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Abstract

Graph representations of solid state materials that encode only interatomic distance lack geometri-
cal resolution, resulting in degenerate representations that may map distinct structures to equivalent
graphs. Here we propose a hypergraph representation scheme for materials that allows for the as-
sociation of higher-order geometrical information with hyperedges. Hyperedges generalize edges to
connected sets of more than two nodes, and may be used to represent triplets and local environments
of atoms in materials. This generalization of edges requires a different approach in graph convolution,
three of which are developed in this paper. Results presented here focus on the improved performance
of models based on both pair-wise edges and local environment hyperedges. These results demon-
strate that hypergraphs are an effective method for incorporating geometrical information in material
representations.

Introduction

Machine learning has proven to be a computation-
ally cost-effective and powerful predictive tool in
the screening of large sets of material systems for
certain material properties [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8].
Some of the most effective state-of-the-art mod-
els applied to invariant target predictions represent
material systems as graphs [9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14].
These graphs encode physical properties in feature
vectors associated with graph components, and up-
date or ’learn’ these features with a trained graph
neural network or message passing network [15].
One problem with such graphical representa-

tions, however, is the lack of representation of
higher-order geometrical structure, since the con-
structed crystal graphs can only include pair-wise
descriptors. This may make it hard or impossi-
ble for models to distinguish between composition-
ally similar but structurally distinct systems with
unique material properties [16]. Other works have
approached this problem by including higher-order
geometrical features such as overlapping bonds’ an-
gles [17, 18, 16]. However, these approaches come
with a quadratic increase in the total number of
messages with respect to N̄edges, the average num-
ber of edges per atom.
Here, we propose the concept of crystal hyper-

graphs to ail this lack of geometrical information
in the more restrictive graph representations. In

a crystal hypergraph, we may define larger (than
strictly pair-wise) hyperedges that correspond to
higher-order geometrical structures of material sys-
tems explicitly, such as triplets of neighboring
atoms, or coordination polyhedra/motifs [19, 20,
21, 22, 23, 24]. These different structures then may
have different coordinate invariant features associ-
ated with them, such as angles and local order pa-
rameters [25, 26, 27], respectively. Note that in that
regard, crystal hypergraphs are naturally heteroge-
neous in their hyperedges, since there are different
feature sets for different types of hyperedges.

Of course, the definition of a more general hyper-
graph representation requires the generalization of
the message passing framework mentioned above.
Here, we propose three possible approaches to such
a generalization that handle the now-variable size
of hyperedges. In a certain sense, these allow for
the learning of a certain type of ’cluster-correlation
expansion’ [28, 29, 30] by the model, where clusters
of interest correspond to the hyperedges defined.

As a proof of concept, we propose and imple-
ment a crystal hypergraph convolutional model
(CHGCNN) that incorporates invariant geometric
features for bonds, triplets, and motifs of crystals
as hyperedge features. This allows us a unique
opportunity to demonstrate the importance of dif-
ferent order structures for these different material
property prediction tasks. Namely, we compare
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the performance of models based on atom, bond
and triplet information against those incorporating
atom, bond, and motif information (i.e. first shell
hyperedges) on various predictive tasks with vary-
ing data sizes.
Results presented here indicate that first-shell

(motif) hyperedges may be sufficient, if not more
informative, than triplet hyperedges for many com-
mon predictive tasks. This comes at a substan-
tially lower computational cost, in terms of the to-
tal number of messages exchanged through graph
convolution.
The structure of this work then is as follows: first,

we give a brief overview of crystal graph construc-
tion and message passing networks. A motivating
representation problem is then identified with our
definitions and the concept of crystal hypergraphs
is introduced, with a particular focus on different
types of hyperedges and their corresponding fea-
ture sets. Three generalized message passing frame-
works are then considered, and a specific model
architecture is presented. Finally, this specific ar-
chitecture is used on various datasets to compare
performance of different sets of hyperedge types.

