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aDepartment of Materials Science and Engineering, Texas A&M University, College Station, 77843, TX, USA
bJ. Mike Walker ’66 Department of Mechanical Engineering, Texas A&M University, College Station, 77843, TX, USA

cWm Michael Barnes ’64 Department of Industrial and Systems Engineering, Texas A&M University, College Station, 77843, TX, USA

Abstract

Accurate phase diagram prediction is crucial for understanding alloy thermodynamics and advancing materials design.
While traditional CALPHAD methods are robust, they are resource-intensive and limited by experimentally assessed
data. This work explores the use of machine learning interatomic potentials (MLIPs) such as M3GNet, CHGNet, MACE,
SevenNet, and ORB to significantly accelerate phase diagram calculations by using the Alloy Theoretic Automated Toolkit
(ATAT) to map calculations of the energies and free energies of atomistic systems to CALPHAD-compatible thermody-
namic descriptions. Using case studies including Cr Mo, Cu Au, and Pt W, we demonstrate that MLIPs, particularly
ORB, achieve computational speedups exceeding three orders of magnitude compared to DFT while maintaining phase
stability predictions within acceptable accuracy. Extending this approach to liquid phases and ternary systems like
Cr Mo V highlights its versatility for high-entropy alloys and complex chemical spaces. This work demonstrates that
MLIPs, integrated with tools like ATAT within a CALPHAD framework, provide an efficient and accurate framework
for high-throughput thermodynamic modeling, enabling rapid exploration of novel alloy systems. While many challenges
remain to be addressed, the accuracy of some of these MLIPs (ORB in particular) are on the verge of paving the way
toward high-throughput generation of CALPHAD thermodynamic descriptions of multi-component, multi-phase alloy
systems.
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1. Introduction

Phase diagram calculations are of utmost importance
in studying the thermodynamic properties of alloys, which
in turn constitute the foundation for any deep understand-
ing of materials behavior. The CALPHAD (CALculation
of PHAse Diagrams) method [1]—implemented in soft-
ware packages such as OpenCalphad [2], Thermo-Calc [3,
4], and Pandat [5]—is a computational approach used to
model and predict phase equilibria and thermodynamic
properties in multicomponent systems. Developed in the
1970s [6] the CALPHAD framework involves construct-
ing mathematical models to describe the Gibbs free en-
ergy of each phase as a function of temperature, pres-
sure, and composition, and investigate the thermodynamic
equilibria among different phases [7, 8, 1]. Since its in-
ception, the CALPHAD method was designed as a hier-
archical system whereby low-order (e.g. unary, binary)
thermodynamic descriptions could be expanded to encom-
pass larger numbers of constituents and phases, enabling
the development of increasingly comprehensive thermody-
namic databases. Starting from reference thermodynamic
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descriptions of the pure elements standardized and dissem-
inated through the SGTE (Scientific Group Thermodata
Europe) elemental database [9] the CALPHAD commu-
nity has been able to construct highly complex databases
that encompass dozens of constituents and hundreds of
phases—such as Thermo-Calc’s High Entropy Alloy database
[10]—and that are now widely used to predict the phase
stability and thermo-physical properties of materials, us-
ing in turn these calculations in complex materials design
workflows [11, 12].

Despite the promise of CALPHAD-based methods, there
remain important limitations. CALPHAD-based assess-
ment of thermodynamic databases is exceedingly resource-
intensive and most of the fully assessed systems correspond
to binary alloys, with a modest (albeit growing) number of
ternary thermodynamic descriptions being added to CAL-
PHAD databases every year. A case in point correspond
to the high entropy alloy (HEA) space [13, 14, 15], as this
new paradigm in alloy design has encouraged the commu-
nity to probe regions in the alloy chemistry space that
have been seldom investigated from a phase stability per-
spective. As the materials community sets its sights on
compositionally complex chemical spaces (beyond HEAs),
a major challenge is the fact that CALPHAD methods are
limited in their predictive ability as they can only predict
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the phase stability of phases that have been observed ex-
perimentally and at least partially assessed. This is an
important limitation when attempting to investigate the
phase stability of systems that are not available in com-
mercial or even open databases [16].

