pected.

III. CONCLUSIONS

In summary, we introduced CrystalGRW, a generative
model leveraging diffusion on Riemannian manifolds and
EquiformerV2 to produce crystal structures with desired
properties. CrystalGRW generates stable, unique, and
novel structures that are close to ground state, validated
by MLFF and DFT calculations. Based on the S.U.N.
criteria, CrystalGRW can outperform other current mod-
els. We also demonstrated that the properties of gener-
ated structures can be controlled by the input conditions,
illustrated with the point groups, highlighting the poten-
tial to accelerate materials discovery by enabling inverse
design through the property guidance.

IV. METHODS

A. Riemannian score-based generative model

We consider data x0 ∈ M, where M is a Rieman-
nian manifold that may be compact, such as a torus (for
fractional coordinates) or a finite-volume hypercube (for

FIG. 5. Heat maps illustrate the input conditions, repre-
sented as the guiding point groups of output structures (ver-
tical axis), versus the actual point groups of the generated
structures (horizontal axis). The generated structures are
constrained to contain 2 atoms per unit cell (top) and 4 atoms
per unit cell (bottom). Black diagonal blocks indicate cases
where the input and output point groups match, while orange
diagonal blocks highlight instances where the input and out-
put point groups have the same symmetry order. The color
bar denotes the number of structures, ranging from 0 to 128.

atomic types), or non-compact Euclidean space (for lat-
tice matrices). Our goal is to learn a generative model for
x0 through a score-based diffusion process defined on M.
In the continuous-time limit, the forward noising mecha-
nism can be viewed as an SDE on M, whose reverse-time
counterpart depends on the score ∇xt

log pt(xt). In par-
ticular, one performs a forward (noising) diffusion phase
that starts with real data x0 and evolves it over [η, T ]
until it resembles a tractable noise distribution at t = T
where η ≈ 0. Then, one applies a reverse (sampling) dif-
fusion phase, beginning from that noise distribution at
t = T and integrating backward to yield new samples at
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t = 0.
To implement these phases in discrete time, we employ

a geodesic random walk (GRW) that updates xk along
geodesics inM, adding drift and noise within the tangent
space.

Forward geodesic random walk (noising) Let γ =
T/K be the step size, with k = 0, 1, . . . ,K−1 so that
t = kγ. The forward update is

WM
k+1 = γ bM(

xk, t
)
+

√
γ σM(t) ϵk,

xk+1 = expMxk

(
WM

k+1

)
,

(1)

where ϵk ∼ N (0, I) is an i.i.d. Gaussian in the tan-
gent space Txk

M, and the noise schedule σM(t) spec-
ifies how the noise amplitude evolves with time (details
in Appendix E). The exponential map expMxk

displaces

xk by the tangent vector WM
k+1. A crucial choice is the

manifold-dependent drift bM(x, t).
On compact manifolds, such as tori or closed hyper-

cubes, we typically set bM = 0, which is sufficient to
make the random walk become ergodic yielding the late-
time noise distribution that approaches the uniform dis-
tribution.

On non-compact manifolds, the late-time density will
converge to a Riemannian normal distribution [54] by
choosing bM = − 1

2∇xU(x) with the potential U(x) ∝
dM(x,µ)2, where dM(x,µ) is the geodesic distance and
µ ∈ M is a mean location. The forward noising pro-
cess then follows overdamped Langevin dynamics that
eventually converges to the stationary density that is
proportional to e−U(x). This Riemannian normal dis-
tribution reduces to the standard Gaussian distribution
on Rd when the geodesic distance becomes the usual Eu-
clidean norm. In practice, we further simplify by ignoring

∇xU(x) and setting bRd

= 0 directly (as in a variance-
exploding approach [31]) to ensure a wide final distribu-
tion. For this no-drift approximation, see Appendix Fb.

After K iterations of Eq. (1), the state xK approxi-
mates a tractable noise distribution: uniform on compact
manifolds, or Gaussian-like on non-compact ones.

Reverse geodesic random walk (sampling) Revers-
ing the forward process yields

WM
k = γ

[
−bM(

xk+1, T−kγ
)

+ (σM)2(T−kγ)∇xlog pT−kγ

(
xk+1

)]
+

√
γ σM(T−kγ) ϵk,

xk = expMxk+1

(
WM

k

)
,

(2)

where ∇x log pt(x) is the score of the intermediate distri-
bution pt. Note that the sign of bM switches in reverse
time. We next discuss how to approximate ∇x log pt with
a learnable score function of each manifold sMθ (x, t) ≈
∇xlog pt(x).

Training via Riemannian score matching To train
sMθ , we adopt a Riemannian score-matching approach,

such as Varadhan’s asymptotic [38, 55], which gives a
manifold-specific loss function

LM
θ = E

[∥∥sMθ (xt, t) − 1
t exp−1,M

xt

(
x0

)∥∥2]. (3)

Here, one uniformly samples a random time t ∈ [η, T ],
applies Eq. (1) up to that time t, and compares sMθ

(
xt, t

)
to

1
t v

M
t ≡ 1

t exp−1,M
xt

(
x0

)
, (4)

the latter being the manifold-specific inverse exponential
map from xt to x0, whose analytical expressions for rel-
evant manifolds are given in Appendix A.
We set η = 10−6 rather than 0 for three key reasons.

First, it prevents division by zero in the term 1
t and help

avoid pathologically large gradients arising from Varad-
han’s asymptotic near t = 0. Second, it ensures a non-
trivial denoising task at the earliest time t = η (instead
of an identity mapping at t = 0). And lastly, it pro-
motes stable training signals and faster convergence, as
the model never sees fully uncorrupted data in its noised
phase.

Variation on adaptive timesteps The RSGM algo-
rithm [38] suggests that each diffusion step can be split
into several smaller random-walk increments to enhance
numerical stability. However, in our experiments, we find
that training the model by performing only a single (fi-
nal) random-walk update per diffusion step is both more
computationally efficient and converges faster. Moreover,
in reverse diffusion, generated crystal structures become
more realistic by using an adaptive timestep (γ ∝ kξ) for
sampling like in previous studies such as in [56] and [57].
See the details in Algorithm 3 and Appendix F.

