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We explore the sensitivity of several core-level spectroscopic methods to the underlying atomistic
structure by using the water molecule as our test system. We first define a metric that measures the
magnitude of spectral change as a function of the structure, which allows for identifying structural
regions with high spectral sensitivity. We then apply machine-learning-emulator-based decompo-
sition of the structural parameter space for maximal explained spectral variance, first on overall
spectral profile and then on chosen integrated regions of interest therein. The presented method
recovers more spectral variance than partial least squares fitting and the observed behavior is well
in line with the aforementioned metric for spectral sensitivity. The analysis method is able to inde-
pendently identify spectroscopically dominant degrees of freedom, and to quantify their effect and
significance.

I. INTRODUCTION

Owing to orbital localization, core-level spectroscopies
are sensitive to structure in the neighborhood of the ex-
cited atomic site. However, the dependence between the
atomistic arrangement and the resulting spectra is not
straightforward, which complicates the analysis of these
spectra [1–4]. Satisfactory solution to this complexity
calls for new methods, such as machine learning (ML)
that may relieve the computational burden of repeated
function evaluations [5]. Here the inherent lightness of
evaluation may, for example, help with problems involv-
ing predictions of statistical averages or prediction of
spectra for new structures instead of their explicit sim-
ulation. Several ML approaches have recently been ap-
plied to spectroscopy [6–11], typically to emulate the re-
lations between known molecular/atomic structures and
corresponding spectra [8, 9]. The possibility to predict
structural variations in the crystals using extended X-
ray absorption fine structure has also been demonstrated
[7]. Moreover, prediction of X-ray absorption near-edge
structure based on descriptors of the molecular structure
has been recently shown with a high accuracy [10].

In this work, we turn to the question of how to apply
an accurate ML emulator to the interpretation of core-
level spectra in terms of the underlying atomistic struc-
ture. We develop a machine-learning-based dimensional-
ity reduction of the structural parameter space based on
most covered spectral variance, and apply the method to
simulations for three types: X-ray photoelectron spectra
(XPS), X-ray emission spectra (XES) and X-ray absorp-
tion spectra (XAS). To interpret the findings, we present
a metric to measure spectral sensitivity to structural
change and as the result we identify regions of higher and
of lower spectroscopic structural sensitivity, consistently
with the different methods.

∗ johannes.niskanen@utu.fi

II. METHODS

A. Data and emulators

As our data we use 10000 snapshots from ab initio
molecular dynamics (AIMD) trajectories for the H2O
molecule with initial kinetic energy equivalent to 10000 K
temperature and spectra simulated for these structures.
The structural data and the related XAS spectra have
been published previously [11]. For the calculation of
XAS and XES spectra, we applied transition-potential
density functional theory (TP-DFT). For evaluation of
the XPS core-level binding energies, we carried out ∆-
DFT calculations for the hole state energy with respect
to the ground state. Here we assume a high-enough pho-
ton energy to result in a constant O 1s ionization cross
section regardless of the structure. All spectra were con-
voluted with a 1.0 eV Gaussian and are presented on a
0.1-eV-spaced grid (100 points for all cases). The calcula-
tions were carried out using the CP2K software [12]. The
XES spectra were shifted −6.0 eV for easier comparison
with the experiment.