To overcome the limitations of traditional approaches,
computational tools have been developed to streamline the
process of generating CALPHAD databases from ab ini-
tio data. Among these, the Alloy Theoretic Automated
Toolkit (ATAT) [17, 18] stands out as a versatile frame-
work for bridging the gap between ab initio computational
data and thermodynamic models. ATAT is particularly
well-suited for workflows involving density functional the-
ory (DFT) calculations performed using widely adopted
software such as VASP [19]. The toolkit provides system-
atic methods for converting formation energies and other
thermodynamic properties derived from ab initio calcula-
tions into formats compatible with CALPHAD-based ther-
modynamic modeling.

One of ATAT’s core features is the leveraging of the
Special Quasirandom Structures (SQS) [20] framework.
This methodology facilitates the (approximate) simulation
of disordered atomic arrangements within various crys-
tal systems. While traditional applications often focus on
common structures such as FCC, BCC, and HCP, ATAT
extends this capability to handle complex multiple-sublattice
systems, including those with sublattice disorder. To en-
hance usability, ATAT includes a comprehensive pre-generated
database of SQS configurations. A critical advantage of
ATAT is its ability to address the challenge of assign-
ing free energies to mechanically unstable ”virtual” phases
that are ill-defined from a rigorous thermodynamic stand-
point. By using a theoretically robust approach, ATAT
enables the inclusion of these phases in CALPHAD mod-
els, addressing a common hurdle when extrapolating ab
initio data to practical thermodynamic applications. Ad-
ditionally, ATAT incorporates a low-order approximation
scheme to account for short-range order effects, eliminat-
ing the need for additional computational inputs while
maintaining model accuracy. The integration of ATAT
with the Scientific Group Thermodata Europe (SGTE) el-
emental databases further enhances its utility. This allows
ATAT to seamlessly merge ab initio formation energies and
vibrational free energies with established thermodynamic
datasets, resulting in complete and functional thermody-
namic models. These models can be directly employed in
CALPHAD workflows, facilitating high-throughput explo-
ration and rigorous thermodynamic assessments.

While the use of ab initio calculated energetics of Spe-
cial Quasirandom Structures (SQS) for developing CAL-
PHAD models is effective for exploring large chemical-
phase spaces, other tools are better suited for studying the
detailed thermodynamic properties of single phases with
significant solid solubility. One such tool is the Cluster
Expansion (CE) method [21, 22, 23].

The CE method approximates the total energy of sub-
stitutional alloys by representing interactions among clus-

ters of atoms. These clusters include single atoms, pairs,
triplets, and higher-order groupings, all within a consis-
tent parent lattice defined by its symmetry. This frame-
work makes it possible to explore compositional variations
systematically and investigate properties such as local or-
dering and phase segregation. The CE method is often
combined with semi-grand canonical Monte Carlo simula-
tions for further analysis [24, 25, 26]. A major advantage of
the CE method is its ability to represent complex alloy con-
figurations more efficiently than direct Density Functional
Theory (DFT) calculations for large systems. The interac-
tion terms in CE are derived by fitting to DFT-calculated
energies [27, 28, 29, 30], allowing accurate predictions of
the energy for structures with hundreds of atoms. This
makes CE particularly useful for studying disordered ma-
terials and substitutional alloys.

However, the CE method has limitations. It requires a
large amount of training data to create models tailored to
specific elements and phases, which can be time-consuming
and computationally expensive. As the number of ele-
ments increases, the complexity grows significantly, be-
cause more clusters and interactions need to be accounted
for [31]. For example, in the work by Nataraj et al. [14,
15], CE models for the NbTiVZr, HfNbTaTiZr, and Al-
TiZrNbHfTa alloy systems required fitting to 2,984, 1,970,
and 4,000 structures, respectively. Each structure required
DFT calculations, with each one taking 100 to 1,000 core-
hours on a high-performance computing system. This com-
putational demand makes CE models difficult to generalize
or reuse across different systems. Any changes in compo-
sition require retraining the model, which is both labor-
intensive and costly. While CE provides valuable insights
into alloy behavior, its use for exploring multicomponent
systems is limited by the trade-offs between required ac-
curacy and available computational resources.

