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Reinforcement fine-tuning has instrumental enhanced the instruction-following and reasoning abilities of
large language models. In this work, we explore the applications of reinforcement fine-tuning to the autore-
gressive transformer-based materials generative model CrystalFormer (arXiv:2403.15734) using discrimi-
native machine learning models such as interatomic potentials and property prediction models. By optimizing
reward signals—such as energy above the convex hull and material property figures of merit—reinforcement
fine-tuning infuses knowledge from discriminative models into generative models. The resulting model,
CrystalFormer-RL, shows enhanced stability in generated crystals and successfully discovers crystals with
desirable yet conflicting material properties, such as substantial dielectric constant and band gap simultane-
ously. Notably, we observe that reinforcement fine-tuning enables not only the property-guided novel material
design ability of generative pre-trained model but also unlocks property-driven material retrieval from the unsu-
pervised pre-training dataset. Leveraging rewards from discriminative models to fine-tune materials generative
models opens an exciting gateway to the synergies of the machine learning ecosystem for materials.

I. INTRODUCTION

In materials science, machine learning (ML) techniques are
revolutionizing research to enable rapid design and discovery
of materials with desired properties. Machine learning mod-
els can be broadly categorized into generative and discrimina-
tive approaches. Crystal generative models, aim to capture the
prior probability distribution p(x) of stable crystal structures
in the chemical space, learning the underlying patterns and
correlations in crystal data to generate novel structures. These
generative models [1–6] capture the underlying distribution
of stable materials in the chemical space and enable the direct
generation of novel materials. On the other hand, discrimi-
native models, including machine learning interatomic poten-
tials (MLIP) [7–13] and property prediction models [14, 15],
focus on modeling the conditional probability p(y|x), where
y represents material properties given a crystal structure x.
These models excel at predicting specific properties or be-
haviors of materials and enable accelerated simulations and
property predictions. The integration of these complementary
approaches—combining the generative capability of models
that capture p(x) with the predictive power of discriminative
models that capture p(y|x)—presents a powerful framework
for materials discovery. Further achievements hinge on the
flexible combination of discriminative and generative models,
enhancing their performance and adapting them to specific
application domains. Reinforcement learning (RL) provides
a principled way to achieve this synergy, allowing the gen-
erative model to be improved and guided by the knowledge
embedded in discriminative models.

The synergy of discriminative and generative machine
learning models has already shown great success in real-
world applications in the past few years. A notable exam-
ple is classifier-guided generation [16, 17], where supervised
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trained discriminative models are leveraged to guide sam-
pling of generative models, eliminating the need for iterative
retraining of the generative model. Moreover, in the post-
training phase of large language models (LLM), reinforce-
ment learning from human feedback (RLHF) [18, 19] is em-
ployed to extract signals from supervised trained reward mod-
els to instruct generative models. In this context, RL [20]
serves as a powerful mechanism to integrate unsupervised and
supervised learned models. For example, LLM trained via RL
have demonstrated improved instruction following [18] and
reasoning capabilities [21], which shows it is an effective way
to enhance the performance of generative models.

Inspired by RLHF, we devise an RL approach to finetune
the crystal generative model CrystalFormer using discrimi-
native models such as MLIP and property prediction models,
see Fig. 1(a). We demonstrate that the approach effectively
enhances the stability and desired figures of merit of gener-
ated materials. We have released the codes and trained mod-
els at [22]. Moreover, we provide instructions on fine-tuning
CrystalFormer with customized MLIP or property predic-
tion models other than the ones used in this work.

The organization of the paper is as follows: Section II
describes the RL algorithm for fine-tuning CrystalFormer.
Section III presents the results on improving the stability of
generated materials and examples of property-controlled ma-
terial generation. Section IV discusses the prospects of this
work in a broader context.

II. METHOD

In the spirit of RLHF [18, 19], we fine tune pre-trained crys-
tal generative model using reward signal from MLIP or a ma-
terial property prediction model. The objective function to be
maximized reads [23],

L = E
x∼pθ(x)

[
r(x) − τ ln

pθ(x)
pbase(x)

]
, (1)
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Figure 1. (a) The reinforcement fine-tuning workflow. Machine
learning interatomic potential or property prediction models provide
rewards to the material generated by CrystalFormer. The RL train-
ing loop updates the parameters of a pre-trained CrystalFormer to
maximize the objective function in Eq. (1). (b) The reinforcement
fine-tuned model deviates from the base model to maximize the ex-
pected reward with entropy regularization.

where x represents crystalline materials sampled from a pol-
icy network pθ(x), r(x) is the reward function which awards
preferred materials with high returns, τ is the regularization
coefficient controls proximity to the base model pbase(x). The
second term of Eq. (1) is the Kullback-Leibler (KL) diver-
gence between the policy distribution and the base model [24].
Overall, the objective function aims to maximize the expected
reward of samples while ensuring that the policy also aligns
with the base model.