Crystal Graphs

A common representation of crystalline systems in
machine learning is via graphs (that is, collections
of nodes and binary connections between them).
We may define a crystal graph G = {V, E} as a set
of vertices vi ∈ V, corresponding to each atom i,
and edges eij ∈ E , where edges are determined by
some physical criteria.
Physical information is then associated with the

objects in these graphs by way of feature vec-
tors. These are vectors with components describ-
ing the physical characteristics of their correspond-
ing graph component, and which may be further
’learned’ or updated through a graph neural net-
work.
A commonly applied criteria for the formation of

edges between atoms is a combination of a maxi-
mum distance cutoff rmax and a maximum num-
ber of neighbors for each node Nmax. That is, for
each atom, edges are constructed between itself and
it’s ≤ Nmax-th closest neighbors in the crystalline
structure within a shell of radius rmax.
The nodes’ feature vectors encode the atomic in-

formation of the sites they describe. Two usual
techniques include: explicitly engineered feature
vectors (as in [10]); and the learning of encodings
for atomic sites based only on their atomic number
(as in [11]), beginning with some random initial-
ization. Edge features are often derived exclusively

from their distance.
Crystal graphs are usually constructed solely for

use in some graph convolutional neural network.
Perhaps the most general framework in which we
may define graph convolution is the message pass-
ing framework, defined by Gilmore [15]. A message
passing network updates nodes based on ’messages’
generated by the features of, and passed through,
neighboring nodes (that is, nodes sharing an edge).

The construction above lacks higher-order geo-
metrical information, i.e. local geometrical envi-
ronments of atoms (that is, motifs) and global crys-
talline symmetries. As a simple example of the
low resolution manifest in crystal graphs, consider
two atomic systems below: one with a local cubic
symmetry, and another with a square anti-prism lo-
cal environment; but both with the same bonding
atoms. As demonstrated in Figure 1 both struc-
tures would map to the exact same crystal graph,
but could be easily be distinguished with an addi-
tional descriptor describing the local geometry of
each’s central atom.

Alternatively, one could include atomic position
in the node features or a vector direction in edge
features. However, this generally requires a unique
treatment of such coordinate-system dependent in-
formation through convolution if the output is to
maintain invariance with respect to changes in co-
ordinate system. As such, often only coordinate
system invariant features are included in crystal
graph representations, such as distance and atomic
properties.

Crystal Hypergraph Construc-
tion

The method proposed here solves the above prob-
lem by allowing for the explicit incorporation of this
higher-order geometrical information in the form of
hyperedges, which can be used to directly represent
these higher-order structures.

A crystal hypergraph H = {V,H } is a collection
of nodes vi ∈ V and hyperedges hj ∈ H (containing
an arbitrary number of nodes), where the hyper-
edges are most generally heterogeneous. That is,
we may wish to describe different types of hyper-
edges (e.g. bonds, triplets, and motifs) in the same
hypergraph. These objects then have associated
feature vectors encoding relevant physical informa-
tion, which we also refer to as v and h.
For the purpose of modeling material systems, we

need to identify what different order structures are
most important in their representation. Of course,
atomic and bond level information is particularly
important. However, higher-order structures may
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Figure 1: An example of two distinct geometries that are mapped to the same distance-based crystal
graph. With inclusion of a first-shell feature vector encoding local geometry however, these structures
are mapped to two distinct crystal hypergraphs. Note these are two possible coordination environments
in oxides, determined statistically in [21].

also be of interest, such as: triplets of atoms and
local environments of atoms, which we refer to as
motifs in crystals.

Each of the aforementioned structures also has
a natural set of distinct, coordinate-system invari-
ant features that may be associated with them. At
the triplet level (where two bonds share some com-
mon node), there is always a corresponding an-
gle. While at the motif level, order parameters
[25, 26] or continuous symmetry measures [31, 32]
may be used to describe 3 dimensional coordination
environments quantitatively. These different order
structures may all be represented in a single crystal
hypergraph.

Below, we discuss the generation of, and associ-
ation of features with, all of the above mentioned
structures in crystalline solids.