B. Implementation in CrystalGRW

In our CrystalGRW implementation, we let
x = (r̃, Ã,L) reside on three distinct manifolds(
(T3)N , (Cd)N , R3×3

)
, reflecting the natural domains

of fractional coordinates, atomic types, and lattice
parameters, respectively. We define a manifold-specific
drift bM(x, t) that vanishes on the compact manifolds
but equals − 1

2∇U for the Euclidean one, and train an
equivariant graph neural network sθ (EquiformerV2 [13])
which provides separate outputs for each manifold slice.
To learn the score function jointly across all manifolds,
we minimize the total loss

Lθ = λT3LT3

θ + λCdLCd

θ + λR3×3LR3×3

θ ,

where each term follows the Riemannian score-matching
objective in Eq. (3) and each λM is a hyperparameter
that weights the contribution of the loss on each mani-
fold. However, for the finite hypercube manifold describ-
ing atomic types, we find it both more efficient and more
accurate to train an estimator network in place of a di-
rect score predictor; details of this atomic-type denoising



8

approach appear in Appendix C. Appendix B details the
equivariant network architecture, and Algorithm 2 pro-
vides the step-by-step training procedure.

After completing the training procedure, we sample
from the trained generative model by first drawing a final
noisy state xK from either a uniform prior (if the mani-
fold is compact) or a Gaussian prior (if it is Euclidean).
We then run the reverse geodesic random walk in Eq. (2),
using the learned score sθ, to generate a new sample x0.
The complete procedure is detailed in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm modifications A key challenge lies in gen-
erating atomic types. As discussed in Appendix C, our
experiments revealed that using Algorithms 2 and 3 to
generate atomic types, particularly for perovskite compo-
sitions, resulted in suboptimal performance. To address
this, we adapted the process by training atomic types
against their ground truths, as outlined in Algorithm 4,
and sampling them using Algorithm 5. Detailed discus-
sions and methodologies are provided in Appendix C. All
reported results in Figs. 2-4 are based on the modified
Algorithms 4 and 5.

Condition guidance When conditional sampling is de-
sired (e.g., for controlling point groups or compositions),
we apply classifier-free guidance [40] in our manifold-
aware pipeline. Let sθ(x | c) be the score for a condition
c, and let sθ(x | ∅) be the unconditional score (i.e., with
a null condition). We construct a condition-guided score
by combining a conditional prediction sθ(x | c) with an
unconditional one sθ(x | ∅) as

s̃θ
(
x
∣∣ c) = (1 + w) sθ(x | c) − w sθ(x | ∅), (5)

where w is the guidance strength. During training, we
randomly replace a fraction (e.g. 10%) of the conditional
samples with a null condition ∅, obtained by zeroing out
the condition vector. Thus, if the batch size is 10, about
1 sample per batch is trained with ∅ while the others
include the true condition c. In sampling process, we
interpolate between sθ(x | c) and sθ(x | ∅) according
to w using Eq. (5), thereby controlling how strongly the
generation is influenced by c. This procedure naturally
extends to our manifold setting by applying s̃θ in the re-
verse diffusion step Eq. (2), and ensures consistent con-
ditional guidance across all manifold components.

C. Crystal graphs

Here we describe how x = (r̃, ã,L) and c are integrated
into inputs of graph neural networks. Since GNNs in-
corporate inductive biases via graph structures [58], we
represent each crystal as a multigraph G = (V, E). The
node set V includes both atom-centric features and posi-
tions, while the edge set E captures interactions between
pairs of atoms. In this multigraph setting, the same pair
of nodes can be connected by multiple edges if different
crystallographic directions link those atoms. Concretely,

ALGORITHM 1. Forward Geodesic Random Walk
(Noising) for Multi-Manifold States

Require:
• X0 =

(
r̃0, Ã0, L0

)
, each on manifolds(

T3
)N

,
(
Cd

)N
,R3×3 respectively

• Total steps K, final time T (hence γ = T/K)

1: for k = 0 to K − 1 do
2: t = k γ
3: Get drift coefficients(

0︸︷︷︸
(T3)N

, 0︸︷︷︸
(Cd)N

, bR3×3︸ ︷︷ ︸
≈0∈R3×3

)
← b

(
Xk, t

)

▷ See Appendix Fb for no drift approximation
4: Apply to all manifolds

WM
k+1 = γbM +

√
γσM(t)ϵk, ϵk ∼ N

(
0, I

)
▷ Specific parameterizations of σM(t) in Appendix E

5: (r̃k, Ãk, Lk)← Xk

6: Apply manifold-specific exponential maps

r
(i)
k+1 = expT3

r
(i)
k

(
W

T3,(i)
k+1

)
,

A
(i)
k+1 = expCd

A
(i)
k

(
W

Cd,(i)
k+1

)
,

Lk+1 = expR3×3

Lk

(
WR3×3

k+1

)
7: Xk+1 = (r̃k+1, Ãk+1, Lk+1)
8: end for
9: return XK = (r̃K , ÃK , LK)

we define

V =
{
(f (i), r′

(i)
)
∣∣ fi ∈ RN , r′

(i)
= Lr(i) ∈ R3

}
,

E =
{
∆r′

(T)
ji

∣∣ ∆r′
(T)
ji = r′

(j) − r′
(i)

+T; r′
(j)

, r′
(i) ∈ R3

}
,

(6)
where f (i) is a node attribute (e.g. atomic number de-

rived from the atomic type a(i)), r′
(i)

is the Cartesian
position of atom i, T is a translation vector, and N is
the number of atoms in a unit cell. The lattice matrix
L ∈ R3×3 maps fractional coordinates r(i) to r′

(i)
. Al-

though some previous works represented L in R6 [25, 27],
we find that diffusing all nine elements of L yields similar
performance. For a detailed discussion of crystal graphs
defined by Eq. (6), see Ref. [59].

For each node, we concatenate its node attributes (e.g.
atomic numbers) with a time step t to reflect the diffu-
sion stage. Empirically, appending the corrupted lattice
variables to the node attributes further improve model
performance. For the conditional generations, we simi-
larly append condition vector embeddings c (e.g. point
groups) to these node features (see Fig. 1), thereby al-
lowing the GNN to handle conditional guidance alongside
the core crystal geometry.
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ALGORITHM 2. Training Multi-Manifold Crystal
Properties

Require:
• x0 =

(
r̃0, ã0, L0

)
, each on manifolds(

T3
)N

,
(
∆d

)N
,R3×3 respectively

• Total steps K

1: Ã0 = H(ã0)

2: X0 =
(
r̃0, Ã0, L0

)
3: repeat
4: t ∼ Uniform(η, T )

5:
(
r̃t, Ãt, Lt

)
← GRW(X0,K, t) ▷ Algorithm 1

6: Compute inverse exponential maps

v
T3,(i)
t = exp−1,T3

r
(i)
t

(
r
(i)
0

)
,

v
Cd,(i)
t = exp−1,Cd

A
(i)
t

(
A

(i)
0

)
,

vR3×3

t = exp−1,R3×3

Lt

(
L0

)
7: ãt = H−1(Ãt)
8: xt =

(
r̃t, ãt, Lt

)
9:

(
sT

3

θ , sC
d

θ , sR
3×3

θ

)
← sθ(xt, t)

10: Compute the loss ▷ Varadhan’s asymptotic

Lθ =
λT3

N

N∑
i=1

∥∥∥sT3,(i)
θ − v

T3,(i)
t /t

∥∥∥2

+
λCd

N

N∑
i=1

∥∥∥sCd,(i)
θ − v

Cd,(i)
t /t

∥∥∥2

+ λR3×3

∥∥∥sR3×3

θ − vR3×3

t /t
∥∥∥2

11: Take gradient descent step on ∇θLθ

12: until converged

D. DFT setting

We evaluate energies and perform structural relax-
ations using density functional theory (DFT) [60, 61],
adopting the projector augmented wave (PAW) method
[62, 63] as implemented in the Vienna Ab Initio Simu-
lation Package (VASP) [64, 65]. Our calculations follow
the Materials Project workflow [66], including exchange-
correlation functionals and setting a plane-wave energy
cutoff of 520 eV and an energy convergence thresh-
old of 10−5 eV. Brillouin zone sampling is achieved via
Monkhorst-Pack k-point grids [67], maintaining a k -point
density of 1000 k -points reciprocal per atom for differ-
ent unit-cell sizes. We use the Perdew–Burke–Ernzerhof
(PBE) exchange-correlation functional for the general-
ized gradient approximation (GGA) [68] and the GGA
with Hubbard U corrections (GGA+U ) [69, 70], where
the spin polarization is enabled for the latter method.
The fractional coordinates and lattice vectors of the
structures are fully relaxed, with a force convergence
threshold of 10−5 eV/Å during structural optimization.
To evaluate the thermodynamic stability [50, 71],

ALGORITHM 3. Reverse Geodesic Random Walk
(Sampling) for Multi-Manifold States

Require: N,K, T, ξ, sθ

1: r̃T = (r
(1)
T , . . . , r

(N)
T ) ∼ Uniform

(
[0, 1)

)N×3

2: ÃT = (A
(1)
T , . . . ,A

(N)
T ) ∼ Uniform

(
[0, 1]d

)N
3: LT ∼ N

(
0,

hf+h0

2
I
)
where 0, I ∈ R3×3

4: ãK = H−1(ÃK)
5: xK = (r̃K , ãK , LK)
6: for k = K to 1 do
7: γ = (T/K)kξ

8: t = γk

9:
(
sT

3

θ , sC
d

θ , sR
3×3

θ

)
← sθ(xk, t)

10: Get drift coefficients(
0︸︷︷︸

(T3)N

, 0︸︷︷︸
(Cd)N

, bR3×3︸ ︷︷ ︸
≈0∈R3×3

)
← b

(
Xk, t

)

11: Apply to all manifolds

WM
k−1 = γ

[
−bM + (σM)2(t)sMθ

]
+
√
γσM(t)ϵk,

ϵk ∼ N
(
0, I

)
12: (r̃k, Ãk, Lk)← Xk

13: Apply manifold-specific exponential maps

r
(i)
k−1 = expT3

r
(i)
k

(
W

T3,(i)
k−1

)
,

A
(i)
k−1 = expCd

A
(i)
k

(
W

Cd,(i)
k−1

)
,

Lk−1 = expR3×3

Lk

(
WR3×3

k−1

)
14: ãk−1 = H−1(Ãk−1)
15: xk−1 = (r̃k−1, ãk−1, Lk−1)
16: end for
17: return x0 = (r̃0, ã0, L0)

we compute the Ehull using the GGA/GGA+U
mixing scheme and construct phase diagrams with
PhaseDiagram tool from pymatgen [72, 73]. Additionally,
we apply the anion correction scheme to address discrep-
ancies in out GGA functionals treat electron localization
between elements and solids. We assign atomic sites as
cations for oxidation states above 0.25, anions for those
below -0.25, and neutral otherwise using Bader charge
analysis [74]. The anion correction is then applied to the
compounds that have anions for specific species, listed in
Ref. [51].

CODE AVAILABILITY

The code is available at https://github.com/
trachote/crystalgrw.

https://github.com/trachote/crystalgrw
https://github.com/trachote/crystalgrw
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Appendix A: Manifolds for Fractional Coordinates,
Atomic Types, and Lattice Matrices

In this appendix, we describe the manifold structures
relevant to our crystal-geometry formulation. Through-
out, let M be a Riemannian manifold equipped with tan-
gent bundles TxM at each point x ∈ M.

1. General definitions

Suppose u ∈ Tx1M is a tangent vector at x1 ∈ M.
Moving x1 along u by a geodesic yields a new point

x2 = expMx1
(u), (A1)

where expMx1
is the exponential map. Conversely, if x2

is known, we can recover v ∈ Tx2
M that points back

toward x1 via

v = exp−1,M
x2

(x1). (A2)

Below, we detail how these maps take concrete forms
for the Euclidean manifold (for lattice matrices), the 3-
dimensional torus (for fractional coordinates), and a hy-
percube (for atomic types).

2. Euclidean manifold R3×3 for lattice matrices

A lattice matrix L lives in R3×3. Consider the Eu-
clidean manifold Rd. The exponential map from a point
x1 to x2 along a vector u ∈ Rd simply becomes

x2 = expR
d

x1
(u) = x1 + u, (A3)

and the corresponding inverse exponential map is

v = exp−1,Rd

x2
(x1) = x1 − x2. (A4)

Because Rd is flat, geodesics are just straight lines.

3. 3D torus T3 for fractional coordinates

Fractional coordinates of crystal lattices have an intrin-
sic periodicity, which we interpret as a 3D torus, T3. In
this compact manifold, one often wraps coordinates mod-
ulo 1 to enforce periodic boundaries. For an infinitesimal
tangent vector u at x1 ∈ T3, the exponential map can be
explicitly written as

x2 = expT
3

x1
(u) = cos

(
∥u∥

)
x1 + sin

(
∥u∥

) u

∥u∥
, (A5)

with the inverse map

v = exp−1,T3

x2
(x1) = arccos

(
⟨x2,x1⟩

) x1 − ⟨x2,x1⟩x2∥∥x1 − ⟨x2,x1⟩x2

∥∥ .
(A6)

In practice, one usually implements these periodic trans-
formations by coordinate wrapping (modulo 1) rather
than the analytic trigonometric form, but the latter is
useful for conceptualizing geodesics on T3.