The combination of both terms in Eq. (1) can also be re-
garded as a KL divergence between the policy network pθ(x)
under fine-tuning and an optimal policy [23, 25]

p∗θ(x) =
pbase(x)

Z
exp

(
r(x)
τ

)
, (2)

where Z is the normalization factor. The corresponding op-
timal value of the objective function Eq. (1) will be τ ln Z.
Setting the reward to be proportional to the log-likelihood
of certain desired property r(x) ∝ τ ln p(y|x), one sees that
p∗θ(x) ∝ pbase(x)p(y|x). Therefore, Eq. (2) can be viewed as
Bayesian inference with a prior distribution pbase(x) and the
likelihood exp (r(x)/τ) [25, 26]. The pre-trained model not
only provides the prior distribution pbase(x) but also provides
parameter initialization for the policy network. Figure 1(b)
illustrates the RL fine-tuning process. The variational infer-
ence provides an alternative to the Markov chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) sampling carried out in Ref. [5]. Here, larger τ cor-
responds to higher temperature and hence stronger entropy

regularization. Such optimization is also equivalent to the
variational free energy calculations carried out for statistical
mechanics problems [27, 28], where the two terms in the ob-
jective function Eq. (1) correspond to expected energy and en-
tropy, respectively. We employ the proximal policy optimiza-
tion (PPO) [29] algorithm to maximize the expected reward.
The implementation details are provided in Appendix C.

In the RLHF paradigm for LLM, a reward model that rep-
resents human preferences is used to evaluate the quality of
generated samples. Analogously, in computational material
science, density functional theory (DFT) is frequently em-
ployed to assess the quality of crystalline materials. However,
the computational expense associated with DFT renders its
direct application as a reward model within the RLHF frame-
work infeasible. To circumvent this limitation, we propose the
utilization of an MLIP as a surrogate reward model. Recent
advancements in MLIP have yielded models capable of sim-
ulating atomic systems with both high accuracy and reduced
computational cost, thus providing a viable proxy for DFT
calculations [7]. Moreover, universal MLIP [11–13, 30–32],
encompassing the entire periodic table of chemical elements,
offering the capacity to evaluate a diverse range of materials,
making them particularly well-suited for our RL fine-tuning.

RLHF can also be effectively employed for property-guided
material generation, wherein the reward model is one or a
combination of several property prediction models [33–36].
The fine-tuned generative model is capable of generating ma-
terials with desired properties, such as band gap, formation
energy, and so on. We choose to carry out RL fine-tuning for
the crystal generative model CrystalFormer [5] due to its
simplicity, generality, and flexibility.

The CrystalFormer is an autoregressive transformer
which models the tokenized representation of crystal struc-
tures with explicit knowledge of space group symmetries.
The representation includes the space group number, Wyckoff
letter, chemical element, and fractional coordinates of each
symmetry inequivalent atom, and finally, the lattice param-
eters of the unit cell [5]. For example, the crystal LaH10
in the Fm3̄m (No. 225) space group with the cubic con-
ventional unit cell of the length 5.1Å is represented as the
sequence ”225-a-La-0-0-0-c-H-1/4-1/4-1/4-f-H-0.375-0.375-
0.375-X-5.1-5.1-5.1-90-90-90”, which contains all the nec-
essary information of the crystal. Key to the design of
CrystalFormer is the sequential nature of Wyckoff letters
which decrease in site symmetry in an alphabet order. In this
regard, the CrystalFormer leverages Nature’s codebook–the
Wyckoff position table–for a multimodal probabilistic model-
ing. Although the representation appears to lack a sense of
spatial geometry, unsupervised pre-training allows the model
to ingest solid-state chemistry knowledge by compressing the
crystalline material database into the model parameters. Fur-
thermore, the RL phase may allow it to extract the geome-
try and physics from MLIP and property prediction models
trained with supervised approaches.

In the present work, we first train the CrystalFormer on
the Alex-20 dataset, which is curated from the Alexandria
dataset [37]. More details of the dataset can be found in the
Appendix B. The resulting pre-trained model then serves as
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Figure 2. (a) The average energy above the convex hull of generated
materials and (b) the KL divergence between the policy and the base
model versus training steps. We set the regularization coefficient τ =
0.1.

the base model for the RL procedure, where we fine-tune the
model using the RL method using the MLIP or crystal prop-
erty prediction models as the reward model. In the RL stage,
the model learns from the reward model on its own sam-
ples. We sample crystal structures from CrystalFormer’s
policy, pθ(x), with the space groups distributed according to
the Alex-20 dataset. The samples are then evaluated by the
reward model r(x), which assigns a reward based on sta-
bleness or properties. These reward signals provide feed-
back for updating the CrystalFormer’s policy to maximize
the objective function in Eq. (1), iteratively improving the
CrystalFormer’s capacity to generate target crystal struc-
tures. We stop the fine-tuning process when the loss function
converges.