Bond Edges

Bonds, or pair-wise atomic connections, are deter-
mined in the same manner as in a crystal graph.
In the results below, we choose edges from a maxi-
mum number of neighbors Nmax = 12 found within
a shell of radius rmax = 6Å.

Triplet Hyperedges

Triplet hyperedges are then formed from the set
of bonds. For each set of bonds connected by one
node, a triplet hyperedge is formed.

The feature of these triplet hyperedges is also
a Gaussian expansion, though now of the angle
formed by the unit vectors of the two bonds [17].
Triplet hyperedges give us a way to incorporate
some angular resolution into our representation
scheme in a coordinate-system invariant manner.
For a node with N bonds then, there will be
N(N − 1)/2 triplets. Thus, the price we pay for
complete angular resolution of any two bonds is a
quadratic increase in the number of hyperedges.

Motif Hyperedges

Motif determination may be achieved by a wide
range of functions, and is akin to an algorithmic de-
termination of coordination number [33]. Here, we
use a modified Voronoi algorithm with a cut-off ra-
dius implemented as CrystalNN in pymatgen. Note
this is a much stricter algorithm than that used to
determine edges and triplets, since the motifs fea-
tures depend heavily on the selected first-shell.

The features of these motifs are a concatenation
of Zimmerman’s 35 local structure order parame-
ters [25, 26], and continuous symmetry measures
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Figure 2: Typical construction loop for a crystal hypergraph. First, pair-wise bonds/edges are deter-
mined, then triplets are derived from overlapping pairs of bonds, and finally motifs are determined as
first-shells of neighbors by some (generally more restrictive) criteria. Features for each and upper bounds
on numbers of hyperedges for each type are also listed.

[31] (e.g. ’distance to a perfect shape’) for 59 com-
mon coordination environments. In essence, both
are just sets of quantitative measures designed to
describe 3 dimensional physical shape. Motifs give
us a way to describe the local geometry of sites
in material systems with much fewer hyperedges.
Since each node will contribute one motif hyper-
edge, for a crystal with n nodes, we just have n
motifs.

Crystal Hypergraph Convolu-
tion

We now must consider a message passing frame-
work analogous to Gilmore, et al [15] but applying
to hypergraph structures. That is, we now have:

mt+1
v =

∑
hj∈N (v)

Mt(n
t
v, h

t
j , {nt

w|nw ∈ hj}),

nt+1
v = Ut(n

t
v,m

t+1
v ),

ŷ = R({nT
v }),

so that each node is still updated according to
layer-wise update function Ut, aggregating mes-
sages mt+1 formed from origin node features, hy-
peredge features hj , and hyperedge neighborhood
features nw ∈ hj , in analogy to the graph-based
MPNN approach. This updating occurs node-wise
and then after T layers, some readout function R is
again used to output the corresponding predicted
value ŷ, which utilizes the set of learned node fea-
tures.

The biggest difference here is that we now need
a message forming function Mt that accounts for a
set of node features {nt

w|nw ∈ hj}, that may vary
in size between different hyperedges (even of the
same type). This stands in opposition to the case
of regular edges, where we are assured a fixed size
of two nodes per edge.

One approach would be to fix the dimensional-
ity of each type of hyperedge, or have a different
convolutional operator for each different size hy-
peredge (as is effectively the approach taken with
line graph networks [34]). Here, however, we wish
to maintain generality in edge size so we need not
fix hyperedge sizes for hyperedge type, since struc-
tures of different sizes may be described by similar
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metrics. For example, motifs resembling polyhedra
with different numbers of vertices may be described
by common sets of features.
Of course, there should be different message and

update functions for each different order structure
(bonds, triplets, motifs, etc.) with different fea-
tures. This is accounted for by treating the data
as a heterogeneous graph, with different hyperedge
types. Below, we consider three strategies that al-
low us to apply our convolutional operator to hy-
peredges of arbitrary size.