4. d-simplex ∆d and d-hypercube Cd for atomic
types

Each atomic site i can be occupied by any one of d+1
possible species. One can naturally encodes this uncer-

tainty in a probability vector a(i) = (a
(i)
1 , a

(i)
2 , . . . , a

(i)
d ),

where a
(i)
α ≥ 0 for all α ∈ {1, . . . , d}, and

∑d
α=1 a

(i)
α = 1.

Hence, a(i) ∈ ∆d, the d-dimensional probability simplex.
For instance, if d+1 = 100, an inorganic material might

allow up to 100 distinct species at each site, with a
(i)
α

capturing the probability of site i hosting species α.
However, performing a random walk directly on ∆d

can be tricky. As a component a
(i)
α approaches a bound-

ary, naive step updates risk stepping outside the simplex.



11

To overcome this boundary condition issue, one can first
embed ∆d into the hypercube Cd = [0, 1]d and employ
modular arithmetic so the random walk wraps around
the boundary naturally. The mapping between the two
spaces can be done via a bijective transformation based
on uniform spacings [41].

Intuitively, we can think of this as mapping a normal-
ized probability (summing to one) onto a stretched coun-
terpart in the hypercube. Then we can perform the walk
there with a convenient boundary condition, and then
mapping back. Concretely, we convert each a(i) ∈ ∆d

into a hypercube vector A(i) ∈ Cd, perform geomet-
ric random walk in Cd, and finally invert the mapping
to identify an updated corresponding probability vector

a′
(i)
.

In practice, one might also draw a one-hot site assign-
ment by sampling a(i) from a multinomial distribution,
effectively picking a vertex of the d-simplex. Regardless
of how these atomic types are sampled, the critical em-
bedding and subsequent inverse transform ensure that
the random-walk updates remain in the simplex. Next
we describe this bijective transformation.

In the forward direction, consider a vector a =
(a1, a2, . . . , ad+1) in the d-simplex ∆d ⊂ Rd+1. We con-
struct A = (A1, A2, . . . , Ad) in the d-dimensional hyper-
cube Cd = [0, 1]d by setting

A1 = a1, Aj = Aj−1 + aj for j = 2, . . . , d. (A7)

We denote this forward map of the uniform spacing
Eq. (A7) H : Cd → ∆d as

A = H(a). (A8)

In the inverse direction, we sort the components of A
into an ordered list z = (z1, z2, . . . , zd) from smallest to
largest. We then reconstruct a by

a1 = z1, aj = zj−zj−1 for j = 2, . . . , d, ad+1 = 1−zd.
(A9)

We define the procedure Eq. (A9) as the inverse map of
the uniform spacing H−1 : Cd → ∆d as

a = H−1(A). (A10)

This forward–inverse pair is a bijection, so no informa-
tion is lost.

Once the atomic-type data live in Cd, we define
geodesic updates by a simple modular rule. Suppose we
are at a point x1 ∈ Cd and wish to add a tangent step
u. We impose a reflecting boundary condition on each
component j of the updated vector

(x2)j =
(
expC

d

x1
(u)

)
j
=

{
(x1 + u)j mod 2, if (x1 + u)j mod 2 < 1,

2− (x1 + u)j mod 2, otherwise.
(A11)

This reflecting boundary condition enforces the random
walk to remain in the d-hypercube.

Next, the inverse exponential map under this conven-
tion is simply

v = exp−1,Cd

x2
(x1) = x1 − x2, (A12)

similar to that of the Euclidean manifold. These steps
provide a clean way to handle discrete atomic types.

Figure 6 illustrates how a geodesic random walk within
a 2-hypercube (left) is mapped to a 2-simplex (right) via
the hypercube spacing transform. The walk starts near
the top-right corner (blue) and finishes around the mid-
dle (orange), with each intermediate step residing strictly
inside the hypercube. After mapping, every point in
the walk lies within the simplex, highlighting that the
transformation is bijective and preserves the validity of
points. In higher-dimensional settings, the same prin-
ciple applies; each step on the d-hypercube corresponds
uniquely to a point in the d-simplex.

Appendix B: Equivariant Graph Neural Networks

Equivariant models are designed so that applying a
symmetry transformation to the input is equivalent to
applying the similar transformation to the output. For-
mally, let f : X → Y be a function, and let g ∈ G be
a symmetry operation from some group G. We say f is
equivariant if

f
(
g ∗ x

)
= g ∗ f(x), ∀ g ∈ G, ∀x ∈ X , (B1)

where “∗” denotes the group action on vectors or tensor
features. In the case G = SO(3), the group elements can
be represented byWignerD-matrices, Dl(R), indexed by
l, which capture how tensors of different ranks transform
under 3D rotations. Concretely, if x transforms as an
l-rank feature, then

f(x) = Dl
(
R−1

)
· f

(
Dl(R) · x

)
. (B2)

One notable instance of such a function is given by
the spherical harmonics Yl(x), which exhibit this same
symmetry property: applying Dl(R−1) to the output is
equivalent to applying Dl(R) to the input argument.
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FIG. 6. A geodesic random walk (GRW) on a 2-hypercube
with a reflecting boundary condition (left), generated using
Algorithm 1, is mapped onto a 2-simplex (right) via the hyper-
cube spacing transform (inverse uniform spacing transform of
Eq. (A9)). The blue and orange markers indicate the initial
and final positions of the walk, respectively.

1. Equivariant convolutions on graphs

Building on the idea of preserving SE(3) symmetries
(rotations and translations) in neural networks, the Ten-
sor Field Network (TFN) [43] introduced a convolution
that propagates features between pairs of nodes while
maintaining equivariance. In particular, suppose node j
carries a feature xli

j that transforms as an li-rank tensor,

and let Ylf
(
r̂nj

)
encode the geometric dependence on the

direction r̂nj (via spherical harmonics of rank lf ). TFN
constructs a rank-lo message by

mlo
nj =

∑
li,lf

wli,lf ,lo

(
xli
j ⊗lo

li,lf
Ylf (r̂nj)

)
, (B3)

where ⊗lo
li,lf

is a tensor product mapping (li × lf ) into

lo. The learnable weights wli,lf ,lo specify how each com-
bination of input rank li and spherical-harmonic rank
lf contributes to the output rank lo. In practice, these
products incorporate Clebsch–Gordan coefficients

C
(lo,mo)
(li,mi),(lf ,mf )