III. APPLICATIONS

A. Reinforcement learning from MLIP for improved stability
of generated materials

As the first application of the reinforcement fine-tuning of
CrystalFormer, we choose the energy above the convex hull
as the reward signal, i.e., r(x) = −Ehull(x). The energy above
the convex hull is the key metric for assessing the stability of
a material, with lower values indicating greater stability. To
predict the energy and calculate the energy above the convex
hull based on the Alexandria convex hull [37], we utilize the
Orb model [13]. This choice allows us to obtain accurate en-
ergy predictions and assess the stability of materials relative
to the convex hull fast. It is important to emphasize that our
approach is not limited to the Orb model; any universal MLIP
can serve as the reward model. More accurate MLIP yields
better reward signals, enhancing alignment with DFT calcu-
lations. Benchmarks on universal MLIP such as [38] provide
an interactive leaderboard to select the favorable one for the
fine-tuning purpose. We evaluate the performance by measur-
ing the fraction of structures that are stable, unique, and novel
(S.U.N.) [3]. The stability is defined as the energy above the
convex hull being less than 0.1 eV/atom, uniqueness is de-
fined as the generated structure not being identical to any other
generated structures, and novelty is defined as the generated
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Figure 3. The histogram of energy above convex hull predicted by the
Orb model [13] for the crystal samples from the pre-trained and the
RL fine-tuned model respectively. The red dashed line indicates the
threshold of 0.1 eV/atom. RL finetune improves the ratio of stable
materials from 44.7% in the base model to 73.4%.

structure not being present in the training dataset.
Figure 2(a) shows the expected energy above the convex

hull of generated samples, which shows steady improvement
during the training process. Figure 2(b) shows the KL di-
vergence between the policy and the pre-trained base model
KL(pθ∥pbase) = Ex∼pθ(x)

[
ln pθ(x)

pbase(x)

]
, which slightly increases

during the fine-tuning process.
Figure 3 shows the histogram of the energy above the con-

vex hull for the pre-trained model and the reinforcement fine-
tuned model. For each model, 1000 structures were sampled,
with their space groups drawn from the training data distribu-
tion. We note that we do not relax the generated structures,
as the focus of the fine-tuning is to enhance the stability of
generated materials. For the pre-trained model, 44.7% of the
generated structures are stable, whereas RL improves this ra-
tio to 73.4%, representing a substantial improvement. Simul-
taneously, the space group symmetry controlled [39] S.U.N.
ratio across all generated structures increased from 15.3% for
the pre-trained model to 21.6% for the RL fine-tuned model.
The results indicate that the RL fine-tuned model generates
structures with lower energy above the convex hull compared
to the pre-trained base model, suggesting that the RL method
effectively optimizes the model to generate more stable struc-
tures. Besides reducing the energy above the convex hull, the
reinforcement fine-tuning also improves the structure validity
metrics compared to the base model [1], see Appendix B.

Figure 4 shows the fraction of generated structures that are
stable and are also S.U.N. for 14 space groups spanning the
seven crystal systems. We choose to investigate the perfor-
mance of the model on the same 14 space groups as Ref. [3].
For each space group, we generate 1000 structures and eval-
uate the quality of samples using the Orb model [13]. The
results demonstrate that the reinforcement fine-tuned model
generates a higher fraction of stable and S.U.N. structures in
most cases, indicating that the RL method can enhance the
model’s ability to generate S.U.N. structures even though we
only award for the stability function. For space groups with
high symmetries (e.g. F4̄3m), even though the fraction of
stable materials increases, the S.U.N. ratio does not increase
possibly due to the restricted degrees of freedom limiting the
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Figure 4. Fraction of generated structures that are stable, and are also S.U.N. for 14 space groups spanning the seven crystal systems.

structural motifs. From the figure one also observes that the
performance of CrystalFormer is worst for the P1 space
group where there is minimal symmetry-related inductive bias
to be explored. This is in sharp contrast to Ref. [3] which
shows the best S.U.N. in the P1 space group. In fact, for
space group with higher symmetry which are more relevant
to the natural distribution of inorganic materials [40], we ob-
served that the performance of CrystalFormer is on par or
even better than the ones shown in Fig. D8 of Ref. [3]. Lastly,
while reinforcement fine-tuning does not affect the generation
speed of the model, it increases the rate of generating S.U.N.
samples from 3.46 to 4.89 per second.

Figure 5 breaks down the performance enhancement in
terms of the S.U.N. ratio coming from enlarging the pre-
training dataset and different ways of fine-tuning. First of
all, enlarging the pre-training dataset from MP-20 to Alex-
20 yields a significant improvement in the S.U.N. ratio, rising
from 2.6% to 15.3%. Next, we also tested the improvement
brought by supervised fine-tuning (SFT) on the pre-trained
model. For SFT, we generate 10,000 crystal samples and re-
lax them using the Orb models. Only those stable samples
with Ehull < 0.1 eV/atom were used to finetune the pre-trained
model. Figure 5 shows that SFT yields some improvement
over the pre-trained model, further increasing the S.U.N. ratio
from 15.3% to 18.3%. However, it is the reinforcement fine-
tuned model that delivers the most significant increase in the
S.U.N. ratio, leading to a final S.U.N. ratio of 21.6%.
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Figure 5. The weighted S.U.N. ratio averaged over all space groups
of the CrystalFormer trained on the MP-20 dataset and the Alex-
20 dataset compared with the fine-tuned model with SFT and RL
approaches. The energy above the convex hull is calculated based on
the Alexandria convex hull and the novelty is calculated based on the
Alex-20 dataset.