Three Possible Approaches to Hyper-
edge Convolution

Three general approaches for message passing that
account for this multi-order nature have been con-
sidered in this work: 1. the construction of a hyper-
edge relatives graph, upon which regular graph con-
volution may be applied; 2. total exchange hyper-
edge message convolution, which completely gener-
alizes the CGCNN [10] and ALIGNN [17] models
to hypergraphs; and 3. neighborhood aggregation,
which balances performance of the former approach
by forming a single neighborhood feature for each
hyperedge.
Each approach has a different computational cost

in terms of total number of messages, along with a
potentially different practical definition of a hyper-
graph. These considerations are presented below,
with a specific convolutional structure and empiri-
cal results on common test datasets then presented
after.

Hyperedge Relatives Graph

We may define a dual graph D(h) to a hypergraph
h to be a graph in which nodes represent the hyper-
edges of the hypergraph, and connections represent
the overlap of respective hyperedge neighborhoods.
In the case of a crystal hypergraph with heteroge-
neous hyperedges, this dual graph is a graph with
heterogeneous nodes. We term this heterogeneous
dual graph of a crystal hypergraph the relatives
graph for simplicity. Atomic features may be in-
cluded in this framework by adding a singleton hy-
peredge for each node.
The definition of the relatives graph allows us to

perform the usual methods of graph convolution on
hyperedge features. Such an approach also allows
us to define our relatives graph as we would a graph,
with just a standard edge index.
However, this approach lacks the interaction of

neighboring features in convolution via the connect-
ing hyperedge. That is, without a clear definition
of the edge attribute, messages are generally of the

form below:

mt
v =

∑
hj∈N (v)

Mt(n
t
v, h

t
j)

in which we simply discard the neighborhood of
other node features contained in the hyperedge.

Computationally, this approach has a total num-
ber of messages that scales linearly with average hy-
peredge size, since each hyperedge only contributes
one message to each node it contains. Accounting
only for node-hyperedge connections in a relatives
graph derived from a hypergraph with m hyper-
edges of average order n, the total number of mes-
sages per convolution will scale as O(nm).

Total Exchange Message Passing

Of course, we may wish to incorporate the neigh-
boring features of some representation via their
connecting hyperedge. This may be accomplished
by simply forming a message for every pair of con-
nected representations along with their connecting
hyperedge’s representation.

mt
v =

∑
hj∈N (v)

∑
nw∈hj

Mt(n
t
v, h

t
j , n

t
w),

Here, though, we’ve introduced a new summation
which may drastically increase the number of mes-
sages for larger hyperedges. In this scheme, if each
hyperedge contains an average of n nodes and there
are m hyperedges, the total number of messages
exchanged per node-wise convolution will scale as
O(n2m).

Neighborhood Aggregation

Since the number of messages will scale tremen-
dously with larger hyperedges in the framework de-
scribed above, we may seek a way to incorporate
the neighborhood of features of a hyperedge into a
single message.

In this case, we may essentially form a ’neigh-
borhood feature’ representative of all a hyperedge’s
contained nodes. Typical aggregation methods may
be used and trained to perform this neighborhood
feature generation. Here then, we deal with mes-
sage functions of the form:

mt+1
v =

∑
hj∈N (v)

Mt(n
t
v, h

t
j ,AGG

(
{nt

w|nw ∈ hj}
)

This results in a number of node-wise messages
that scales linearly with the average size of hyper-
edges, so that we now have a relationship of order
O(nm) again, while still incorporating the features
of neighboring nodes.
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Figure 3: Overview of three possible message functionsm for nodes v that generalize the message function
in [15] to hyperedges h with more (or less) than two nodes. Here, n represents the average number of
nodes in a hyperedge and the scaling relation is then for the total number of messages for one layer, for
each hyperedge, for each approach.