To accelerate the calculation of phase diagrams, ma-
chine learning interatomic potentials (MLIPs) have been
utilized in several recent studies [32, 33]. Pre-trained uni-
versal MLIPs based on Graph Neural Network (GNN)
architectures [34], such as M3GNet [35], CHGNet [36],
MACE [37, 38], SevenNet [39, 40], and ORB [41], have
demonstrated significant improvements in computational
efficiency for structural optimization and free energy calcu-
lations compared to first-principles methods. These mod-
els reduce the computational costs associated with such
calculations, albeit with a trade-off in accuracy, which is
often moderate. Recent work by G. Vazquez [42] illustrates
how machine learning can accelerate the Cluster Expan-
sion (CE) process, particularly in the AlHfNbTaTiZr high-
entropy alloy (HEA) system. Similarly, MLIPs have been
successfully applied as substitutes for DFT calculations
in Special Quasirandom Structures (SQS)-based modeling
[33, 43], demonstrating their potential in high-throughput
thermodynamic analysis.

However, while MLIPs provide notable computational
advantages, their application to phase diagram generation
presents certain limitations. Discrepancies in equilibrium
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temperatures and phase topologies have been observed
when comparing MLIP-derived thermodynamic data with
experimental and ab initio results. These discrepancies
highlight the impact of small inaccuracies in MLIP-predicted
energetics, which can propagate through calculations and
lead to deviations in the predicted phase behavior. Such
limitations underscore the importance of balancing effi-
ciency with the level of precision required for reliable ther-
modynamic modeling.

In this work, using the computational framework em-
ployed in ATAT, we calculate alloy phase diagrams with
MLIPs (with a workflow schematically shown in Figure 1)
and explore how the seemingly minor inaccuracies of MLIPs
can cumulatively affect phase diagram calculations. We
compare results obtained fromM3GNet, CHGNet, MACE,
SevenNet, and ORB across various alloy systems to quan-
tify their accuracy. Based on these comparisons, we pro-
pose thresholds for the precision required in MLIPs to
achieve reliable phase diagram predictions. Furthermore,
we present example phase diagrams calculated using ORB,
a universal MLIP that we find aligns closely with ab initio
results for several alloy systems. These examples demon-
strate the potential of combining SQS and MLIPs for high-
throughput alloy phase diagram calculations, offering a
roadmap for integrating these approaches into future re-
search and applications, including the possibility of gen-
erating CALPHAD databases at ab initio-level accuracy—
albeit still quantitatively apart from experimentally-derived
CALPHAD descriptions—in a high-throughput manner,
achieving computational efficiencies that are orders of mag-
nitude greater than those possible with direct DFT calcu-
lations.

2. Methods

For the CALPHAD modeling of formation free energy,
we rely on the compound energy formalism [44] applied in
the standard TDB format. Following the work by van de
Walle et al. [18], the Gibbs free energy of phase β at site
fraction y and temperature T is calculated as:

Gβ (y, T ) =

(
Gβ

calc,nc (y, T )−
∑
i

xiG
αi

calc,nc (T )

)
+
∑
i

xiG
αi

SGTE (T )− TSid (y, T )

(1)

where the ”calc,nc” stands for calculated Gibbs free
energy with no concentration entropy, and SGTE stands
for the data from the SGTE database. SQSs are generated
with the ATAT mcsqs code [26], and the free energies of
the SQSs at 0K are calculated with either ab initio calcu-
lations or MLIPs. The interaction parameters are assumed
temperature-independent and fitted within the regular so-
lution model framework from the calculated energies of the
generated SQS.

Figure 1: An example of how we calculate the Au-Cu phase diagram.
Using the computational framework in ATAT, we generate SQSs for
different phases and concentrations, and calculate the free energy
using MLIPs. A TDB file is then generated, and the phase diagram
is plotted using CALPHAD modeling.

For the entropy calculations, configurational entropy is
modeled using an ideal solution model on each sublattice,
and the vibrational contributions are modeled using the
Born von Karman model and were constructed with the
fitfc code in ATAT package at the high-temperature limit
[25], assuming that all phonon modes are excited beyond
the Debye temperature.

For all the ab initio calculations, the Vienna Ab Initio
Simulation Package (VASP) [27, 28, 29, 30] is used with
the Perdew-Burke-Ernzerhof (PBE) exchange-correlation
functional and PAW pseudopotentials at the level of the
generalized gradient approximation (GGA) [45, 46]. A K-
points density of 8,000 k-points per reciprocal atom is set
for all calculations.

In this study, pre-trained MLIPs were employed with-
out additional fine-tuning to perform structural relaxations,
single-point energy calculations, and molecular dynamics
(MD) simulations. The models used included M3GNet
(M3GNet-MP-2021.2.8-PES) [35], CHGNet (0.3.0) [36], MACE
(MACE-MP-0 large) [37, 38], SevenNet-0 (July 11, 2024)
[39, 40], and ORB (orb-v2) [41]. Structural relaxations
were performed using the FIRE algorithm [47] implemented
in the Atomic Simulation Environment (ASE) [48].