Our analysis relies on machine learning and the ability
to predict spectra at new points in the configurational
space, here defined by three degrees of freedom: H-O-
H bond angle α, the shorter and the longer O-H bond
lengths bs and bl, respectively. We selected the ML spec-
troscopic emulators in a fashion similar to that of Ref.
11. In brief, we examined polynomial models with the
orders from 2 to 9, and multi-layered perceptrons (MLP)
with 2–5 hidden layers and 5–500 neurons in each layer,
and used mean-squared error as a metric of the training
quality for a set of 8000 data points. The scikit-learn
[13] Python package was used. Based on cross-validation
performance scores we choose to use an MLP emulator for
XES and polynomial emulators for XAS and XPS in the
later stages of the analysis, carried on with a completely
separate test set of 2000 samples. However, due to the
wiggly behavior of the MLP isosurfaces for XES spectra,
we use the smoother-behaving polynomial emulators to
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FIG. 1. Spectra of the H2O molecule in the training dataset; (a–c) the mean spectrum is shown in black, and the shaded
area depicts ±1 standard deviation from the mean. Dashed lines indicate the regions of interests (ROIs; I, II, and III) for the
coarsened spectra. Structural sensitivity of these spectra; (d–f) Cartesian distance difference Mdiff (g–i) Jacobian norm Mgrad.
Since polynomial approaches behave smoother, they were utilized also for the plots of XES. The ranges of the parameters shown
are ±σ of the training set for parameter in question. For details, see text.

produce all the plots in Figure 1.

B. Spectral Sensitivity Metric

We measure structural sensitivity as the rate of change
of spectrum S(p) at structural parameter point p. For
vector-valued function S we define the metric

Mgrad(p) :=
‖JS(p)‖2
‖S(pcen)‖2

(1)

where

[JS(p′)]ij =
∂Si

∂pj

∣∣∣∣
p=p′.

(2)

Each channel in the spectrum S is defined by the struc-
tural parameters p. Thus each row in the Jacobian gives

the gradient of the particular energy channel with respect
to structure. Spectral sensitivity with respect to a given
structural parameter is given by the length of the accord-
ing column vector. To classify points in the configuration
space, we focus on the square norm of the whole Jacobian
matrix. Since we compare different spectroscopies, nor-
malization with the spectrum at the center of the data
pcen set is applied.

An alternative metric is spectral deviation from that
at the center of the training set

Mdiff(p) :=
‖S(p)− S(pcen)‖2
‖S(pcen)‖2

(3)

Numerical calculations on a grid relied on evaluation of
the ML predictor.
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C. Emulator-based Component Analysis

The algorithm carries out step-wise component vector
(CV) search for dimensionality reduction in the struc-
tural parameter space with the criterion to maximize the
explained spectral variance together with the components
of the previous steps. For a set of N parameter points
{pi}Ni=1 this is achieved by projection on CVs optimized
for the purpose. For each step k (k = 1, 2, ...) a unit vec-
tor v̂k is searched so that generalized covered variance

ρ = 1− tr(ÃTÃ)/tr(ATA) (4)

is maximized. Here matrix A contains the true spectra
of the original data points as its row vectors Ai. The
corresponding predicted spectra for projected data points
are given as row vectors of matrix

A
(pred)
i = S(pred)

 k∑
j=1

(v̂j · pi) v̂j

 (5)

where function S(pred) is machine-learning based emula-
tor capable of predicting spectra for previously unseen
structures and

Ã = A−A(pred). (6)

We apply the orthonormality constraint v̂k · v̂j = δkj to
the CVs and as the result of the procedure a set of or-
thonormal projection vectors is obtained so that they al-
ways maximize the generalized covered spectral variance
ρ up to the given order k. We applied an overall factor
±1 for the CVs to point towards increasing intensity.

The generalized covered variance ρ accounts for the
goodness score in the spectrum space, and is necessi-
tated by the nonlinearity of spectrum prediction oper-
ation S(pred). When applied to data matrix from a pro-
jection in the same linear space, the definition reduces
to that of covered variance used for example in principal
component analysis. Due to its definition, ρ may ob-
tain negative values for notably bad predictions as the
value zero corresponds to errors with the magnitude of
the variance of the known data. We see no problem in
alternatively using the remaining unexplained spectral
variance 1− ρ as error metric in a minimization problem
for vectors v̂k.