,

which vanish unless lf lies between |li − lo| and li + lo.
One can rewrite Eq. (B3) more explicitly as

mlo
nj =

∑
li,lf

wli,lf ,lo

⊕
mo

[
xli
j

(
C

(lo,mo)
(li,mi),(lf ,mf )

Y
lf
mf (r̂nj)

)]
,

(B4)
where

⊕
mo

denotes a concatenation over the index mo.
Often, one aligns r̂nj along a principal axis, simplifying
the terms that survive [44].
To handle orientation, a final rotation (Dlo)−1 is typ-

ically applied. Writing x̃li
j = Dloxli

j , one obtains

mlo
nj = (Dlo)−1

∑
li

⊕
mo

[
yli,lo
nj

]
mo

, (B5)

with

yli,lo
mo,nj

= w̃ li,lo
mo

x̃ li
mo,j

− w̃ li,lo
−mo

x̃ li
−mo,j

for mo < 0,

yli,lo
−mo,nj

= w̃ li,lo
−mo

x̃ li
mo,j

+ w̃ li,lo
mo

x̃ li
−mo,j

for mo > 0,

yli,lo
−mo,nj

= w̃ li,lo
mo

x̃li
mo,j

for mo = 0,

where w̃ are additional learnable parameters.

2. EquiformerV2 and SO2Attn

Building on TFN-style operations, the Equiformer ar-
chitecture [12] (and its successor, EquiformerV2 [13]) in-
tegrates attention into equivariant message passing. Con-
cretely, scalar features (l = 0) undergo a standard at-
tention mechanism, while higher-rank features (l > 0)
traverse separable S2 activations that act on spherical
harmonics.

For scalar features, let m lo=0
nj be the message from

node j to node n. EquiformerV2 computes an attention
score

znj = w⊤
a LeakyReLU

(
LN(m lo=0

nj )
)
,

attnnj =
exp(znj)∑

k∈N (n) exp(znk)
,

where LN(·) denotes layer normalization, and
LeakyReLU is a standard nonlinear activation. These
attnnj scalars dictate how strongly node j influences

node n. Meanwhile, any lo > 0 features m lo
nj are mapped

to S2 point samples, processed by a nonlinearity (e.g.
SiLU), and then reconverted to irreps, ensuring full
rotational equivariance. EquiformerV2 multiplies the
scalar and higher-rank pathways to combine geometric
and scalar information, before converting the result back
to the original frame via (Dlo)−1. The final node update
for a rank-lo feature becomes

hlo
n = Linear

( ∑
j∈N (n)

m lo
nj

)
, (B6)

where Linear(·) is a fully connected layer. The combi-
nation of TFN-style convolutions and attention-based S2

activations is termed SO2Attn in EquiformerV2, enabling
fully equivariant message passing for 3D geometric data.

By adopting these equivariant operations,
EquiformerV2 preserves rotational and translational
symmetries in materials or molecular graphs, yielding
embeddings or predictions (e.g. forces, energies, or
diffusion-model scores) that remain consistent under
global SE(3) transformations, a crucial inductive bias
for crystalline materials modeling.

Output heads After obtaining the hidden features from
Eq. (B6), CrystalGRW, by using EquiformerV2, gener-
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ates three outputs corresponding to each manifold slice:

sT
3

θ = SO2Attn
(
hlo=1
n

)
,

sC
d

θ = SO2Attn
(
hlo=0
n

)
,

sR
3×3

θ = global pool
(
FFN

(
hlo=0
n

))
,

where FFN denotes a feed-forward network and
global pool is a function that pools node-level features
into graph-level features. This setup allows the network
to produce manifold-specific scores or feature vectors for
fractional coordinates, atomic types, and lattice param-
eters, respectively. Specifically, these three heads then
form the overall score function,

sθ(xt, t) =
(
sT

3

θ , sC
d

θ , sR
3×3

θ

)
, (B7)

so that each manifold slice receives its own specialized
output.

Appendix C: Score Function for Atomic Types

1. Atomic-type estimator

For atomic-type variables, recall the goal to learn a

score function sC
d

θ (a
(i)
t , t) that, at each time t, points from

the noised A
(i)
t toward the original atomic-type config-

uration A
(i)
0 . In principle, we could approximate this

score by learning the manifold inverse exponential map
directly from

s
Cd,(i)
θ (a

(i)
t , t) ≈ 1

t
exp−1,Cd

A
(i)
t

(
A

(i)
0

)
.

However, an alternative that perform better at sampling
atomic types in our experiments is to introduce a network

G∆d

θ (a
(i)
t , t), which directly predicts â

(i)
0 from a

(i)
t by

â
(i)
0 = G∆d

θ

(
a
(i)
t , t

)
,

Â
(i)
0 = H

(
â
(i)
0

)
,

(C1)

where â
(i)
0 and Â

(i)
0 are estimates of original data in ∆d

and Cd, respectively. The score can then be recovered
by composing the network with the inverse exponential
map by

s
Cd,(i)
θ

(
a
(i)
t , t

)
=

1

t
exp−1,Cd

A
(i)
t

(
H
(
G∆d

θ (a
(i)
t , t)

))
. (C2)

In this approach, the network G∆d

θ is trained via a
mean-squared error criterion that compares its prediction

G∆d

θ (a
(i)
t , t) to the ground truth a

(i)
0

L∆d

θ =
λ∆d

N

N∑
i=1

∥∥G∆d

θ

(
a
(i)
t , t

)
− a

(i)
0

∥∥2. (C3)

FIG. 7. Number of generated structures (from 1280 samples)
identified as having perovskite compositions across four model

variants: Model I predicts sC
d

θ , Models II and III predict G∆d

θ

where output heads are FFN and SO2Attn, respectively, and
Model IV is similar to Model II but trained with the cross-
entropy loss. Red bars indicate the total count of perovskite
structures produced, while blue bars represent how many are
unique within each method.

After training, we can switch back to the score-based
perspective by applying Eq. (C2) whenever we need the

gradient of the log-probability with respect to A
(i)
t .