MD simulations are performed for the average free en-
ergy for the liquid phase using the ASE framework [48]
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with Nosé-Hoover ensembles [49]. We first generated liq-
uid SQS configurations using ATAT at various concentra-
tions and built a 2× 2× 2 supercell. For the liquid phase
MD simulations, we employ the NPT ensemble for the first
3,000 steps with a time step of 1 fs to obtain an appropri-
ate structure and cell size. This is followed by 10,000 steps
in the NVT ensemble to compute the average total energy.
The temperature is set 50K above the melting points of
the end members, with linear interpolation applied for the
mixed structures.

3. Results and Discussions

Figure 2: The formation energies of FCC Au Pt SQS calculated
with VASP and MLIP data.

To verify the feasibility of substituting expensive ab
initio calculations with more efficient machine learning
methods in phase diagram calculations, we compare free
energy calculations across various systems. We start with
the simple Au Pt binary system to discuss the influence
of formation energy error from SQS introduced by the
MLIP. The Au Pt binary phase diagram features a single
FCC phase region, with a miscibility gap at low tempera-
ture. To capture the spinodal decomposition, particularly
the critical temperature, we calculate the formation en-
ergies of FCC SQS’s at different compositions. The crit-
ical temperature of Au Pt miscibility gap is 1533K ac-
cording to experimental data [50], while SQS and VASP
calculations yield a critical temperature of 1661K. This
discrepancy between experiments and DFT-derived ther-
modynamic properties is common and can be explained
by inaccuracies in the DFT calculations as well as poten-
tially ignored contributions to the free energies of phases
at elevated temperatures.

In Figure 2, we present the formation energy of Au Pt
at 0K, calculated using VASP, M3GNet, CHGNet, MACE,
SevenNet and ORB. Although the absolute error in the to-
tal energy appears low (less than 40meV per atom), the

Figure 3: Au-Pt binary phase diagram plotted with VASP and MLIP
data.

relative errors in formation energy can be significant com-
pared to VASP results, leading to a noticeable underes-
timation of the critical temperature for spinodal decom-
position, as shown in Figure 3. For M3GNet, CHGNet
and MACE, the critical temperature is over 900K, much
lower than the results obtained using VASP. For SevenNet,
although the critical temperature is very close to experi-
mental data, it is still 126K lower than VASP. In this
case, the errors in the free energy calculations and those
introduced by SQS and CALPHAD coincidentally cancel
out. In contrast, ORB’s result matches the VASP result
closely, with the critical temperature being 32K higher
than VASP, as the average error in formation energies at
0K is only 1.9%. These results indicate that for MLIPs
to be useful as proxies for much more expensive DFT cal-
culations, errors in total energies with respect to the DFT
ground truth should be in the low meV range.

In Table 1, we present additional results of binary sys-
tems as illustrative examples. To ensure a clear compari-
son between methods, our focus is restricted to the simple
BCC/FCC phases exhibiting a miscibility gap, excluding
the liquid phase and any potential intermetallic compound
phases (e.g., the Laves phase C14 in the Cr Nb system).
The error in formation energies is defined as follows:

Error =

∑
x
|∆GMLIP (x)−∆GFP (x)|∑

x
|∆GFP (x)|

(2)

where ∆GMLIP (x) and ∆GFP (x) represent the forma-
tion free energy at composition x at 0K, calculated using
machine-learning interatomic potentials and DFT, respec-
tively. Machine-learning models like M3GNet, CHGNet,
and MACE often have large relative errors in formation en-
ergy calculations. These errors can lead to incorrect pre-
dictions, such as identifying single-phase regions instead
of the expected miscibility gaps in the phase diagrams.
SevenNet performs better overall, with smaller errors, but
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Table 1: Average Error in formation energy calculations of SQS’s and critical temperature of miscibility gap calculated with VASP and
MLIPs. ”MS” stands for meta-stable and ”SP” stands for single phase without miscibility gap.