B. Reinforcement learning from the figure of merits for
property-guided material generation

Next, we apply the RL method for dielectric material dis-
covery. Dielectric materials are essential components in a
wide range of contemporary electronic devices, including
flash storage, central processing units, and random access
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Figure 6. (a) ML-predicted band gap Eg versus total dielectric con-
stant εtotal for generated samples in the Fm3̄m space group (No.225).
The dashed line indicates a constant figure of merit at values εtotal ·

Eg = 100eV. Note that we subsample 1000 data points from the gen-
erated samples for better visualization. (b) The histogram of energy
above the convex hull predicted by the Orb model [13] for the crystal
samples from the pre-trained and the RL fine-tuned model in Fm3̄m
space group (No.225), respectively. The red dashed line indicates
the threshold of 0.1 eV/atom. RL improves the FoM of the generated
samples towards high FoM dielectric materials at the cost of only
slightly affecting the stability. (c) Two examples of discovered high
FoM materials along with their properties and tokenized representa-
tion (fractional coordinate and lattice parameters omitted).

memory [41, 42]. The functional utility of these materials
is fundamentally governed by the precise interplay between
the dielectric constant and band gap—two inherently anti-
correlated properties that seldom achieve optimality concur-
rently in a single material. Consequently, delineating a Pareto
front becomes essential for navigating the trade-offs between
these competing parameters. We utilize the pre-trained MEG-
Net [15, 43] model to predict the band gap Eg for gener-
ated samples. The total dielectric constant is a dimension-
less number, which is the ratio of the permittivity of a sub-
stance to the permittivity of vacuum. To predict the total
dielectric constant εtotal which includes the ionic and elec-
tronic contributions [44], we train a separate M3GNet [30]
model on the dataset of density functional perturbation theory
(DFPT) calculations in the Materials Projects [45, 46], more
details of training and evaluation can be found in Appendix D.
The reward function is defined as the figure of merit (FoM),
r(x) = εtotal · Eg, which favors materials with both sizeable
band gap and permittivity.

Figure 6(a) shows the ML predicted band gap Eg versus to-
tal dielectric constant εtotal for generated samples in the Fm3̄m
space group (No.225) using the base and fine-tuned model
respectively. The reinforcement fine-tuning significantly im-
proves the FoM, with the majority of generated samples ex-
hibiting higher FoM values compared to the pre-trained base
model. We observe that the RL method primarily enhances
the FoM by increasing the band gap, rather than the dielec-
tric constant. This outcome may be attributed to the limited
and relatively low dielectric constant data used to train the di-
electric model, potentially causing the model to predict lower
dielectric constants. To address this issue, a more robust di-
electric prediction model that captures a wider range of dielec-
tric constants could be employed [47]. In contrast, the band
gap prediction model demonstrates greater accuracy, result-
ing in the RL method favoring an increase in the band gap to
optimize the FoM.

We generated 5000 samples (which takes 276 seconds with
single A100 GPU) and list those with Ehull < 0.1 eV/atom and
FoM > 100eV in Table S2 in Appendix D. We observed that
many of these samples are fluoride, probably due to fluorine’s
strong electronegativity increases the ionic character of bonds,
so that to ensure a sizeable band gap. Moreover, many of
these high FoM samples are composed of Cs elements, which
may be due to the relatively large ionic radius of Cesium,
leading to higher polarizability and thus an increased total di-
electric constant of the material. Figure 6(b) shows the en-
ergy above the convex hull for the materials sampled from the
base and fine-tuned model respectively, which suggests that
the reinforcement fine-tuning does not significantly affect the
stability of generated materials. Two examples of high FoM
materials discovered by CrystalFormer-RL, Cs2BaSrF6 and
Li6PbCl8, are shown in Fig 6(c). Cs2BaSrF6 belongs to the
double perovskite [48] structure prototype. We note that al-
though it is flagged as novel in Table S2, it is related to par-
tial substitution [49] of the Ba element in CsBaF3 which is
in the Alex-20 dataset. Therefore, the synthesis and identi-
fication of Cs2BaSrF6 as a novel compound may subject to
caveats pointed out in Ref. [50] such as compositional disor-
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der. Li6PbCl8 is derived from Li6VCl8 [51] by substituting V
with Pb and belongs to the Suzuki structure prototype [52].

Many of the generated samples are present in the Alex-
20 dataset which is in line with the S.U.N ratio 5.1% of the
base model on space group No.225. This nevertheless demon-
strates that the reinforcement fine-tuning procedure can guide
the generative process toward discovering candidates within
the pretrained dataset with no property label. Notably, 11
materials in Table S2 are absent from the Alex-20 dataset,
highlighting the ability of RL to guide the generative pro-
cess toward novel samples beyond the pretrained dataset. We
compare the prediction results of the generated samples with
that of corresponding equilibrium structures from the Alex-20
dataset in Table S3. We observe that the generated materials
are close to the equilibrium structure in the Alex-20 dataset,
with similar predicted FoM values.

The CrystalFormer’s ability to aid property-guided ex-
ploration of crystalline materials has been demonstrated in
previous work [5] using the MCMC sampling method from
the posterior distribution according to the Bayes rule. Both
the MCMC and reinforcement fine-tuning approach work with
any machine learning interatomic potential or property predic-
tion models trained separately of the CrystalFormer. The
RL approach addresses the long-mixing time or even the er-
godicity issue of the MCMC sampling of the posterior distri-
bution with the additional effort of fine-tuning and a variation-
ally approximated posterior.