D. Partial least-squares fits using SVD

We adapted an approach based on singular value de-
composition (PLSSVD) [14] owing to its straightforward
simplicity and to orthogonality of the CVs. Here the par-
tial least-squares fit was applied to data in matrices X
and Y that contain standardized structural parameters
and the corresponding standardized spectra in their row
vectors. A linear fit was applied between the component

scores of left and right eigenvectors for each order of the
decomposition. As a result, an approximation of data

Y ≈ X

k∑
j=1

U (j)cjV
(j)T (7)

was obtained. In the equation U (j) and V (j) denote the
left and right eigenvectors (columnvectors) corresponding
eigenvalue λj ordered in descending fashion. As the data
have been standardized in each of their dimensions, the
covariance matrix reads directly

cov(X,Y) = XTY = Udiag(λ1, ..., λk)VT (8)

from which the matrices U,V and diag(λ1, ..., λk) are ob-
tained by singular value decomposition. The procedure
thus gives basis vectors on which to project the data X
and Y.

The coefficients cj were obtained from a linear least-
squares fit between between projected data points XU (j)

and YV (j) for each order j = 1, 2, .... The constant term
in the fits was negligible and the first order coefficient
is assigned cj . As an example, the results of the fits for
the overall spectrum case are depicted in Supplementary
Information. For comparison of the PLSSVD fit results,
generalized explained variance metrics were evaluated for
decompositions cumulatively incremented up to order k
as given by Equation (7). An overall factor ±1 was ap-
plied for the PLSSVD structural space basis vectors to
point towards increasing intensity.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Although static classical nuclei model is used, the ap-
pearance of the studied spectra of the H2O molecule in
Figures 1 (a–c) are in agreement with the respective ex-
periments [15]. The emulators trained on the sampled
AIMD structures and corresponding spectra allow for
easy and computationally light evaluation of the data on
a mesh grid. We applied this capability to calculate the
square norms of spectral deviation from that of the mean
structure are depicted in Figures 1 (d–f). In addition,
numerical differentiation of an emulator for the spectrum
S(r) is a computationally light task on a mesh grid. Here,
each partial derivative gives the rate of change for each
channel in a spectrum S(r) at point r with respect to each
structural parameter. The square norms of the Jacobian
matrices [JS(r′)]ij = ∂Si/∂rj |r=r′ , presented in Figures 1
(i–h) indicate strongest spectral changes in specific direc-
tions for each method. Normalization by the spectrum at
the mean structure rcen is applied in both cases to allow
for a direct comparison.

The spectra show differing structural behaviour with
more variation in XES and XAS than XPS, also indi-
cated by the channel-wise one-standard deviation drawn
together with the spectra. Figures 1 (e) and (g) reveal
that XAS is most sensitive to the symmetric stretch. This
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is seen as the largest isovalue surface being located at
large bl and bs values, with little variation along the bond
angle α. On the other hand the XPS spectrum changes
most at high bond angles, as seen in Figures 1 (f) and
(h): isosurfaces are oriented parallel to the bl-bs plane.
From this view XES is expected to be most sensitive to
all structural parameters in the system, being least af-
fected by the asymmetric stretch as seen in Figures 1 (d)
and (i). Here the the cartesian distance difference has a
low-value isosurface region intersecting the plot of Fig-
ure 1 (d), but the overall rate of change has still high
isosurface values throughout the plot of Figure 1 (i).

FIG. 2. ECA of the full spectra. (a) Orientation of the com-
ponent vectors. Different colours indicate the type of spec-
troscopy, and line type depicts the components. (b) Ratios of
explained variances for spectrum and for structure.

Spectroscopic data can be seen as two correlated data
sets, one for structures and one for the corresponding
spectra. One way to analyse the interdependencies in
such data is provided by partial least-squares (PLS) fit-
ting [16, 17], and a variant of this family of methods
has already been applied to binding energies in XPS in
aqueous solution [1]. In PLS algorithms latent variables
connecting the two data sets are searched for using only
existing data points. However, we show that the relation
of structure and spectra may be investigated more deeply
with the help of a ML-based emulator, that is capable of
making accurate and computationally light predictions
of new data. Indeed, for a set of parameters defining
the Hamiltonian, the spectra are defined as a function.
We utilize the aforementioned capabilities of a good em-
ulator and make a stepwise parameter-space decompo-
sition, where the search for structural space component
vectors (CV) is guided by covering of maximal variance
in the spectrum space. Because the search of each CV
consists of an iterative solution of an optimization prob-
lem, the lightness of evaluation of the emulator is essen-
tial. Moreover, this emulator-based component analysis
(ECA) routine relies on prediction of spectra on new data
i.e. projected data points in the standardized structural
parameter space.

