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Abstract

Machine learned chemical potentials have shown great promise as alternatives to
conventional computational chemistry methods to represent the potential energy of a
given atomic or molecular system as a function of its geometry. However, such poten-
tials are only as good as the data they are trained on, and building a comprehensive
training set can be a costly process. Therefore, it is important to extract as much in-
formation from training data as possible without further increasing the computational

cost. One way to accomplish this is by training on molecular forces in addition to
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energies. This allows for three additional labels per atom within the molecule. Here
we develop a neural network potential energy surface for studying a hydrogen transfer
reaction between two conformers of CsHs. We show that, for a much smaller training
set, force training can greatly improve the accuracy of the model compared to only
training to energies. We also demonstrate the importance of choosing the proper force

to energy weight ratio for the loss function to minimize the model test error.
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Introduction

Neural networks" provide a functional representation with significant expressive power.?™®

Despite concerns about overfitting and lack of reproducibility,® the well-documented suc-
cesses of neural networks (NNs) are a significant spur for exploration of their utility in the
natural sciences, where unique challenges are present,” including in particular utilization
for potential energy surface (PES) representation in chemistry.*?4 There is, of course, a
long tradition of PESs using functional representations relying on specific structure involving
choices of basis functions.??"2% Despite the many achievements of these methods, recent years
have seen a parade of successes of NNs and machine learning (ML) relative to this estab-
lished base, demonstrating superior performance and accuracy.?#443 NNPESs offer multiple
advantages over classical force fields. The functions used to describe chemical interactions
within classical models can limit the types of molecules that the model can describe well, and
are rarely able to model chemical reactions that involve breaking or formation of covalent
bonds. NNPESs offer much more flexible forms and are limited primarily by the amount and
quality of the data used to train them. Further, compared to quantum mechanical methods,
NNPESs can offer speed ups of several orders of magnitude.

A key ingredient of a successful NNPES representation is its satisfaction of various nec-
essary symmetries/invariances that are exhibited in molecular structure. Moreover, a highly
useful /desirable property is extensibility. In other words, a PES representation built from
some set, of structures ought to be useful for accurate description of the PES of other struc-
tures not in the training set, but involving the same set of atoms, charge, and multiplicity.
One key element of a PES functional construction that governs its utility is the set of vari-
ables used as a feature vector to represent molecular structure. A ground state PES is in
principle a function of internal coordinates of all the atoms in the molecule and its charge,
and to be sure, many NN based studies rely directly on internal coordinates.®#4 48 Qther
work also used internal coordinates with Gaussian processes (GPs), rather than NNs.** How-

ever, such representations lack extensibility, as the PES representation for a different size



molecule would have a different dimension for its input space. Moreover, the dimensionality
of this input specification grows very fast with molecule size, and is not optimal, as internal
constraints on the coordinates imply the presence of lower dimensional structure.

Lower dimensional representations of molecular structure are often referred to as col-
lective variables (CVs). The choice of symmetry-preserving, fixed-size, extensible CVs, in
which a low dimensional PES representation can be built in a wide class of molecules, is
challenging.® There are available means to discover such good coordinates for any given
molecule using purely data-centric methods.”'™® However, the enforcement of symmetries,
fixed feature size, and extensibility is yet lacking in these methods. There are also recent

constructions using local sub-networks, preserving symmetries, %4

however the extensibility
of these methods beyond a limited database of molecules has yet to be demonstrated.

One alternative to the exclusive use of data to construct CVs is to use analytical CV
formulations constructed based on chemical intuition and experience, satisfying sought-after
properties of fixed-size and symmetry preservation, and to calibrate them based on data.
There have been many formulations along these lines, e.g. Coulomb matrix,?*% “bag-of-
bonds”,*? SMILES strings,”®* and others.'®0%%7 In particular, the symmetry functions
(SFs) of Behler and Parrinello,®® have found continued development,®# and extensive
successful demonstrations in NN representations of both potential and free energy sur-
faces. 1825580 Notably, they have been successfully demonstrated in gas phase systems,
showing good accuracy in the representation of quantum mechanical reaction probabilities
for multiple reactions.®? Behler & Parrinello SFs, with extensions including atomic-number
differentiated atomic environment vectors (AEVs), have been found to provide extensibility
in a NN setting for large databases of organic molecules.® In this work we employ these
AEVs as atomic representations for our model.