In the actual implementation, CrystalGRW utilizes Al-
gorithms 4 and 5 for training and sampling, respectively.
The model’s output head for generating atomic types is

G∆d

θ = softmax
(
SO2Attn

(
hlo=0
n

))
,

thereby giving the overall score function

sθ(xt, t) =
(
sT

3

θ ,G∆d

θ , sR
3×3

θ

)
. (C4)

2. Comparisons of Model Variants for Perovskite
Compositions

Figure 7 compares four approaches for predicting
perovskite compositions where the models are trained
with the Perov-5 dataset [21]. Model I employs a
scheme where the network predicts all three scores as in
Eq. (B7). Models II and III rely on a model’s architecture
(Eq. (C2)), differing in their neural network heads (feed-
forward vs. SO2Attn) while their model’s schemes are to

predict sθ(xt, t) =
(
sT

3

θ ,G∆d

θ , sR
3×3

θ

)
. Model IV is simi-

lar to Model II but replaces the mean-squared error with
a cross-entropy objective. Although Model I struggles to
generate valid perovskite structures, Models II, III, and
IV perform substantially better in capturing the correct
stoichiometry. Among these, Model III yields the highest
fraction of unique ones, so our choice of architecture for
atomic-type head is SO2Attn.
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ALGORITHM 4. Modified Training Multi-Manifold Crystal
Properties

Require:
• x0 =

(
r̃0, ã0, L0

)
, each on manifolds(

T3
)N

,
(
∆d

)N
,R3×3 respectively

• Total steps K

1: Ã0 = H(ã0)

2: X0 =
(
r̃0, Ã0, L0

)
3: repeat
4: t ∼ Uniform(η, T )

5:
(
r̃t, Ãt, Lt

)
← GRW(X0,K, t) ▷ Algorithm 1

6: Compute inverse exponential maps

v
T3,(i)
t = exp−1,T3

r
(i)
t

(
r
(i)
0

)
,

v
Cd,(i)
t = exp−1,Cd

A
(i)
t

(
A

(i)
0

)
,

vR3×3

t = exp−1,R3×3

Lt

(
L0

)
7: ãt = H−1(Ãt)
8: xt =

(
r̃t, ãt, Lt

)
9:

(
sT

3

θ ,G∆d

θ , sR
3×3

θ

)
← sθ(xt, t)

10: Compute the loss ▷ Varadhan’s asymptotic

Lθ =
λT3

N

N∑
i=1

∥∥∥sT3,(i)
θ − v

T3,(i)
t /t

∥∥∥2

+
λ∆d

N

N∑
i=1

∥∥∥G∆d,(i)
θ − a

(i)
0

∥∥∥2

+ λR3×3

∥∥∥sR3×3

θ − vR3×3

t /t
∥∥∥2

11: Take gradient descent step on ∇θLθ

12: until converged

Appendix D: Statistics of the MP-20 Dataset

To generate crystal structures, we first sample the
number of atoms per unit cell (N) from its empirical
distribution in the MP-20 dataset. Consequently, for the
10,062 generated structures, the distribution of N closely
matches that of the training set (Fig. 8(a)).

Point groups in the MP-20 dataset are imbalanced
(Fig. 2). For example, trigonal and hexagonal lattices
(e.g. 3̄ or 6mm) are far less frequent than cubic or or-
thorhombic lattices. To address this, we aggregate the
32 point groups into seven classes covering three princi-
pal rotation-axis classes (n1, n2, n3), three mirror-plane
classes (mh,mv,md), and inversion symmetry (i). Fig-
ures 8(b) and (c) show how these classes appear in MP-
20: panel (b) focuses on the distribution of the three
principal rotation-axis classes, while panel (c) indicates
whether each mirror-plane class and inversion are present
or absent. Together, these aggregated classes are more
evenly represented than the original 32 point groups.

ALGORITHM 5. Modified Reverse Geodesic Random Walk
(Sampling) for Multi-Manifold States

Require: N,K, T, ξ, sθ

1: r̃T = (r
(1)
T , . . . , r

(N)
T ) ∼ Uniform

(
[0, 1)

)N×3

2: ÃT = (A
(1)
T , . . . ,A

(N)
T ) ∼ Uniform

(
[0, 1]d

)N
3: LT ∼ N

(
0,

hf+h0

2
I
)
where 0, I ∈ R3×3

4: ãK = H−1(ÃK)
5: xK = (r̃K , ãK , LK)
6: for k = K to 1 do
7: γ = (T/K)kξ

8: t = γk

9:
(
sT

3

θ ,G∆d

θ , sR
3×3

θ

)
← sθ(xk, t)

10: s
Cd,(i)
θ = 1

t
exp−1,Cd

A
(i)
t

(
H
(
G

∆d,(i)
θ

))
11: Get drift coefficients(

0︸︷︷︸
(T3)N

, 0︸︷︷︸
(Cd)N

, bR3×3︸ ︷︷ ︸
≈0∈R3×3

)
← b

(
Xk, t

)

12: Apply to all manifolds

WM
k−1 = γ

[
−bM + (σM)2(t)sMθ

]
+
√
γσM(t)ϵk,

ϵk ∼ N
(
0, I

)
13: (r̃k, Ãk, Lk)← Xk

14: Apply manifold-specific exponential maps

r
(i)
k−1 = expT3

r
(i)
k

(
W

T3,(i)
k−1

)
,

A
(i)
k−1 = expCd

A
(i)
k

(
W

Cd,(i)
k−1

)
,

Lk−1 = expR3×3

Lk

(
WR3×3

k−1

)
15: ãk−1 = H−1(Ãk−1)
16: xk−1 = (r̃k−1, ãk−1, Lk−1)
17: end for
18: return x0 = (r̃0, ã0, L0)

Appendix E: Step-Length Scheduler on a General
Manifold

1. SDE Formulation and Score-Based Generative
Modeling

Consider a stochastic process xt ∈ M, where M is an
arbitrary Riemannian manifold. In local coordinates, an
SDE on M can be written as

dxt = b(xt, t) dt + σ(xt, t) dB
M
t , (E1)

where BM
t denotes Brownian motion intrinsic to M, b is

a drift vector field on the tangent bundle Txt
M, and σ is

a scalar (or tensor) diffusion coefficient. In many score-
based generative models, one wishes to design b and σ so
that, by time T , samples xT approximate some simple
“noise” distribution (e.g. uniform on a compact manifold
or wide Gaussian on a non-compact manifold).
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FIG. 8. (a) Relative frequency of the number of atoms in
a unit cell for the MP-20 dataset and the generated struc-
tures. (b) Relative frequency of the three principal rotation-
axis classes (n1, n2, n3). (c) Fraction of structures for which
each of the three mirror-plane types (mh,mv,md) and inver-
sion symmetry (i) is present or not.

a. Forward and Reverse SDE. When data x0 ∼
p0(x) is corrupted forward, xt evolves from t = 0 to
t = T . Reversing this process amounts to sampling from
xT ∼ ρT and integrating backward in time where ρT is a
prior distribution. Formally, if we pick local coordinates
and treat

b(x, t) = f(t)x, σ(x, t) = g(t),

one obtains an SDE akin to

dx = f(t)x dt + g(t) dBM
t . (E2)