Example Model Architecture

Initial atomic features were those used in CGCNN
[10], consisting of a concatenated set of one-hot en-
coded atomic properties. For bond features, we
used a Gaussian expansion of interatomic distance
of dimension 40 ranging from 0 to 6 Å, triplet fea-
tures were a Gaussian expansion of the cosine of
bond angle, also of dimension 40, and motif features
were a concatenation of 94 scalar order parameters
and continuous symmetry measures. In the model
considered in this work, initial node and hyperedge
features were first passed into a linear embedding
layer (with no activation function) with an output
dimension of 64.

These embedded features were then fed into a set
of Crystal HyperGraph Convolutional (CHGConv)
layer which utilizes the neighborhood aggregation
method presented above. In CHGConv, we use a
set of CGConv [10] layers applied to consecutively
larger hyperedge types, taking as input the origin
node of the hyperedge, the connecting hyperedge
feature as the edge feature, and an aggregated set
of neighborhood features as the connected node fea-
ture. So, for every CHGConv layer, the atoms are
updated by each hyperedge type chosen once (see
Fig. 4). Note that each CGConv for different hy-
peredge types have independent trainable parame-
ters.

These learned node features are then mean
pooled to form a crystal vector, which is passed
to a fully connected layer and then projected down
to a one-dimensional (scalar) output for regression.
In the case of classification tasks, the fully con-

nected layer, after mean pooling, utilized a dropout
mechanism and output a probability distribution of
classes via a softmax activation function.

Training and Results

Crystal hypergraph networks provide a unique op-
portunity to investigate the importance of different
order structures in the prediction of various mate-
rial properties. Specifically, we may compare per-
formance between models based on different types
of hyperedges to probe the relevance of certain
structures (e.g. motifs vs. triplets) in material
property prediction. From the different hyperedge
types considered here, we build five different models
based on the architecture given in Fig. 4. We con-
sider three models incorporating only one type of
hyperedge: bond-only, triplet-only, and motif-only;
as well as two models incorporating two types of
hyperedges: bond-and-triplet, and bond-and-motif
models. For compound models (including more
than one hyperedge type) each CHGConv layer per-
forms convolution over the hyperedges in ascending
order of hyperedge size. These models were each
trained for 300 epochs on sets of training data from
two different databases of material properties: the
Materials Project [35] and MatBench [36]. Training
was then performed on 80% of the data with 20%
withheld for validation.

We first focus on the comparative performance
of models incorporating either motif-only, bond-
only, or both bond-and-motif level hyperedges on
three targets for 152,605 materials from the Mate-
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Figure 4: Example architecture for the crystal hypergraph convolutional network implemented in this
work. Essentially, the model is a generalizaiton of CGCNN’s [10] model architecture with CGConv
being replaced by R hypergraph convolutional layers (CHGConv). Here, CHGConv updates nodes first
according to edges (bonds), and then according to triplets or motifs.

rials Project database. Results for this set of tests
are indicated in Table 1, with targets including for-
mation energy, band gap, and metalicity.
For the Materials Project dataset, the bond-

and-motif model performed best for all tasks. In
the prediction of formation energy, the motif-only
model performed better than the bond-only model
with an MAE of 0.088 eV/atom vs. an MAE
of 0.177 eV/atom, while the combined motif-and-
bond model performed better than both with an
MAE of 0.074 eV/atom on the validation set. For
the prediction of band gaps, the bond-only model
performed better with an MAE of 0.315 eV than
the motif-only model with an MAE of 0.387 eV.
However, the bond-and-motif model also performed
best on the band gap dataset with an MAE of 0.301
eV on the validation set. This trend also held for
the classification task of metal/non-metal, with the
best performance on the validation set again by the
bond-and-motif model with an accuracy of 86%, vs.
accuracies of 84% and 85% from the bond-only and
motif-only models, respectively. This clearly sug-
gests that motif-level hyperedges contribute signif-
icantly to the performance of hypergraph models.
We now compare performance on five MatBench

datasets to compare performance between triplet-
level hyperedges and motif-level hyperedges, with
results for this set of tasks given in Table 2. These
five datasets consisted of the following targets: the

highest frequency phonon peak for 1,265 materials,
refractive indices for 4,764 materials, formation en-
ergies for a set of 18,829 perovskite materials , and
10,987 bulk and shear moduli.