IV. DISCUSSIONS

Reinforcement fine-tuning of materials generative model is
useful for an even broader class of materials properties such
as the thermoelectric figure of merit, thermal conductivity, and
superconducting critical temperature. In addition to a founda-
tional generative model such as the CrystalFormer for the
materials prior p(x), the framework requires a reliable ML
prediction model for the likelihood p(y|x), which is a research
topic with rapid progress both on generalizability and accu-
racy, see, e.g. [53–55].

It is often easier to discriminate the utility of a given ma-
terial than to generate a material with the desired utility.
Reinforcement fine-tuning of a materials generative model
using discriminative feedback offers a way to bridge such
discrimination-generation gap. RL on the autoregressive
transformer such as CrystalFormer [5] is particularly suit-
able given a variety of post-training techniques available for
LLM. Although the RL technique is readily applicable to
materials language models [4, 56, 57], we believe finetuned
CrystalFormer is more advantageous because it cherishes
the fundamental inductive bias of crystalline materials such as
space group symmetry and periodicity. Furthermore, many of
these RL methods can be extended to the material generative
models based on diffusion. The diffusion model is typically
fine-tuned through the incorporation of auxiliary networks to
condition generation on external inputs [58], while RL elimi-
nates the necessity for these additional network components.
For example, Refs. [59, 60] employ the RL algorithm to fine-

tune the pre-trained text-to-image model, leading to improved
sample quality and diversity. Nevertheless, applying RL with
KL regularization to the diffusion model is challenging due to
the need for precise log-likelihood calculations [61].

It is also interesting to compare active learning and RL in
the context of generative materials discovery. Active learn-
ing [62, 63] selects crystal samples back to the generative
training dataset, which is similar to the SFT approach dis-
cussed in Sec. III A. The active learning procedure optimizes
the same forward KL divergence between the empirical dis-
tribution of the training dataset and the generative model. In
contrast, RL minimizes the reverse KL divergence [25] be-
tween the generative model and the target distribution Eq. (2).
There are evidences that the RL approach delivers better per-
formance compared to the active learning approach in the con-
texts of LLM fine-tuning [64]. Consequently, the primary ad-
vantage of RL over active learning is its ability to directly
incorporate task-specific reward signals, enabling the model
to generate outputs that more effectively meet practical appli-
cation requirements. Moreover, we suspect the difference in
the mode covering versus mode seeking in the active learn-
ing versus RL may also be a reason for the difference in the
performance [26, 65].

Materials generative models are typically trained on equi-
librium or near equilibrium structures, which only represent
a small fraction of the chemical space. Incorporating non-
equilibrium structures into the training process can improve
model robustness and enhance the model’s capability to gener-
ate novel structures. Reinforcement fine-tuning achieves this
by using MLIP reward model to penalize the unstable struc-
tures generated by the model. Alternatively, the direct pref-
erence optimization [66] algorithm may be employed to fine-
tune the model on pairs of equilibrium and non-equilibrium
structures, which eliminates the necessity of training an ex-
plicit reward model for material stability.

The stability verifications presented in Fig. 3 and Fig. 6(b)
are based on the energy above the convex hull evaluated with
an MLIP. This reveals a fundamental challenge in the applica-
tion of RL in materials science: what is the verifiable ground
truth reward signal. Given the intricacies involved in material
synthesis and characterization [67], such a challenge is partic-
ularly concerning as faulty reward functions [68] which fails
to align with the final goal will suggest structures with high
reward but fail for the final experiment or even intermediate
DFT verifications. We believe the design of reward functions
that are both actionable and well-aligned with experimental
outcomes, with the insights of human experts, is crucial for
ensuring the reliability of the present and many related efforts.

Compared to property-guided material generation based on
training on labeled data [3, 69–71], the approaches advertised
in [5] (MCMC) and the present work (Reinforcement fine-
tuning, also known as variational Bayes) rely on the external
discriminative model in a plug-and-play manner. The flexi-
bility and modularity nature of this approach allows seamless
integration with many existing and very strong MLIP and ML
property prediction models into the materials generative de-
sign workflow.

This study focuses on how generative models can be en-
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hanced and specialized through the integration of property
prediction models. However, the reverse question: how prop-
erty prediction models can be improved by leveraging gener-
ative models—is also an intriguing question worth future in-
vestigation. For example, the Orb models employ a two-stage
training framework that integrates generative and supervised
learning to achieve state-of-the-art performance [13]. Initially,
they are pre-trained as denoising diffusion models on datasets
of stable materials. The pre-trained model then serves as the
initialization for an MLIP, which is subsequently fine-tuned in
a supervised manner to predict the energy, forces, and stress
of materials. This approach exemplifies how generative pre-
training can enhance the performance of discriminative mod-
els such as MLIP. Extending this idea further, Ref. [12] has
demonstrated that fine-tuning pretrained MLIP also gives bet-

ter performance for property prediction models.
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[53] B. Póta, P. Ahlawat, G. Csányi, and M. Simoncelli, Ther-
mal conductivity predictions with foundation atomistic models
(2024), arXiv:2408.00755 [cond-mat.mtrl-sci].

[54] A. Loew, D. Sun, H.-C. Wang, S. Botti, and M. A. L. Marques,
Universal machine learning interatomic potentials are ready for
phonons (2024), arXiv:2412.16551 [cond-mat.mtrl-sci].

[55] X. Fu, B. M. Wood, L. Barroso-Luque, D. S. Levine,
M. Gao, M. Dzamba, and C. L. Zitnick, arXiv preprint
arXiv:2502.12147 (2025).