For a potential energy surface to be useful for applications such as optimization and
dynamics it needs to be able to predict not only accurate single point energies but also

atomic forces. This can be achieved by training solely on single point energies and using



enough training data that the model has good accuracy on force predictions. An alternate
approach involves training on atomic forces and integrating to get the energies.®? It has
in fact been demonstrated that, for an equal number of training points sampled from near
minima structures, the inclusion of atomic forces during the training process can yield higher
accuracy in both force and energy predictions as compared to energy-only training.®® The
inclusion of force data improves model predictions away from the training data by ensuring
good representation of the energy gradient at the training data points. Christensen and von
Lilienfeld®® showed that, when training to a variety of molecular sizes and composition, the
effects of force training on model performance for potential energy prediction are diminished.
However, these models still show a significant improvement on the prediction of atomic forces
when compared to their non-force trained counterparts.®

In the present study, we demonstrate the improvements brought about by force training
not only near minima structures but also along a reaction pathway between two isomers.
Accurate forces near transition states are of vital importance for applications involving re-
actions as they are necessary to find the correct transition state as well as the pathway
connecting it to the correct minima. Training on atomic forces has seen use in both materi-

8480 and chemistry applications.®*#098 Studies include training not just on forces and

als
energies but also on other properties such as dipoles.”? Generally, such multimodal training
can be advantageous when the various modalities/properties are intrinsically linked (such as
forces to energies through the first derivative), but can hurt the accuracy of the model on
specific quantities of interest (Qols) if it is forced to balance the importance of unrelated
Qols. For Qols that depend on the Hessian matrix, such as infrared spectra, force training
can be useful as Qols are again linked through the derivative. #5100 In this work we focus
only on energies and forces of molecules.

Training on both energies and forces can result in greater memory use per data point/struc-

ture, as well as increased training costs due the need for the computation of the second

derivative of the molecular energies during the backpropagation process, but, depending



on NN construction details, it need not affect the predictive speed of the trained model.
Further, the acquisition of forces from many DFT calculations is not much more computa-
tionally costly than the acquisition of energies. As might be expected, training to atomic
forces seems to be most impactful when a smaller number of training points are available.”"

We explore the utility of joint energy-+force training on the NNPES representation of a
portion of the PES of Cs;H; spanning two wells connected by a saddle point. The energy
difference between the lowest of these wells and the transition state (~61 kcal/mol above the
lower more stable well) is beyond the scope of most classical molecular dynamic simulations
and cannot be modeled properly by most classical force fields due to the breaking and
formation of a covalent bond, making it an excellent showcase of the utility of NNPESs.

We present the relevant details of the construction, including the AEV formulation, the
NN construction, and the associated gradients/Jacobians necessary for force-training. Using
a computational database of C5Hjs structures, which we generate using random mode sam-
pling in the vicinity of the three stationary points and along the intrinsic reaction coordinate
connecting them, we train the NNPES and examine its accuracy. In particular, we examine
the performance of energy+force versus energy-only training for different training data sizes,
and explore the effects of different loss-function force-to-energy weight ratios during training
to identify an optimal balance between the two. This ratio was found after normalizing the
contribution of both the energy and forces in the loss function to prevent the model from
favoring one over the other due simply to the difference in magnitude of the two modalities
being learned.

We find that the inclusion of force training significantly reduces the test error of the model
on both energies and forces. For the largest data set, with 2048 training points, we find
an order of magnitude difference between the L2 error of the energy only and energy+force
trained models for both forces and energies. Comparing the error of the energy+force trained
and energy trained models on molecules generated from normal mode sampling around the

three stationary points, we find that the force trained model shows lower error on the majority



of structures. We show how this increased accuracy on forces and energy translates to
increased accuracy in frequency and zero point energy calculations, and that the force trained
model predicts zero point energies within chemical accuracy of the level of theory it was
trained to.

In the following, we begin by outlining the problem formulation, including the AEV
design, energy and force prediction, as well as NN and loss function construction. We then
present highlights of the software implementation and the training data generation. Finally,

we proceed to presenting results and discussing their implications.

Problem Formulation

We begin first with the definition of the feature vector, followed by the NN construction.

Design of the Feature Vector

Consider a configuration of N atoms {A;,..., Ax}. Let the Cartesian coordinates of A;
be z; € R3 and let © = (z1,...,2n5) € R*" be the vector of coordinates of all N atoms.
Further, let the set of n atom types in the system be T'= {T7,...,T,}, where the type of A;
is defined as the corresponding chemical element T; := T(A4;). For convenience, we define the
configuration as the N-tuple € = (T1,...,Ty). Thus, e.g., the configuration € = (H, H, O),
involves the set of atom types T'= {O, H}. Next, let the index set of atoms of type 7 in C
be S,, where

ST:{i|(‘TZ':T,Z':17...,N}, T:Tl,...,Tn. (]_)

Similarly, we define the index set of pair-wise atom indices, as

Srw = {UK)|Tj=7, Th=k,j=1,...,N—-1, k=j+1,...,N}, (2)

)

T=Ty,....Ty k=1,...,T,.