On most tasks of this set, the largest models
incorporating both bonds and higher-order hyper-
edges did perform the best. Except in the predic-
tion of refractive indices, where motif-level informa-
tion alone performed the best with an MAE of 0.485
on the validation set; though performance here
was comparable to bond-only performance with an
MAE of 0.497. Triplet-and-bond models performed
best overall on elastic tasks in the prediction of
shear and bulk moduli Gvrh and Kvrh, with MAEs
on the validation of 0.088 Log10(GPa) and 0.071
Log10(GPa), respectively. This may be indicative
of the importance of such information in the rela-
tion of stress to infinitesimal strain, since the initial
angle formed by any two bonds would be of partic-
ular importance in considerations of shear response
(that is, calculations of Gvrh) though, perhaps,
less so in considerations of bulk response (Kvrh).
This is corroborated by the difference in perfor-
mance between motif and triplet models on both
tasks, since motif information seems comparable in
prediction of bulk moduli with an MAE of 0.073
Log10(GPa) for the motif model (compared to 0.071
Log10GPa for the triplet-based model), but less so
in the prediction of shear moduli with an MAE of
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0.095 Log10(GPa) (compared to 0.088 Log10GPa) .
Motif-and-bond models performed best on the re-
maining tasks of highest frequency phonon mode
peak, perovskite formation energy prediction, with
MAEs of 64.5 cm−1 and 0.0488 eV/atom, respec-
tively.
Perhaps the strongest point to be made in re-

gards to these results is that for most tasks, mo-
tif information contributed to comparable or better
performance than triplet-level results. This is at a
significantly lower computational cost, in terms of
the total number of messages exchanged through
convolution, since the number of motifs is simply
the number of atoms n, whereas the number of
triplets scales with the average number of bonds
per atom N as N(N − 1)/2.
A similar observation was made in the AMD-

Net architecture [37], where motif information (in-
cluded via an additional ’motif graph’ for each ma-
terial) also improved performance on most tasks,
but here we compare results directly to the inclu-
sion of bond angles via triplets. Our results thus
indicate that one local neighborhood feature per
atom may be sufficient to describe the local ge-
ometries of atoms for many predictive tasks, as op-
posed to the more data-intensive triplet representa-
tion scheme usually employed (often by way of line
graphs). Taking this as a learned guiding princi-
ple, future crystal representations may benefit from
reduced size while being assured similar geomet-
ric resolution. Note that models using both motif
and triplet-level edges, in general, diverged through
training or did not perform any better than mod-
els using just motifs or triplets. As such, we only
compare models using one or the other here.
State-of-the-art models applied to material prop-

erty prediction often represent material systems as
graphs with relatively low geometrical resolution.
This low resolution is often increased by associat-
ing bond angles with auxiliary line graphs derived
from the graph itself. The primary argument of this
paper is that hypergraphs are a more natural rep-
resentation of material structures that allow us to
explicitly incorporate geometrical information with
different substructures of our choice in one unified
representation. Our results suggest that such an
approach allows for a substantial decrease in com-
putational cost by incorporating such geometrical
information with single local environment hyper-
edges for each node as opposed to triplets of atoms
for each pair of overlapping bonds. This is shown
within one unified framework to have comparable
performance on a number of common predictive
tasks.
Future works may investigate more powerful hy-

pergraph convolutional operators that automati-

cally detect motifs [38, 22, 39]; or apply this frame-
work to molecular systems [40, 41] with functional
groups. Inter-order convolution may also be of in-
terest for certain tasks, where different hyperedge
types may update each other’s representations as
opposed to just atom representations. Note that
inter-order convolution would allow for a complete
generalization of previous line-graph convolution
schemes, where triplets effectively update their re-
spective bonds’ representations through convolu-
tion, as in [17, 16]. Other order structures (be-
yond motif-level) may also be of interest, such as
hyperedges representing defect complexes or entire
unit cells. Equivariant features and convolution [42,
43, 44] may also be incorporated for the prediction
of coordinate-system dependant properties of ma-
terials from hypergraph representations, with the
present work being focused on coordinate-system
invariant features and targets.
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Motif Features: Structure Or-
der Parameters & Continuous
Symmetry Measures

The geometry of the motifs were incorporated as
features composed of a concatenated list of struc-
ture order parameters and continuous symmetry
measures (CSMs) for a set of common local envi-
ronments.