Under mild conditions, the time reversal of Eq. (E2)
yields

dx =
[
− f(t)x + g2(t)∇xlog pt(x)

]
dt + g(t) dB̃M

t ,

(E3)

where ∇xlog pt(x) is the score of the distribution at

time t (defined intrinsically on the manifold), and B̃M
t is

the backward Brownian motion. Score-based generative
models learn a network sMθ (x, t) ≈ ∇xlog pt(x).
b. Score-Matching and Varadhan’s Asymptotic. We

begin with the forward diffusion on a manifold M. Let
pt(x) be the density of xt at time t. Recall we seek to
learn a score function

sMθ (x, t) ≈ ∇x log pt(x),

by minimizing the expected mean-squared difference

Lt = Ex∼pt

[∥∥ sMθ (x, t) − ∇x log pt(x)
∥∥2]. (E4)

To connect ∇x log pt(x) with the original data x0, we-
first rewrite

pt(x) =

∫
M

pt
(
x | x0

)
p0(x0) dx0,

where pt(x | x0) is the forward transition kernel describ-
ing how x0 evolves to xt. We can rewrite

∇x log pt(x) = ∇x log
(∫

M
pt(x | x0) p0(x0) dx0

)
.

By applying a small-time (or local) expansion to pt(x |
x0) for t near zero, or by using a Girsanov’s theorem to
relate forward and reverse SDEs (cf. [38]), one obtains
the approximation

∇x log pt(x) ≈ 1

t
exp−1,M

x

(
x0

)
for x close to x0. Intuitively, for very small t, the diffusion
around x0 is almost Gaussian-like in a local coordinate
patch, and exp−1,M

x (x0) can be thought of as the vector
in TxM pointing from x to x0. This leads to Varadhan’s
asymptotic [55], which states that

pt
(
x | x0

)
∼ exp

[
− d2

M(x,x0)
2 t

]
(as t → 0),

where dM(x,x0) is the geodesic distance. Differentiating
with respect to x gives

∇x log pt
(
x | x0

)
≈ exp−1,M

x (x0)

t
.

Hence, in the score-matching objective Eq. (E4), one can
replace the true ∇xlog pt(x) by

1
t exp−1,M

x (x0) in small-t
regimes or within each noising step.
When implementing the forward diffusion in discrete

time, one typically draws a random t from [η, T ], applies
a geodesic random walk from x0 to xt, and then enforces

sMθ
(
xt, t

)
≈ 1

t
exp−1,M

xt

(
x0

)
.

Minimizing

Lt = Ex0,xt

[∥∥ sMθ (xt, t) − 1
t exp−1,M

xt
(x0)

∥∥2]
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ensures sMθ learns to approximate the manifold score.
Empirical results [38] show that this approach still ac-
curately reconstructs the data distribution, even though
the local expansion is formally exact only as t → 0.
Also, note that Girsanov’s theorem [75, 76] formally jus-
tifies rewriting the SDE in reverse time, while the lo-
cal expansions (Varadhan’s asymptotic) give the explicit
1
t exp

−1,M
xt

(x0) form. For additional details and proofs in
a Riemannian context, see [38] or [77] and the references
therein for manifold-based diffusions.

2. Fokker–Planck Equation and Closed-Form
Solutions

In local coordinates, the forward density p(x, t | x0)
on a Riemannian manifold M satisfies a Fokker–Planck
(Kolmogorov forward) equation of the form

∂

∂t
p(x, t | x0) =− div

[
p(x, t | x0)b(x, t)

]
+ 1

2 trace
[
∇2

(
p(x, t | x0) Σ(x, t)

)]
,

where b(x, t) is the drift in local coordinates, and Σ(x, t)
is the diffusion tensor. If the noise amplitude is σ(x, t)
and the metric tensor is gij(x), then one often writes

Σ(x, t) = σ(x, t)2 gij(x),

so that Σ is a matrix specifying how Brownian increments
are curved by gij . In fact, the corresponding generator
of this SDE is closely related to the Laplace–Beltrami
operator ∆, which generalizes the flat-space ∇2. On a
compact manifold, one frequently sets b(x, t) = 0, im-

plying a pure diffusion whose generator is σ2

2 ∆. This
diffusion is ergodic and converges to the uniform distri-
bution over M as t → ∞, reflecting the finite volume
and absence of drift, so that the random walk explores
all regions equally over long times.

For the simpler, yet illustrative, case b(x, t) = f(t)x
and σ(x, t) = g(t) in Rd, the closed-form solution

p(x, t | x0) =
1[

2π α2(t)β2(t)
]d
2

exp

[
− ∥x− α(t)x0∥2

2α2(t)β2(t)

]
(E5)

arises, where

α(t) = exp
(∫ t

0

f(t′) dt′
)
, β(t) =

√∫ t

0

g2(t′)

α2(t′)
dt′.

(E6)
If instead b(x, t) is chosen as −∇U(x) or −λx, then
the late-time stationary distribution becomes a finite-
variance Gaussian, akin to the Ornstein–Uhlenbeck (OU)
process. In a more general manifold setting, local ex-
pansions or approximate solutions can still guide how xt

evolves, and one obtains an analogous ∇xlog p(x, t | x0)
for the reverse SDE.

3. Linear Scheduler for the Diffusion Coefficient

A common design choice in score-based or diffusion-
based models is to let the diffusion amplitude σ(x, t)
grow over time in a simple, linear fashion. Denoting the
squared diffusion coefficient by g2(t), we set

σ2(x, t) ≡ g2(t) = h0 +
(
hf − h0

) t

T
, (E7)

where h0, hf > 0 are chosen so that the noise is mild at
t = 0 (ensuring minimal corruption near the start) and
large at t = T (ensuring a wide or uniform final distri-
bution). On a compact manifold, large g2(T ) promotes
uniform coverage, whereas on a non-compact manifold
(e.g. Euclidean-like domains), it broadens the distribu-
tion similarly to a Gaussian random walk.
Table II summarizes our choice of (h0, hf ) for mani-

folds such as a 3D torus (T3), a hypercube (Cd), or Eu-
clidean space (R3×3).

TABLE II. Our choice of (h0, hf ) for the linear scheduler
Eq. (E7) on different manifolds.

Manifold h0 hf

T3 10−4 1
Cd 10−6 5

R3×3 10−3 20

Fig. 9 illustrates how varying hf affects the final
random-walk distribution on a torus, with each run start-
ing from points in the dataset. As hf increases, the dis-
tribution becomes more uniform; however, experiments
show that both training and generation quality degrade
significantly once hf is too large. In practice, hf = 1
gives a good balance that preserves the data distribution
while still provides enough diffusion. For the hypercube
manifold, setting hf = 5 similarly yields a sufficiently
uniform distribution and facilitates the mapping to the
uniform distribution on the simplex (see Fig. 10).