Table 1: Sample configurations and associated index sets with 7" = {C, H, O}.

C Sc | Sm So || Sc,c | Son Sc,0 Su,H SH,0 50,0
(HLHO) || {} [ {12} | {3} {} {} { {(1,2)} | {(1,3),(2,3)} {}
C00) {1} & [{23] ¢ | & {02,033} ] {} { {(2,3)}

For example, for a system with 7" = {C,H, O}, and the two configurations (H,H, O) and
(C,0,0), we have the index sets shown in Table . Note that, with n atom types, there are
n single-atom index sets S;, and m = n(n + 1)/2 pair-wise index sets S;.

80
L,

Following Smith et a we define the contribution to the potential energy of the system

due to A; as Ey,(C, ), such that the total potential energy is

N

E=) Ea(€C ). (3)

i=1

We use the “atomic environment vector” (AEV)®! as the feature vector that summarizes
the geometry of the system in the neighborhood of each atom. We write the AEV of A; as

yi(C,x) € RM and use one NN, N,(y) : R® — R, for each atom type 7, such that

N

E =Y Ny(u(C ). (4)

i=1

The AEV involves both radial and angular geometry components following Behler and
Parinello.®® For A;, we write the radial components of y; for pairings with each available
atom type separately, according to the S, index sets. Similarly, we write angular compo-
nents of y;, for groupings with pairs of atom types separately according to the index sets
S;. This is done in each case by summing contributions of the pairings/groupings within
each set. The construction relies on summarizing geometry information localized around

each atom. A key element of the localization involves the cutoff function

0.5 cos (%) +0.5 for R < R.

fe(Rij, Re) =
0 otherwise



where R;; = ||z; — ;|| is the Euclidean distance between (A;, A;), and R, is a cutoff radius.
Then with p := (n,p) € R?, we define the radial components of y; for pairings with atom

type T as

yit= Y e f Ry ) (6)

JEST,jF#i
with € {p1,...,un, }, and where R! is a radial-SF cutoff radius. Further, with v :=
(£,7,¢, a) € R*, we define the angular components of y;, for pairings with atom types (7, k),

as

;= > (054050080 — )¢ e S OXRITRDTT f (R RE) fu(Rig, RE) (7)
(J,k)ESr r, j#i, ki

where v € {vy,...,vp, }, R® is an angular-SE cutoff radius, and 6,5, € [0, 7] is the angle,

centered on A;, between the two vectors z;; := x; — x; and z;;, := x; — x;, given by

Lij * Lik

0,1 := arccos —-————.
Y |2l |

The full length of the AEV is M = M, n + M, m. With

yl = (M) e RV (9)
yit o= () e R (10)

we write the full AEV as
yi =y, .y ey e RM (11)

Thus, e.g., for A; in a system with atom types {C,H}, y; = (yic,yiH,yf’C,yS’H, ZHH

) €
RM | with M = 2M, + 3M,. Corresponding representative radial and angular symmetry
functions, whose superposition provides the above radial/angular AEV components, are

shown in Figs. [1, 2} Figure [T]illustrates how the radial symmetry functions resolve the local



environment around A; in a number of radial shells, with decaying relevance at larger radii.
Similarly Figure |2 shows the resolution of the angular environment around A; in terms of
angles formed at A; with a second and a third atom. Each frame corresponds to a different
location of the second atom, illustrating the multiple radial /angular shells summarizing the

localization of the third atom.
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Figure 1: Radial symmetry functions around a reference atom A;.
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Figure 2: Angular symmetry functions around a reference atom A; at (0,0).

AEV Jacobian

The AEV provides the NN inputs for potential energy representation. This construction is
also usable for representation of forces, being the negative spatial gradient of the energy. We

present here the extension of the AEV construction for force computations.



We have so far expressed the 3D coordinates of A; as z;. Here we expressly write the
formulation in terms of the 3 spatial coordinates, where we define z; := (x;1, 2, %;3). The
PES for a configuration with N atoms is the function F(x,...,zy), being a function on
a 3N-dimensional space, although rotational and translational potential energy invariances
imply that the true dependence is generally in a 3N — 6 dimensional space. DF'T computa-
tions can typically provide both the energy and its gradients with respect to components of

x = (r1,...,7y), namely V, E, for j =1,..., N. We write the gradient operator as

0 0 0
v, — < R ) (12)
J 3Ij1 8xj2 8xj3
such that,
N
Vo, B =) V. N, (:(€ x)), (13)
i=1
where, recalling that y; = (vi1, ..., ¥inm), we have
M
Va; NTz yz Z TZ szylr (14)