[56] D. Flam-Shepherd and A. Aspuru-Guzik, (2023),
arXiv:2305.05708 [cs.LG].

[57] L. M. Antunes, K. T. Butler, and R. Grau-Crespo, Nature Com-

munications 15, 1 (2024).
[58] L. Zhang, A. Rao, and M. Agrawala, (2023), arXiv:2302.05543

[cs.CV].
[59] Y. Fan and K. Lee, (2024), arXiv:2301.13362 [cs.LG].
[60] K. Black, M. Janner, Y. Du, I. Kostrikov, and S. Levine, (2024),

arXiv:2305.13301 [cs.LG].
[61] Y. Fan, O. Watkins, Y. Du, H. Liu, M. Ryu, C. Boutilier,

P. Abbeel, M. Ghavamzadeh, K. Lee, and K. Lee, (2023),
arXiv:2305.16381 [cs.LG].

[62] X.-Q. Han, Z. Ouyang, P.-J. Guo, H. Sun, Z.-F. Gao, and Z.-Y.
Lu, Chin. Phys. Lett. (2025).

[63] Z. Li, S. Liu, B. Ye, D. J. Srolovitz, and T. Wen, Active learn-
ing for conditional inverse design with crystal generation and
foundation atomic models (2025), arXiv:2502.16984 [cond-
mat.mtrl-sci].

[64] Z. Shao, P. Wang, Q. Zhu, R. Xu, J. Song, X. Bi,
H. Zhang, M. Zhang, Y. K. Li, Y. Wu, and D. Guo, (2024),
arXiv:2402.03300 [cs.CL].

[65] I. Goodfellow, Y. Bengio, and A. Courville, Deep Learning
(MIT Press, 2016) http://www.deeplearningbook.org.

[66] R. Rafailov, A. Sharma, E. Mitchell, S. Ermon, C. D. Manning,
and C. Finn, (2024), arXiv:2305.18290 [cs.LG].

[67] A. K. Cheetham and R. Seshadri, Chemistry of Materials 36,
3490 (2024).

[68] J. Clark and D. Amodei, Faulty reward functions in the wild
(2016).
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Appendix A: The CrystalFormer model card

The architecture of CrystalFormer is identical to the one described in Ref. [5], except for an update on the positional
encoding. We use the rotary positional encoding (RoPE) [72] instead of the absolute positional encoding in the original design.

The base model was trained for 5500 epochs with a total batch size of 8000 over eight A100 GPUs using the Adam opti-
mizer [73]. The learning rate was set to 8e − 4.

The reinforcement fine-tuning was performed for 100 - 200 steps, depending on the task. For the reinforcement fine-tuning,
we use a total batch size of 1000 over two A100 GPUs and the Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 1e − 4. The pre-training
phase required approximately 1000 GPU hours, while the reinforcement fine-tuning phase took around 12 to 24 GPU hours.

For the supervised fine-tuning (SFT) of the CrystalFormer, we generate 10,000 crystal samples and relax them using the
Orb models. Only those stable samples with Ehull < 0.1 eV/atom were retained for SFT. The SFT was performed for 55 epochs
when validation loss stopped improving, with a batch size of 100 using the Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 1e − 5 on a
single A100 GPU.

Table S1. A table of hyperparameters used in this work.

Hyperparameters Value Remarks
The length of atom sequence including the padding atoms 21
Number of chemical species 119 ’H’ to ’Og’, plus padding atom
Number of possible Wyckoff letters 28 ’a-z’+’A’, plus padding atom
Number of modes in von-Mises mixture distribution Kx 16
Number of modes in lattice Gaussian mixture distribution Kl 4
Hidden layer dimension for the composite type of the first atom 256
Transformer number of layers 16
Transformer number of heads 16
Transformer key size 64
Transformer model size dmodel 64
Embedding dimension of discrete input 32
Number of Fourier frequency N f 5
Dropout rate in pre-training 0.1 No dropout in fine-tuning
Gradient clipping 1
RL regularization coefficient τ 0.1 15 for FoM reward
PPO clipping parameter ϵ 0.2
PPO steps between resampling 3
Total number of parameters: 4833575
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Appendix B: Training dataset

The Alexandria dataset [37] was chosen as a starting point because it was the largest openly available DFT dataset of equilib-
rium and near equilibrium structures (∼ 4.5 million materials). Using the same criteria as MatterGen [3] (distances to the convex
hull less than 0.1 eV/atom and less than 20 atoms in the unit cell), Alexandria now contains more than 1.3 million materials. 80
% of the data set was used for training and the remaining were divided equally between validation and test datasets. The Alex-20
dataset is available at [74].
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Figure S1. Space group distribution of the Alex-20 dataset.

Figure S2. Distribution of elements in Alex-20.
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as well as RL fine-tuned model.
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Appendix C: Details of reinforcement fine-tuning implementation

The proximal policy optimization (PPO) [29] is a simple yet effective policy gradient-based RL algorithm. The algorithm
optimizes the following objective function,

LPPO(θ) = E
x∼pold(x)

[
min(γ(θ)A(x), clip(γ(θ), 1 − ϵ, 1 + ϵ))A(x)

]
, (S1)

where γ(θ) = pθ(x)
pold(x) denotes the probability ratio between the policy under optimization and the policy for sampling, A(x) is the

advantage function, and ϵ is the clipping parameter. The second term, clip(γ(θ), 1 − ϵ, 1 + ϵ), modifies the surrogate objective
by clipping the probability ratio, which removes the incentive for moving γ(θ) outside of the interval [1 − ϵ, 1 + ϵ]. Drawing
samples from pold(x) rather than pθ(x) stems from the importance sampling and reduce the number of costly evaluation of the
reward function.