When compared to the results of PLS implemented
on eigenvectors from singular value decomposition of the
covariance matrix (PLSSVD) [14], the ECA algorithm
is able to explain more spectral variance with a decom-
position to a given order (Table I). Consequently, ex-
plained structural variance for ECA may be less than for

the PLSSVD. We understand this by the design prin-
ciple of ECA to search for directions that matter the
most for spectra, with no emphasis on covered structural
variance. Moreover, the nonlinearity of ECA allows for
tighter match with the data than linear methods. The
first CVs of the methods agree in interplay of all struc-
tural parameters, in opposing directions for angle and
bond lengths for XES. Likewise, the overall shape of XAS
is agreed to be dominantly affected by the bond lengths,
and the XPS is virtually completely explained by the H-
O-H angle. The results are also depicted in Figure 2 and
these findings are consistent with the spectral sensitivity
metrics presented in Figure 1.

Interpretation of experimental core-level spectra is
complicated by unavoidable inaccuracy of the spectrum
simulations. As a solution to the problem, we have previ-
ously proposed an analysis of spectral regions of interest
(ROI) that are identifiable in both experiment and the-
ory [2, 3, 11, 18, 19]. In such a line of thought it is argued
that the risk of overanalysis is reduced, as the procedure
would naturally focus on confirmedly reproduced spectral
features. An alternative approach to assess uncertain-
ties in simulated X-ray spectra have been presented by
Bergmann et al. [20]. By studying the spectral response
to slight structural distortions, their method results in
error bars for calculated spectra for more reliable inter-
pretation of the experiment.

We analysed the behaviour of ROIs marked in Fig-
ures 1 (a–c) with two approaches: simultaneous and inde-
pendent for each ROI. A joint treatment of ROIs revealed
that some regions dominated the component analysis at
the cost of the others. This occured due to different
overall variances in the ROI intensities seen in Figures
1 (a–c). For example, the optimization of the first CV
became dictated by XES ROI I which resulted in highly
sub-optimal description of ROI III intensity. Therefore
we conclude that interpretation of ROIs is best done by
individual fitting i.e. analysing each ROI separately.

The results of individual analyses for each ROI are pre-
sented in Figure 3 and in Table II. When performed this
way, already the first CVs explain on average (87±14)%
of ROI intensity variance with the mean structural cov-
ered variance of (38±7)% as indicated by Figures 3 (b–c).
The first PLSSVD CVs show a weaker (68±27)% perfor-
mance for covered spectral variance but cover (42±9)%
of the structural variance. As the uncertainties above,
standard deviations are given.

The CVs were oriented along the increase of corre-
sponding ROI intensity. Whereas this is a trivial task
for linear models, defining the positive direction is more
complicated for ECA, because of nonlinear and possibly
oscillatory behavior of intensity along the component (see
Supporting Information). Our analysis reports dominant
dependence on H-O-H angle of all ROIs in XES spectra:
based on the first component vectors intensity transfer
to ROI II is expected with inward bending. The ROIs
in XAS are mostly affected by the bond lengths, and for
example ROI I intensity is found to be increased with
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FIG. 3. ROI-wise ECA of the spectra. (a) Orientation of the first component vectors. Different colours indicate the type of
spectroscopy, and line type depicts the ROI. (b) Ratios of explained spectral variances. (c) Ratios of explained structural-
parameter variances.