=1

Both the NN and AEV gradients can be computed directly from their analytical construc-
tions. Notably, the AEV Jacobian

Jrlgc {ayzr/amﬂﬂ} (15)

where Jﬁi is the derivative of the A; AEV component r with respect to the A; Cartesian
coordinate k, is a key element of the construction for force computations. The detailed
formulation of the analytical AEV Jacobian is omitted here, but is available elsewhere. 1%
Recall that the AEV, given its particular atom-centered radial/angular construction, is
invariant to solid body translation or rotation of the configuration. Further, the additive
potential energy construction renders the resultant energy prediction also invariant to per-

mutations of same-type atoms. The enforcement of these physical constraints on the energy

10



representation by construction is an important feature of the AEV-NN representation, en-
suring that NN training is constrained in a physical manifold. While the same physical
constraints hold for the force vectors in terms of their magnitudes and relative orientations,
this is not true for their Cartesian components, specifically as concerns rotational and per-
mutational invariance. This dependence of force Cartesian components on rotation and
permutation is indeed captured in the AEV-NNPES representation. The NN-predicted force
components are computed as derivatives of the energy function as in Eq. [L3] and thus of the
AEV as in Eq. with respect to Cartesian coordinates. The NNPES construction captures
the rotational and permutational dependencies of the force Cartesian components via the

AEV Jacobian.
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Figure 3: NNPES schematic for a molecule/configuration involving atom types (C, H).

Neural Network Construction

Consider a fully connected feed forward NN with L layers. Let the input be the vector

ug € R™, and the output of layer £ = 1,..., L be u, € R™. With the activation function

11



defined as fy() : R — R, we write the output of each layer as uy = (ug1, ..., usy,), given by

uy = fi(Woug_1 + by) (16)

where fi(q) == (fe(q1), -, felqn,)) for g € R™, W, = {w;;} € Rt and b, € R™.
Then, for any batch of K input vectors, we define the data input matrix Uy = [ug; - - - o k]
such that

U, = F,(WU,_, + By (17)

so that B, = [by,...,b)] € R™*E and, for matrix Q@ € R™*X  with column vectors
qi,---,qK, we have Fy(Q) := [fo(q1) - fu(qr)]. For our purposes, the output node (last
layer L) is a scalar, thus ny, = 1, and we employ f1(u) = u.

As indicated above, we use a separate NN for each atom type, employing the same above
NN structure for each. With the AEV y;, for A;, provided as input to the NN Ng, this
construction provides the corresponding NN output as Ey,, to be used in Eq.[3] Considering
our present case with two atom types, Figure |3| illustrates the overall computation of the
potential energy for a molecule composed of {C, H} atoms using the NNPES construction.

Again, the overall detailed formulation is presented elsewhere. 1%

Loss Function

Given a dataset of K configurations/structures where energies E? = {FEy,..., Ex} and
forces FP = {F},..., Fx} are known from quantum chemistry computations, we quantify
the accuracy of the NNPES using a loss function that computes the norm of the error in
NNPES predicted quantities (E, F') compared to their values in the database (E”, FP). For

configuration k with Ny atoms, energy Ej, and force vector Fy, := —(V,, Ey, . .. ,VxNk E) =

12



(Fia,- .-, Fran,) € R3e we define the (mean for forces) square (L2) errors as

& = |B— B[ (18)
& = |F—F|P/(3Ny). (19)

Further, implementing a weight A € [0, 1], and the normalizing scale factors

dp = mkaX(E,?) — mkln(E,?) (20)
dp = mkaX(F,fr) — r%in(Flgr), (21)

we define the aggregate mean-square loss as

(=N ~er. A N~gr
&="rs Zgﬁmz > &k (22)
E

k=1 Fop—1

where division by (dg,dr) provides normalization of the energy and force magnitudes on
[0, 1], and the weight A\ provides relative weighting of energy and force errors. We define the
ratio A/(1 — A) as the force to energy ratio (F:E) and discuss its effect on training and test

errors in the results section.

Software Implementation

We used PYTORCH*? as a machine learning framework, in a PYTHON context. Given
the costs associated with AEV and Jacobian computations, we implement these (using the
analytical Jacobian) in C++, relying on PYBIND11'% for PYTHON-C++ binding. We
published this AEV code as an open source library AEVMOD.™ M Although not directly
relevant here, the use of the resulting NNPES for geometry optimization requires the Hessian
of the energy function, and thus of the AEV. We implemented this Hessian similarly in C++

in AEVMOD, relying on automatic differentiation using SACADO.1%

13



Data

For demonstration, we focus on DFT computations on the C H; PES using QChem "
Energies and forces are evaluated at the wB97X-D/6-311++G(d,p) level of theory for a
portion of the 24-dimensional potential energy surface. We consider a two-well system,
where the two wells are connected via a saddle point. The system is comprised of the lowest
energy species on the C;H; PES (cyclopentadienyl), the saddle point corresponding to the
reaction with the lowest energy barrier cyclopentadienyl can undergo (1,2-H atom shift), and
the product resulting from it. The two wells and the associated reaction (highlighted in red)
are shown in Fig.