Experiment VASP M3GNet CHGNet MACE SevenNet ORB

Tc (K) Tc (K) Error Tc (K) Error Tc (K) Error Tc (K) Error Tc (K) Error Tc (K)

Cr Mo (BCC) 1153 [51] 2038 106.7% 3880 107.2% SP 109.3% SP 65.6% 1398 4.3% 2019
Cr Nb (BCC) MS [52] 3590 27.1% 3753 51.5% 1509 11.0% 3148 13.4% 2998 1.6% 3506
Nb V (BCC) 1077 [53] 1359 17.9% 1033 26.4% 854 22.0% 1598 26.5% 1631 14.5% 1403
Au Pt (FCC) 1533 [50] 1661 73.8% 740 40.9% 618 39.3% 642 12.3% 1535 1.9% 1693
Ag Pt (FCC) MS [54] 1227 161.8% SP 98.0% 872 62.2% 1301 84.9% 1543 14.2% 1158

it can still fail for certain systems like Cr Mo and Ag Pt,
which are particularly challenging. On the other hand,
ORB consistently matches VASP calculations with high
accuracy. Across all tested systems, ORB achieves aver-
age energy errors below 15% and differences in critical
temperatures of less than 100K, making it a reliable tool
for predicting phase stability.

Building on the discussion of model accuracy, it is im-
portant to consider how errors in formation energy can
affect phase diagrams, especially for systems with multi-
ple competing phases. Even small inaccuracies in energy
predictions can lead to significant changes in the calcu-
lated phase stability. For systems with several competing
phases, the errors in the calculated formation (i.e. rela-
tive) energies among those phases can gradually influence
the phase diagram calculation, as the energy difference be-
tween competing phases tends to be rather small. For in-
stance, the total energies of BCC, FCC, HCP, and omega
Hf at 0K and 0GPa differ by less than 0.2 eV per atom,
with the energy difference between omega and FCC phases
being less than 0.03 eV per atom [55]. Consequently, even
a small error of 0.05 eV per atom in total energy can alter
the predicted stable phase, when considering the competi-
tion for phase stability as the result of the minimization of
the total Gibbs free energy of the system. Since the predic-
tion errors are not trivially correlated, discrepancies with
respect to DFT calculations do not necessarily cancel out
and cannot be simply corrected by simple re-scaling ap-
proaches. Thus, these propagating, irreducible, errors may
lead to significant qualitative differences in the phase sta-
bility predictions. This in turn can lead to predicted phase
diagrams that are qualitatively and topologically different
from predictions that use DFT calculations.

Figure 4: Cu-Au binary phase diagram on the Cu-rich side plotted
with (a) VASP and ORB; (b) SevenNet and CHGNet

Using the Au Cu binary system as an example, several
intermetallic compounds - CuAu L10 phase, Cu3Au L12
phase, and CuAu3 L12 phase - compete with the FCC
solid solution. As shown in Table 2, formation energies of
Cu Au intermetallic compounds calculated with CHGNet
and ORB are close to VASP results, while the energies
calculated with M3GNet, MACE and SevenNet exhibit
larger errors. These errors are non-trivial, as they produce
phase diagrams with topologies that are radically different
from the predicted topologies in the phase diagram using
DFT calculations.
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In Figure 4, we present the Cu Au phase diagrams
on the Cu-rich side, constructed using calculations from
VASP, ORB, SevenNet, and CHGNet. All methods cor-
rectly predict the stability of CuAu L10 phase and Cu3Au
L12 phase, although they overestimate the stability of L10
phase at high temperature compared to experimental re-
sults [56]. The phase diagram plotted with ORB, shown
in Figure 4 (a), gives the equilibrium temperature that is
100K lower than VASP for CuAu L10 phase and 150K
higher for Cu3Au L12 phase. These deviations are within
an acceptable range and preserve the overall topology of
the phase diagram.

In contrast, phase diagrams generated by the other po-
tentials, such as SevenNet and CHGNet in Figure 4 (b), ex-
hibit larger errors or even fail to predict the correct topol-
ogy. For example, SevenNet significantly underestimates
the formation energy of the Cu3Au L12 phase, calculating
it as only half of the VASP result. This error causes the
Cu3Au L12 phase to lose its thermodynamic stability at
low temperatures. Consequently, the single-phase region
of Cu3Au L12 phase is overtaken by the two-phase region of
CuAu L10 and FCC below 400K. At higher temperatures,
the Cu3Au L12 phase regains stability due to entropy con-
tributions, but the equilibrium temperature; however, the
equilibrium temperature of Cu3Au L12 phase is gradually
overestimated. The CHGNet result, on the other hand,
underestimates the formation energy of Cu3Au L12 by
282meV per cell or 71meV per atom (for ORB, the er-
ror is 156meV per cell or 39meV per atom), leading to an
overestimation of equilibrium temperature by 250K, and
affecting the interaction with CuAu L10 phase, thus dis-
torting the phase boundaries, although it almost perfectly
calculates the formation energy of CuAu L10 phase.