TABLE I. Analysis of the overall shape of spectra in increasing order of decomposition: cumulative fractional explained variance
in spectral (σ2

spec) and structural (σ2
stru) space and the corresponding component vectors in the standardized parameter space.

k σ2
spec σ

2
stru α bl bs σ2

spec σ
2
stru α bl bs

ECA PLSSVD
XES 1 0.74 0.41 [ 0.88 −0.34 −0.32 ] 0.38 0.47 [ 0.77 −0.44 −0.47 ]

2 1.00 0.84 [ −0.47 −0.65 −0.59 ] 0.51 0.85 [ −0.64 −0.54 −0.55 ]
3 1.00 1.00 [ 0.00 −0.67 0.74 ] 0.51 1.00 [ 0.01 −0.72 0.69 ]

XAS 1 0.75 0.50 [ 0.16 0.66 0.74 ] 0.50 0.50 [ 0.07 0.74 0.67 ]
2 0.91 0.67 [ −0.20 0.75 −0.63 ] 0.53 0.84 [ −0.98 0.17 −0.09 ]
3 1.00 1.00 [ −0.97 −0.05 0.25 ] 0.58 1.00 [ 0.18 0.65 −0.74 ]

XPS 1 0.99 0.29 [ 0.96 0.26 0.03 ] 0.89 0.32 [ −0.99 −0.17 −0.05 ]
2 1.00 0.80 [ 0.14 −0.42 −0.90 ] 0.88 0.78 [ 0.17 −0.93 −0.33 ]
3 1.00 1.00 [ −0.23 0.87 −0.44 ] 0.88 1.00 [ 0.01 −0.34 0.94 ]

further elongation of the longer bond. Last, the sensitiv-
ity of XPS to the H-O-H bond angle only is recovered,
as intensity is shifted to lower binding energies with in-
creasing bend angles.

All other things equal, a more complicated system can
be expected to require a more complicated emulator ar-
chitecture. This naturally will require larger training
(and test) data sets that should cover the whole region of
prediction [11], i.e. accessible structural space. The field
of machine learning provides measures how to evaluate
the model and the number of required training points, by
for example studying the learning curves. For the water
molecule alone, a simple 3D grid evaluation would have
been feasible. However, for more complicated systems
the number of dimensions would prohibit such a raw ap-
proach. We see (AI)MD and Monte Carlo simulations
feasible ways to generate structures as the achieved sam-
pling cuts out large portion of the inaccessible structural
space by design. These considerations are complicated
by the note that the complexity of an emulator architec-
ture depends also on how well behaving a function the
spectral response is. Last, it remains a case-dependent
question, how much precision loss is tolerated in the pro-
cess.

The idea of using decomposition is to provide inter-

pretation for spectroscopic data learned by an emula-
tor. The aim is to identify dominant trends in a com-
plicated structure-spectrum relation, with inherent loss
of information. In this work we used a linear transforma-
tion around a well identifiable center to identify relevant
directions of spectral sensitivity. For more complicated
data such as liquids, these centers may be numerous or a
continuous valley of regions may appear – possibly with
varying local spectral behaviour. As one potential way to
solve the problem, a manifold approach might be used.
In such an approach locally linear variations would be
studied together with additional parameters defining the
local neighborhood, e.g. particular molecular isomer.
Such parametrizations could be made by energy crite-
ria, by abundance of points in a MD trajectory, or by
principal component or a clustering analysis of the struc-
tural data. However, for spectral data that is severely
wiggly or heavily scattered over the accessible structural
space, it is hard to see any interpretation method to be
able to draw correct universal trends from, as inverting
the structure–spectrum function becomes impossible. It
seems that a structural information bottleneck can be
reached at least in two ways: first due to insensitivity
of the probe to certain structural variation and second
due to back-and-forth wiggle of the spectra in the the
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TABLE II. Component-wise ECA analysis of the ROI intensities: cumulative fractional explained variance in spectral (σ2
spec)

and structural (σ2
stru) space and the corresponding component vectors in the standardized parameter space. The CVs are

oriented along increasing ROI intensity based on a linear fit on the predicted data for projection along the CV in question only.