83.2
80 . 80.0 8l1.2 CN\

[=)]
o

N
o

Energy (kcal/mol)

N
o

Figure 4: PES of the reaction being studied (red) and other surrounding reactions (black).

We train an ensemble of NNs using subsets of the DFT database. The training and
validation sets for each ensemble member were randomly sampled from the same pool of
structures containing a total of 10875 atomic configurations (25x435). The pool of structures
used for training, validation, and testing was generated from 25 anchor points, being the three
stationary points of the system and 22 points along the intrinsic reaction coordinate (IRC)
connecting them. From each of these 25 points, 434 additional structures were generated
using randomized normal mode sampling corresponding to 7' = 2000 K. This process involved

stretching and compressing the structure at each anchor point along its 24 vibrational modes.
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We modeled our normal mode sampling based on the sampling method outlined in Smith
et al.® For each mode i, a uniformly distributed pseudo-random number ¢; is sampled on
the range [0,1]. The ¢; are then normalized by their sum and scaled by another uniformly

distributed random number D on [0, 1], such that

De;

—_—  =1,...,3N, — 6. (23)
3N,—6 ~ [/ ) ’ a
Ej:l Cj

ci =
This scaling ensures that > > %¢; = D € [0, 1], which in turn ensures that structures will
be randomly sampled at a range of temperatures up to a given maximum corresponding to
D = 1. In this sense, D serves as a measure of the “normalized temperature distance” from
the anchor point to the structure, where, for D = 0 we have a structure at the anchor point,
and for D = 1 we have a structure at the maximum temperature 7" above the anchor point.

However, we made an empirical correction to the normal mode sampling procedure for
low-frequency modes. The physical reason for this is that the small force constants of these
modes drive the sampling into regions well beyond the validity of a harmonic approximation,
yielding extremely high energy points or leading to convergence failures in QChem due to
clashing atoms. We designate a frequency f; low if f; < 150 cm™! and replace ¢ with ¢; mod

as

Cimod = Gi([f3/150)*. (24)
The displacement along mode ¢, R;, is then given by

3Ci Na k‘bT
R; = &) 202 25
i (25)

where N, is the number of atoms, k; is Boltzmann’s constant, and K is the force constant
of the mode. The sign of R; is chosen randomly from a Bernouli distribution with p = 0.5
to ensure sampling of both sides of the harmonic potential. The molecule is then perturbed

along that mode by its normalized normal mode coordinate scaled by R;.

15



Results and discussion

For each case, we trained an ensemble of neural networks, each with different random initial
parameters and training/validation sets. All models were trained with a 256-long AEV
with the specific construction parameters outlined in the supplementary information. For
each atomic network, we used a fully connected NN architecture of 256:128:64:64:1 with a
Gaussian activation function f;(¢) = exp(—¢?) for each of the first three layers and a liner
function for the final layer. A test set of 59 structures was used to assess the effects of
force training and its accuracy compared to energy only trained models. The test data is
held apart, and thus not used in the NN training/validation process. The same test data
set is used in all cases. The models trained only to energies are henceforth referred to as
the energy trained models and the models trained to both energies and forces as the force

trained models, for the sake of brevity.

Neural Network Training

For purposes of neural network training, we used a batch size of 8, and made use of a
randomized validation set of 64 structures for controlling the learning rate and deciding
when to stop training. Each network was trained until its root mean square error (RMSE) on
energy for the validation set increased, checking every 1000 epochs. The ADAM algorithm"%"

as implemented in PyToRrcH,10#108

was used as the optimizer. The initial learning rate was
set to 1073, To determine when to update the learning rate, we compared the energy RMSE
for the validation and training sets averaged over 100 epochs to those evaluated similarly
1000 epochs earlier. If the change in the average validation RMSE increased while the
average training RMSE decreased we multiplied the current learning rate by a factor of
0.1 and continued. Once the learning rate reached our chosen cutoff of 1076, this process

continued until either the criterion to lower the learning rate was met again or the model had

been trained for 50000 epochs, at which point training was stopped. Figures show the
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evolution of the training/validation/test errors of a single force-trained and energy-trained
model with training epoch, each trained to 512 structures. For the force trained model, the
energy and forces were given equal weights (A = 0.5 from equation 22) in the loss function.
For each model the energy error rapidly decreased in the early epochs but fluctuated greatly
before converging. A similar pattern can be seen for the force error of the force trained
model. The force error for the energy trained model begins to decrease after the initial few
hundred epochs then fluctuates until converging at a similar level it started at. For both the
force and energy errors, the validation error for the model trained only to energy reaches
a minimum before increasing in subsequent epochs due to overfitting, given the small size
of the data. This does not happen for the force trained models, consistent with the larger
amount of information available given the force data. For the subsequent analyses below,
unless otherwise stated, the models used to generate the results are those whose parameters

were saved at the point of lowest testing error during their training.