We use R(x) denotes the reward function with entropy regularization,

R(x) = r(x) − τ ln
pθ(x)

pbase(x)
. (S2)

The advantage function A(x) is then defined as

A(x) = R(x) − b, (S3)

where b represents the baseline. Note that one does not need to compute the gradient of A(x) with respect to network parameters
θ in the PPO algorithm. Instead, one uses the score function gradient estimate [75] to maximize the objective function LPPO(θ).
For each batch of samples from pold and reward signal, we carry out a few gradient ascent steps to update the policy network.
The detailed hyperparameters used in the PPO algorithm are listed in Table S1.

The advantage function measures the deviation of the reward R(x) from this baseline, indicating how much better or worse
the generated samples is compared to the baseline. In standard PPO implementations, this baseline is typically approximated
by a value function, which is trained alongside the policy model. We use the average reward of the generated samples x, i.e.,
b = Ex∼pold [R(x)] as the baseline [76]. This approach obviates the need for training a separate value function and is equivalent to
the group relative policy optimization done right [64, 77].

For the baseline b we use an exponential moving average of the previous rewards, which stabilizes the training and also
leverages the past reward information to form a lagged baseline. To be more specific, the baseline is updated as bk = ηbk−1 +

(1− η)R̄k, where η = 0.95 and b0 is initialized as the average reward of the initial batch R̄0. Here, R̄k is the average reward of the
current batch.

We employ the Orb-v2 [13] trained on the MPTraj [78] and Alexandria dataset [37] to as the reward model for energy
prediction for the generated samples. We calculate the energy above the convex hull using the energy predicted by the Orb model
in the Materials Project energy correction framework (i.e., MaterialsProject2020Compatibility from pymatgen [79]).
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Appendix D: Dielectric constant prediction model

The total dielectric constant is defined as

εtotal = εionic + εelec, (S1)

where εionic and εelec denote the ionic and electronic contributions to the dielectric constant, respectively. In fact, the dielectric
constant is fundamentally a tensor εi j, and the scalar dielectric constant εtotal is the mean of the eigenvalues of the total dielectric
tensor. The dielectric tensor can be written as

ε =

ε11 ε12 ε13
ε21 ε22 ε23
ε31 ε32 ε33

 , (S2)

where ε12 = ε21, ε13 = ε31, and ε23 = ε32. While the dielectric tensor is characterized by 9 components, only up to 6 are
independent elements. Moreover, this number decreases with higher material symmetry [80].

We use the M3GNet [30] model implemented in the MatGL [81] repository to predict the 6 independent components of the
total dielectric tensor using the DFPT calculations in Materials Project dataset [45, 46]. The 6 independent components were
predicted by the model and assembled into a 3 × 3 matrix, from which the total dielectric constant was determined by solving
for its eigenvalues. Following the data processing in Ref. [82], we clean up the dataset by restricting the components in total
dielectric constants εi j ∈ [−10, 100] for ∀i, j, which resulted in a dataset of ∼ 7,000 structures. The above dataset is then
divided into training, validation, and test subsets with a ratio of 8:1:1, respectively, for the purpose of experimental analysis. The
dielectric property prediction model is trained with the L1 loss and batch size of 64 and learning rate of 1e-4, using the Adam
optimizer with default parameters. Other training settings remained as the default configuration of MatGL.
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Figure S4. Performance of M3GNet on the test set of our refined MP dataset for εtotal.

Figure S4 illustrated the performance of M3GNet on the by calculating the total dielectric constant. It can be observed that
despite constraining the data range, the model’s generalization within this range remains limited, often underestimating the total
dielectric constant of the materials. This issue can be resolved by implementing a more robust prediction model or by expanding
the dataset to include a broader range of dielectric constants.
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Appendix E: Dielectric materials discovered by CrystalFormer-RL

As summarized in the Table S2, the reinforcement fine-tuned model generates a series of stable dielectric materials with high
FoM values, with only two samples present in the DFPT dataset. The labels of the LiTl2InF6 compound are band gap 4.10 eV
and total dielectric constant 27.49. The labels of Ba2TaFeO6 are band gap 1.86 eV and total dielectric constant 46.92. Both are
close to the predicted values in Table S2.

Table S2. Dielectric materials discovered by CrystalFormer-RL, ranked according to their figures of merit (FoM): εtotal · Eg.
See details of the samples at https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ouz0RRgntiSoVRe5VP cemnAdcb3MpTj/view?usp=sharing.