Appendix F: Adaptive Timestep and No-Drift
Approximation

a. Adaptive step size. Numerically solving the
reverse-time SDE (Sec. IVA) often involves discretiz-
ing time and applying a geodesic random walk step at
each interval. A simple fixed-step scheme (e.g. Euler-
Maruyama) can be suboptimal, so we use an adaptive
timestep, which has been described in earlier publica-
tions [56] and [57], by choosing

γ(t) = tξ
T

K
,

where t is the current time in reverse diffusion, T is the
final time, K is the total number of timesteps, and ξ
is a hyperparameter. Intuitively, γ(t) shrinks at early
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TABLE III. Key hyperparameters for the MP-20 dataset.

Hyperparameters MP-20 Dataset

Optimizer & Scheduler
Optimizer AdamW
Learning-rate scheduling Reduce on plateau
Max learning rate 4× 10−4

Weight decay 1× 10−3

Model EMA decay 0.999
Gradient clipping norm threshold 100
Batch size 32

Loss Weights
Coordinate weight λT3 1
Atom-type weight λCd 1
Lattice weight λR3×3 1

EquiformerV2 Setup

Cutoff radius (Å) 12
Maximum number of neighbors 12
Number of radial bases 512
dedge (hidden scalar dimension for radial functions) (0, 128)
Maximum degree lmax 4
Maximum order mmax 2
Number of Transformer blocks 8
Embedding dimension dembed (4, 128)
Attention hidden dimension dattn hidden (4, 64)
Number of attention heads h 8
Attention alpha dimension dattn alpha (0, 64)
Attention value dimension dattn value (4, 16)
Feedforward network hidden dimension dffn (4, 128)
Resolution of point samples R 18
Dropout rate 0.1

Output Heads
Coordinate hidden dimension 128
Atom-type hidden dimension 128
Lattice hidden dimension 256

Additional Features
Time embedding dimension 128
Condition embedding dimension 128
Probability of training under the null condition (for training with guided conditions) 0.1

Sampling parameters
Total timesteps K 1000
Final time T 1
Adaptive timestep parameter ξ 1
Guidance strength w (for condition-guided generations) 0.5

times if ξ > 0, allowing finer resolution when∇x log pt(x)
changes quickly, and grows at later times to speed up
sampling. Empirically, we find that ξ = 1 yields higher-
quality samples compared to a constant ∆t approach,
presumably because the network can better invert the
forward noising at early timesteps.

b. No drift (variance-exploding) SDE in Euclidean
space. For a Euclidean manifold Rd, one may neglect
the drift b(x, t), yielding a variance-exploding process

[31]. Namely, if f(t) = 0 in Eq. (E5), the diffusion am-
plitude β2(t) must be large enough at t = T to overwhelm
the original data distribution such that

p(xT | x0) = N
(
x0, β

2(T )
)

≈ N
(
0, β2(T )

)
,

where we assume the effect of the original mean of the
data is negligible once β2(T ) becomes sufficiently large.
In practice, ignoring the drift in Rd simplifies the forward
noising yet still ensures that p(xT ) is effectively wide by
time T .
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FIG. 9. Final random-walk distributions on the 3D torus T3 for various hf values. The leftmost figure illustrates the
initial distribution of real data, with each data point to evolve and be sampled 1000 times. As hf increases from left to right
(hf = 0.25, 1, 2), the random walk becomes more uniform, though excessively large hf can degrade training stability. The
late-time distribution saturates the uniform density at hf = 2.

FIG. 10. Top row: Final random-walk distributions on a 2D hypercube C2 = [0, 1]2 for various hf values, each starting from a
single point and sampled 5×107 times. Bottom row: The corresponding probability densities on the 2-simplex ∆2, obtained by
applying the hypercube spacing transform to the top-row distributions. As hf increases from 1 to 10 (left to right), the random
walk becomes increasingly uniform and saturates the uniform density at hf = 5 in both C2 and its simplex representation.

c. One-step random walk vs. multiple small steps. A
previous study [78] shows that if the SDE drift is f(t)x
and the diffusion g(t) depends only on t, then the tran-
sition kernel simplifies to Eq. (E5)

p(xt | x0) = N
(
α(t)x0, α

2(t)β2(t)
)
,

where α(t) and β(t) follow Eq. (E6). This kernel can be
integrated in one geodesic random walk step per diffu-
sion step, rather than many small increments, giving an
equivalent result at a smaller computational cost. For in-
stance, using the closed-form solution in Eq. (E5) directly
replaces multiple fine steps by a single jump, and speed
up training while preserving exactness in the forward or
backward transitions.

In summary, for the implementation of geometric ran-
dom walks, we utilize (1) the no-drift variance-exploding

approach [31] for the random walks in Rd, (2) a sin-
gle random-walk increment (K = 1) instead of many
small increments during the training (Algorithm 4), and
(3) adaptive timesteps for discretizing the reverse SDE.
These strategies yield higher-quality samples and im-
prove computational efficiency.

Appendix G: Uniqueness and novelty

The similarity between two structures can be eval-
uated using StructureMatcher from the pymatgen,
with tolerance parameters set to ltol=0.2, stol=0.3,
angle tol=5.0, following MatterGen’s setting [27].
StructureMatcher receives a pair of structures with the
same compositions and determines the similarity of their
lattice vectors and atomic positions within the Niggli cell.
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It also considers permutations of atoms within each of the
two cells.

To compute uniqueness, the similarities between every
pair of structures in the generated set are evaluated. The
number of similar pairs is then divided by the total num-
ber of structures in the generation set. For novelty, each
structure in the generation set is compared with every
structure in the MP-20 training set. The number of gen-
erated structures that are not similar to any structures
in the MP-20 training set is then divided by the total
number of generated structures.

Appendix H: Hyperparameters

We train our models using a learning-rate scheduler
that reduces the learning rate upon detecting plateaus

in training loss. Specifically, we begin with a maximum
learning rate of 4 × 10−4, apply a patience of 30 epochs
(with a 0.6 reduction factor), and allow up to 300 epochs
of patience before stopping. Unless otherwise noted, the
batch size is 32 for experiments on the MP-20 dataset.
Our equivariant GNN follows the 31M EquiformerV2
model described in [13], with the key hyperparameters
summarized in Table III.
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