Energy Training Energy Training
—— Train L2 —— Train fL2
Valid L2 Valid fL2
—— TestL2 120 —— TestfL2
£ 100
S
=2
Y 80
a
o
S 60
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(TS
40
20
0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000 7000 0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000 7000
Epoch Epoch

Figure 5: Plot shows the evolution of the RMSE energy error (left panel) and relative force
error (right panel) in the training, testing, and validation set for the energy trained model
during training.
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Figure 6: Plot shows the evolution of the RMSE energy error (left frame) and relative force
error (right frame) in the training, testing, and validation set for the force trained model
during training.

Weighting Energy and Force Errors in the Loss Function

Finding the optimal ratio of force to energy weight in the loss function is important when
training to forces, as the model needs to balance the importance of the two components
of the loss function. There are important factors to consider in this regard, such as the
difference in scale between the two properties and the amount of data present for each. We
discussed earlier above the normalization of the loss for each task in the loss function. This
helps to balance the importance of the two quantities even if the absolute scale of the values
is different. To properly tune the weighting between the energies and forces for our data set
we tested a range of ratios from a 1072:1 F:E ratio to a 10°:1 F:E ratio using 512 structures
in the training set. These results are shown in Figure [l We used the root mean square
(RMS) norm as a measure of the error of the energy predictions and the relative RMS norm
as a measure of the error in force prediction. We define the relative RMS error in the forces

as:

e _ [ZulF-FPPP
> PP

(26)
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For each F:E ratio case we trained an ensemble of 3 NNs to provide a sense of the scatter
in the results. Both initial weights and training/validation data were randomly sampled for
each training ensemble member. We see that going to low F:E ratios does not exhibit a
reliable trend in the training error in energy (TrE), with a possible increase in TrE as the
F:E ratio is increased to large values, if any trend is to be believed given the scatter. On the
other hand, the training error in force (TrF) exhibits a clear upward trend with reduced F:E
weight ratio, again without a clear trend in the high F:E limit. Broadly speaking, this is
expected, as in the low F:E limit, the model is essentially trained only on energies, thus not
providing much of a constraint on the force error. For high F:E weight ratio, the model is
trained largely on the forces, with little constraint on the energies, so a possible rise in TrE
is conceivable. Clearly, the results indicate that the rise in TrF for low F:E ratio is much
more significant than any corresponding trend in TrE for high F:E ratio. Looking at the
test error is, we see that the test errors on both energy and force increase significantly in the
limit of very low F:E ratio. This is a clear indication of poor generalizability in this limit,
highlighting the critical need for force training to ensure good test error, i.e. good accuracy
away from the training data. As for test error in the limit of high F:E ratio, the trend, if any
is to be inferred is slightly up in both errors. Overall, we may say that a ratio of 100:1 F:E
in the loss function roughly yielded the lowest error on both the energies and forces on the
test set. For the training error no one ratio performed reliably best on both the forces and
energies for the range of ratios we used. Interestingly, even for the ratios that most heavily
favored forces the error in the energies was always lower than the error in the forces.
Generally, it is fair to say that the optimal weight ratio to use when training for multiple
tasks can vary greatly depending on the dataset used and model architecture. A thorough
search across many ratios can lead to lower error and therefore a more useful model. Knowl-
edge of the system being studied and the properties of interest can help to narrow the range
of values to search but it is still important to perform a search as the factors determining the

optimal ratio vary from system to system. A model trained only to near equilibrium points
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Figure 7: Training and test errors in energy and forces for energy+force trained models as a
function of the F:E ratio. An ensemble of 3 trained models is considered at each F:E ratio
condition.

likely has a smaller range of forces and energies in its training set than one trained to points

along an IRC and this may affect the ratio that should be used.