Structure order parameters are coordinate sys-
tem invariant measures of 3 dimensional struc-
ture that are designed to be close to one when a
given structure is similar to some prototypical ar-
rangement. Note that this isn’t in general a true
’distance’-like measure to some shape as a CSM
is, however. The list of order parameters included
those implemented in pymatgen code and described
in [25, 26].

A CSM is defined precisely so that it may act as
a ’distance’ from some prototypical shape to some
given structure.

CHGConv

A specific implementation of a hypergraph con-
volutional operator in the hypergraph message
passing framework is a generalization of CGConv
implemented in pytorch geometric and based on
CGCNN’s convolutional operator defined in eq (5)
of the original paper.

xt+1
i =

∑
bj

f(xt
i, bj ,AGG({xt

j ∈ bj}))

= BN

[∑
bj

σ
(
Wc · [xj ⊕ bj ⊕AGG({xt

j ∈ bj}])
)

· S+(Wf · (xj ⊕ bj ⊕AGG({xt
j ∈ bj})))

]
In the model utilized in this work, we generally em-
ployed use of a learnable set of common aggregation
functions for the neighborhood feature aggregation
(AGG above), inspired by ChemGNN [12].

Hyperparameters for Testing

For each convolutional structure, testing was done
for a model with 3 convolutional layers. Each con-
volutional layer consists of back-to-back convolu-
tion from the smallest to the largest hyperedge type
(for example two bond & motif layers consist of a
total sequence of bond, motif bond, motif).
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Stochastic gradient descent (SGD) was used as
an optimizer through training with an initial learn-
ing rate of 0.01. A multi-step learning rate sched-
uler divided this learning rate by a factor of 10 at
epochs 150 and 250, with training running for a
total of 300 epochs.
Hidden node features were of dimension 64

through all convolutional layers, and a hidden out-
put layer of dimension 128 was used (similar to
CGCNN’s architecture). The loss functions utilized
were MSE (for regression tasks) and cross entropy
(for classification tasks). Accuracy is then reported
in MAE for regression tasks and percentage cor-
rectly classified for classification tasks. Datasets
were split 80% for training and 20% for validation
tests.

Comparison to Line Graph

A more usual approach for the incorporation of
bond angle information is via the construction of
a line graph, as in [17, 18].

These models generally first update the edge fea-
tures of the crystal graph G by first applying some
graph convolutional operator to the line graph L(G)
with angles encoded in L(G)’s initial edge features.
Our argument against such representation

schemes here is that the order of messages grows
combinatorically for derived line graphs asO(nm2),
where n is the number of nodes and m is the aver-
age number of edges per node in G.
Here, we incorporate a similar level of higher-

order geometrical structure instead in a local en-
vironment, or ’motif’, hyperedge (defined below).
Note that these include only an extra number of
messages on the order O(mn) if each node in a mo-
tif gets a message, or on the order O(n) if only
center nodes are updated by their own motif hy-
peredges.

Hyperedge Index

Hypergraphs are treated as a set of node feactures
x, hyperedge features h, and hyperedge indices I.

The hyperedge index is, computationally, treated
as a [2, nm] dimensional vector (where m is the
number of hyperedges and n is the avereage num-
ber of nodes contained in any hyperedge). The first
index is the node contained and the second index
is the containing hyperedge (as in [45]).

Code Availability

The code used in this paper’s results were
built on pytorch-geometric and can be
found in the following github repository:
https://github.com/qmatyanlab/CHGCNN.
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