Formula Eg (eV) 1 εtotal
1 FoM (eV) Ehull (eV/atom) 2 Not in Alex-20 Not in DFPT dataset

LiNdTl2F6 4.54 41.73 189.54 0.09 ✓

LiLaTl2F6 4.48 40.44 181.35 0.08 ✓

LiErTl2F6 4.73 36.56 172.78 0.05 ✓

LiScTl2F6 4.40 37.41 164.57 0.03 ✓

KDyTl2F6 6.32 23.49 148.50 0.05 ✓ ✓

NaTbTl2F6 5.02 29.17 146.56 0.02 ✓ ✓

LiYTl2F6 4.69 30.98 145.27 0.04 ✓

LiTmTl2F6 4.53 29.19 132.27 0.03 ✓

LiNiPb2F6 4.12 30.43 125.26 -0.04 ✓ ✓

Li6PbCl8 4.64 25.19 116.76 0.08 ✓ ✓

Cs2BaSrF6 5.38 21.32 114.75 0.04 ✓ ✓

Cs2SmTlF6 5.69 20.12 114.50 0.02 ✓

LaMnTl2F6 3.03 36.01 109.15 -0.04 ✓ ✓

Cs2SrCaF6 6.10 17.86 108.92 0.01 ✓

Cs2LiNdF6 6.44 16.90 108.90 0.06 ✓

ScTl2WO6 1.99 54.47 108.50 0.10 ✓ ✓

ScPb2WO6 1.53 70.52 107.90 0.10 ✓ ✓

Ba2TaMnO6 2.75 39.00 107.37 0.08 ✓

CsBaF3 5.81 18.38 106.78 0.08 ✓

LiTl2InF6 3.72 28.74 106.76 0.03

Cs2LiPrF6 6.52 16.25 105.99 0.07 ✓

Rb2NdTlF6 5.29 20.02 105.90 0.09 ✓ ✓

Ba2TaFeO6 2.07 50.19 103.81 0.02 ✓

Cs2ScTlF6 4.87 21.26 103.51 0.00 ✓

Cs2LiLaF6 5.96 17.35 103.50 0.07 ✓

Cs2KNdF6 5.96 17.37 103.49 0.01 ✓

Cs2RbNdF6 6.40 16.16 103.49 0.02 ✓

Cs2BaCaF6 6.07 17.00 103.13 0.04 ✓

Cs2LuTlF6 5.48 18.61 101.96 0.00 ✓ ✓

Cs2BaPbF6 4.66 21.82 101.69 0.04 ✓

Cs2RbSrF6 5.89 17.22 101.47 0.09 ✓

Cs3NdF6 6.18 16.33 100.95 0.04 ✓

1 The band gap and total dielectric constant are predicted by machine learning models.
2 The energy above the convex hull is computed via the Orb model based on Alexandria convex hull.

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ouz0RRgntiSoVRe5VP_cemnAdcb3MpTj/view?usp=sharing
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Table S3. Dielectric materials discovered in the Alex-20 dataset. Superscript ’eq’ denotes the prediction results for equilibrium
structure in the Alex-20 dataset

Formula Eg (eV) 1 εtotal
1 FoM (eV) a (Å) 2 Eeq

g (eV) 1 ε
eq
total

1 FoMeq (eV) aeq (Å) 2

LiNdTl2F6 4.54 41.73 189.54 6.23 4.69 41.92 196.41 6.23

LiLaTl2F6 4.48 40.44 181.35 6.31 4.63 37.72 174.53 6.22

LiErTl2F6 4.73 36.56 172.78 6.09 4.71 36.93 173.98 6.11

LiScTl2F6 4.40 37.41 164.57 6.00 4.54 36.24 164.49 6.00

LiYTl2F6 4.69 30.98 145.27 6.16 4.70 30.31 142.52 6.13

LiTmTl2F6 4.53 29.19 132.27 6.09 4.59 29.99 137.59 6.09

Cs2SmTlF6 5.69 20.12 114.50 7.11 5.73 19.84 113.69 7.01

Cs2SrCaF6 6.10 17.86 108.92 6.73 6.04 16.59 100.17 6.64

Cs2LiNdF6 6.44 16.90 108.90 6.41 6.41 16.82 107.89 6.41

Ba2TaMnO6 2.75 39.00 107.37 5.85 1.88 35.08 65.82 5.66

CsBaF3 5.81 18.38 106.78 7.34 5.81 18.94 109.98 5.14

LiTl2InF6 3.72 28.74 106.76 6.06 3.90 26.52 103.32 6.05

Cs2LiPrF6 6.52 16.25 105.99 6.46 6.43 15.79 101.48 6.43

Cs2ScTlF6 4.87 21.26 103.51 6.82 4.86 20.78 100.99 6.73

Cs2LiLaF6 5.96 17.35 103.50 6.45 5.68 16.72 94.88 6.44

Cs2KNdF6 5.96 17.37 103.49 7.03 5.81 14.85 86.31 6.90

Cs2RbNdF6 6.40 16.16 103.49 7.11 6.45 15.85 102.16 7.04

Cs2BaCaF6 6.07 17.00 103.13 6.87 6.08 16.77 101.99 6.84

Cs2BaPbF6 4.66 21.82 101.69 7.14 4.64 21.61 100.23 7.10

Cs2RbSrF6 5.89 17.22 101.47 7.05 5.41 17.39 94.01 7.07

Cs3NdF6 6.18 16.33 100.95 7.29 5.18 13.51 69.98 7.22

1 The band gap and total dielectric constant are predicted by machine learning models.
2 The lattice constant is measured using the primitive cell.
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