Dependence of Test Errors on Training Data Size

Figures show the effect of force training on test error for a range of training set sizes
from 32 to 2048 in both energy and force predictions using a F:E ratio of 100:1 in the loss
function. We show the test error scatter for an ensemble of 6 NNs, as well as the test error
from the ensemble mean model. In all cases every ensemble member of the force trained
models outperformed the energy only trained models. Each individual force trained network
also outperformed the ensemble average of the energy only trained models for the same
training set size for both forces and energies. The test error ratio between the force and
energy trained models increased with increasing training set size. This is true for both the
forces and energies. For the largest training set, the ratio is about an order of magnitude. The

difference in accuracy of the force predictions is even more noticeable. The energy trained
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models show little improvement in force prediction with increasing data set size while the
error in the force trained models decreases by almost an order of magnitude. As the size of
the dataset increases, the amount of data being fitted in the force trained model increases
much faster than that for the energy trained model. In the case of these models, trained to
C;H;, there are 31 times as many labels being used to train the force model compared to
the energy trained model (3 forces/atom x 10 atoms/structure + 1 energy, per structure) so
the difference between the amount of training data between the models grows as 30N where

N is the number of structures in the training set.
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Figure 8: Plot shows reduction in the RMS error in energy (kcal/mol) with increasing
training data size. It also highlights the two cases of energy-only (ETrain) and energy+force
(FTrain) training. Results illustrate the lower energy test error in the FTrain case, by about
an order of magnitude for 2048 training points.

Unfortunately, this extra data, as well as the need for the computation of the second
derivative of the energy during the backpropagation step, does lead to increased computa-
tional training costs. However, when comparing the error of the energy only trained models
to the force trained models, it can be seen that even when training to much larger datasets,
the energy-only models struggle to match the accuracy of the force trained models. For
the energy error the force trained models trained to only 64 structures show lower error on

average than the energy-only models trained to 2048 structures. For the force error, even
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Figure 9: Plot shows reduction in the RMS error in force (kcal/mol/A) with increasing
training data size. It also highlights the two cases of energy-only (ETrain) and energy+force
(FTrain) training. Results illustrate the lower force test error in the FTrain case, by about
an order of magnitude for 2048 training points.

when training to the largest dataset tested the energy-only model shows higher error than
the force trained model trained to only the smallest dataset tested. The fact that training
to forces requires a much smaller dataset to achieve the same accuracy as an energy-only
trained model can help offset the costs associated with training to forces. It is important,
of course, to still ensure that the training set used is diverse enough to cover the region of
chemical space being studied, but force training can help the model learn the same region
of chemical space with fewer data points. Being able to achieve greater test accuracy with a
smaller ensemble, using force training rather than energy only can also help decrease training

times as fewer networks are required.

Error Dependence on Distance from Anchor Points

In addition to the 59 structures used in the previous test cases, we also compared energy-
only and energy-+force trained models on structures generated from normal mode sampling
at 2000 K, using the same method described in the data section above, centered around the

three stationary points of the system (well minima and the transition state between them).
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We used an ensemble of 6 neural nets for each model, each with different random initial
parameters and training/validation sets pulled from the same pool of molecules. For this
analysis, the models whose parameters were saved at the point of lowest validation error
lowest validation error were used. These models were trained to 2048 structures and the
force trained model used a 100:1 F:E ratio in its loss function. For each stationary point,
20 structures were generated for each vibrational mode for a total of 480 structures per
stationary point. Some of these structures failed to converge during the DFT calculations,
such that a total of 1423 points (out of 1440) were used for this test. We compared the errors
of the energy/force-trained models when predicting energies and forces of these structures.
For the energy we show the absolute difference in the prediction of the models and DFT. For
the forces we show the relative RMS error as defined above in Eq. 26, The parity plots in
Figures [10| and [L1] show the performance of each model on each point for energy and forces
respectively. They also show the normalized temperature distance (D from Eq. of each
structure away from its anchor point. Points below the black diagonal line are structures
where the force trained model shows a lower error than the energy trained model, while
points above the diagonal exhibit the reverse relationship.

Both models tend to show higher energy error on points further from the anchor points.
However, even for these far points, the force trained model performs better on the majority
of structures. The correlation between the model test error and the distance from the anchor
point is more obvious for the force trained model than the energy trained model in Figure
but for both models the highest error structures are structures that are far from the
anchor points. In Figure [10] there are 1188 structures below the black line and 235 above it.
Additionally, the force trained model shows chemical accuracy on 82% of the points, (1180
out of 1423). The energy trained model achieves this accuracy on only 46% of the data (650
out of 1423) In Figure|l1|there are 849 structures below the black line and 574 above it. The
force trained model shows a relative error as low as 1072 on many structures, including the

anchor points, while the energy trained model does not achieve even an error of less than of
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107! on any of the tested structures. This means that force trained model can be expected
to show errors 1% of the magnitude of the total forces on the anchor points while the energy
trained model will be an order of magnitude worse. Despite showing lower error on most
of the points, the highest errors in force and energy prediction for the force trained model
are worse than for the energy-trained model. However, these outliers represent only a small
percentage of the total number of points. For both the force trained and energy trained
models their worst points show places where the model failed to learn and the results for
each model are qualitatively incorrect. The three anchor points (shown as stars) are also
included in both graphs as the darkest blue points with a distance of zero, although they
were also included in the training set for each model. The force trained model outperforms

the energy only trained model on each of these three points for both energy and forces.