k σ2
spec σ

2
stru α bl bs σ2

spec σ
2
stru α bl bs

ECA PLSSVD
XES ROI I

1 0.94 0.40 [ 0.90 −0.31 −0.32 ] 0.32 0.53 [ 0.39 −0.65 −0.65 ]
2 1.00 0.84 [ −0.44 −0.67 −0.59 ]
3 1.00 1.00 [ −0.04 0.67 −0.74 ]
ROI II
1 0.55 0.41 [ −0.89 0.33 0.31 ] 0.24 0.32 [ −0.90 −0.29 −0.32 ]
2 1.00 0.84 [ −0.46 −0.62 −0.64 ]
3 1.00 1.00 [ −0.02 −0.71 0.70 ]
ROI III
1 0.88 0.31 [ 0.84 0.43 0.32 ] 0.69 0.36 [ 0.70 0.49 0.53 ]
2 0.99 0.84 [ −0.53 0.62 0.57 ]
3 1.00 1.00 [ 0.03 −0.65 0.76 ]

XAS ROI I
1 0.92 0.45 [ −0.42 0.88 0.25 ] 0.88 0.52 [ −0.38 0.76 0.53 ]
2 0.99 0.72 [ −0.15 0.20 −0.97 ]
3 1.00 1.00 [ 0.90 0.44 −0.05 ]
ROI II
1 0.79 0.48 [ −0.15 0.28 0.95 ] 0.58 0.49 [ −0.24 0.38 0.89 ]
2 0.97 0.70 [ −0.14 −0.95 0.26 ]
3 1.00 1.00 [ 0.98 −0.09 0.18 ]
ROI III
1 0.90 0.42 [ −0.33 −0.86 −0.39 ] 0.80 0.51 [ −0.04 −0.76 −0.65 ]
2 0.98 0.80 [ 0.92 −0.20 −0.33 ]
3 1.00 1.00 [ 0.20 −0.47 0.86 ]

XPS ROI I
1 0.99 0.29 [ 0.97 0.26 0.02 ] 0.98 0.32 [ 0.99 0.16 0.03 ]
2 1.00 0.80 [ 0.13 −0.38 −0.92 ]
3 1.00 1.00 [ 0.23 −0.89 0.40 ]
ROI II
1 0.99 0.29 [ −0.97 −0.26 −0.02 ] 0.98 0.32 [ −0.99 −0.16 −0.03 ]
2 1.00 0.80 [ −0.13 0.38 0.92 ]
3 1.00 1.00 [ −0.23 0.89 −0.40 ]
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structural parameter space.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

Spectroscopically relevant structural variability can be
captured by decomposition techniques. Utilizing ML-
based emulators allows for decomposition of structural
space based on explained spectral variance, an approach
that outperforms partial least squares fitting both in
spectral coverage and structural selectivity. The pre-
sented ECA method relies on accurate and computation-
ally light prediction of spectra for new structures enabled
by ML emulators, the development of which is currently
an active field of research. Application of this analysis
on ROIs in the spectrum may provide a direct interpre-

tation for an experimentally observed and theoretically
reproduced spectral change. Our results manifest X-ray
spectra forming a bottleneck for structural information,
some of which is not recoverable from them. Whereas
high sensitivity might be beneficial for a detailed analy-
sis of structure, sensitivity to only a few structural pa-
rameters may be utilized for identification of the related
structural classes by their spectroscopic fingerprints. On
the other hand, spectroscopic methods heavily sensitive
on many parameters may require a statistical approach.
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SUPPORTING INFORMATION

FIG. 4. Linear fits to decide the orientation of the first ECA component vectors. Emulator-evaluated intensities on projected
points are given together with the known intensity values for the corresponding data point.
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FIG. 5. Fits for the coefficients ck in the PLSSVD procedure. Scores of the standardized data are given for XES (a–c), for
XAS (d–f) and for XPS (g–i) together with a linear fit. The intercept term in the fit equation is negligible.
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