Frequency prediction

For a final test of the advantages of force training versus energy training and to measure
the usefulness of each model on a kinetically relevant property, we computed the vibrational
frequencies of each stationary point using both models and compared the results to wB97X-
D/6-3114++G(d,p). The same models used to generate figures |11} and [10| were used in this
comparison. For each model, we optimized the stationary points, starting from the geometry
predicted by wB97X-D/6-311++G(d,p), computed the vibrational frequencies, and the av-
erage percent error of the frequencies compared to wB97X-D/6-3114++G(d,p). These results
are shown in Figure |12l The force trained model shows excellent agreement with DFT across
the entire range of frequencies and has an average percent error of 4%. The energy trained

I and overestimates most of

model underestimates most of the frequencies below 1000 ¢m™
the ones above 1000 cm ™!, showing an average percent error of 30%. Both models correctly
optimize the transition state to a transition state, finding only one imaginary frequency, but

the energy trained model misses the value of this frequency by several hundred wavenumbers.

The zero point energies (ZPE) of the force trained model agree within 0.5 kcal /mol with that
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of the DF'T values, while the ZPE arising from the energy trained model overestimates the
ZPE by 6.9, 5.4 and 13.6 kcal/mol for the two wells and the saddle point (respectively),
causing a large error in the final, chemically relevant reverse and forward barrier heights,

despite the small error in the electronic energy.
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Figure 10: Energy absolute test error for mean 6-NN predictions at normal mode samples.
Plot shows mean prediction test errors resulting from energy+force training versus those from
energy training, with 2048 training points. Points are colored according to their normalized
distance from anchor points (D), where normalization is done separately for each normal
mode. The three anchor points at distance 0 are shown as stars. The percentage of points
with less than 1.0 kcal/mol error from each model are also shown. 1423 points are plotted
in total.

Conclusions

Our results indicate that, with adequate training, a neural network potential energy surface
can provide a level of accuracy over reactive landscapes that is comparable to QM methods,

but at a much lower predictive computational cost. Of course, the generation of a training
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versus frequencies predicted by wB97X-D/6-3114++4G(d,p) for each stationary point.

set that adequately describes the system of interest can still be a difficult and costly process.
Training to forces in addition to energy can greatly decrease the amount of training data
needed without sacrificing model accuracy. Training to both energies and forces increased
the accuracy of the model for both energy and force prediction. A force trained model trained
on a small set of structures shows lower error than a model trained to an order of magnitude
more structures without force data. However, the trained model accuracy does depend on
the relative weights given to the forces versus the energies in the loss function. The models
trained only to energy show slower improvement in force prediction with increasing training
set size as compared to force trained models. Force training also results in greater accuracy
when predicting kinetically relevant properties than training to energy alone. The force
trained model shows excellent correlation with DFT when predicting vibrational frequencies,
and its zero point energy predictions are more than an order of magnitude lower in error
than the energy trained model.

We believe force training can allow for larger and more complex systems to be studied
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using NNPESs, systems which would otherwise be too costly to generate enough training data
for to achieve requisite accuracy from energy-only training. Further, the cost of running DFT
calculations grows as O(N?), making the creation of large training sets for large molecules a
costly process. Force training allows the same level of accuracy to be achieved with a much

smaller training set so fewer of these costly calculations are required.
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e Cutoff radius for radial SF: R’ = 4.6A
e Cutoff radius for angular SF: R? = 3.1A
e Discretization of 1) uses n, = 1, n = 1.0/62, with &, = 2h,/3, h, = R./n,

e Discretization of p uses n, =32, p; = (i — $)h,, i =1,...,n,

e We have M, = n,n, = 32, where (1, p) € R™ x R

e Discretization of € uses ng = 1, £ = 1.0/62, 6, = 2h,/3, hy = R%/n.,

e Discretization of v uses n, =8, v; = (i — %)ha, i=1,...,n,

e Discretization of ( uses ne =1, ( =8
e Discretization of a uses ng =8, h=7/(ny, — 1), ;, = (i —1)h,i=1,...,n,
e We have M, = nenynen, = 64, where (€,7,(, @) € R™ x R™ x R™ x R"

o M =2M, + 3M, =256
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