In Figure 5, we plot all the formation energies we have
in Tables 1 and 2, comparing the error of different MLIPs.
The figure shows that most of the formation energies calcu-
lated with ORB tend to produce results almost in perfect
agreement with the VASP calculations, although there are
a few structures that exhibit marked discrepancies with
the DFT calculations. Even in this cases, the errors tend to
be generally smaller than what is obtained using the other
potentials. In contrast, the discrepancy between MLIP
and DFT-calculated formation energies tends to be gen-
erally larger than ORB, with M3GNet producing some of
the most significant discrepancies.

Replacing VASP calculations with ORB provides a sub-
stantial improvement in computational efficiency. Using
the Cr Mo BCC system as an example, we compare the
CPU time required for relaxation and free energy calcu-
lations, as detailed in Table 3. For large SQS structures,
ORB can be over 1000 times faster than traditional DFT
methods. Although ionic steps for structural relaxation
are still necessary, the use of MLIP eliminates the need for
the computationally intensive electronic self-consistency
steps required in DFT calculations.

Figure 6 highlights the time cost comparison between
VASP and ORB during the relaxation of various SQS struc-

Figure 5: Errors of formation energies calculated with different
MLIPs compared to DFT. Data from systems in Table 1 and 2.

tures. The results clearly show that the ratio of VASP time
to ORB time increases as the number of atoms or valence
electrons in the structure grows. This difference arises
because DFT calculations scale approximately as N4 with
the number of atoms N , whereas MLIP-based calculations
exhibit much more efficient scaling. As a result, the com-
putational advantage of MLIP-based approaches like ORB
becomes increasingly significant for larger systems. This
is particularly important for predicting the properties of
alloys with complex stoichiometries, where larger super-
cells are often required to capture the intricate chemical
and structural features. By leveraging the efficiency of
MLIPs, it is possible to extend the scope of our simula-
tions to more complex systems at much lower costs than
when using DFT as the energy calculation engine.

At high temperatures, thermally excited degrees of free-
dom need to be accounted for in order to have a more
accurate description of the phase stability of competing
phases. Here, we use the ORB potential to calculate the
vibrational entropy (and corresponding free energy). We
calculate the vibrational entropy of FCC, L10 and L12
phase in Au Cu system in the high-temperature limit,
as shown in Table 4. The close agreement between the
results indicates that ORB can reliably calculate vibra-
tional entropy, supporting the accuracy of phase diagram
predictions. This capability is important when consider-
ing materials systems that operate at high temperatures—
such as refractory high entropy alloys, RHEAS—as these
contributions tend to be more significant as temperature
increases [57].

A major challenge when attempting to construct reli-
able thermodynamic descriptions of alloys is the estima-
tion of the thermodynamic properties of the liquid phase.
These properties can only be obtained through expensive
ab initio calculations [58] with computational cost orders
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Table 2: Formation Energies and Errors of Cu-Au system calculated by VASP and MLIPs.

VASP M3GNet CHGNet MACE SevenNet ORB

∆G(eV) ∆G(eV) Error ∆G(eV) Error ∆G(eV) Error ∆G(eV) Error ∆G(eV) Error

CuAu L10 -0.1059 -0.1011 −4.6% -0.1035 −2.2% -0.1019 −3.8% -0.1037 −2.0% -0.0869 −17.9%
Cu3Au L12 -0.1756 -0.1327 −24.4% -0.1474 −16.0% -0.1635 −6.9% -0.0772 −56.0% -0.1600 −8.9%
CuAu3 L12 -0.0822 -0.0517 −37.1% -0.0936 13.9% -0.0346 −58.0% -0.0547 −33.5% -0.0609 −25.9%

Table 3: Time cost of Cr Mo BCC system calculated by VASP and MLIPs.

Cr Cr0.75Mo0.25 Cr0.5Mo0.5 Cr0.25Mo0.75 Mo
Number of atoms in SQS 1 32 48 32 1

Total CPU time with VASP (sec) 8 26178 69367 27972 12
Total CPU time with ORB (sec) 3 29 38 19 2

Figure 6: Ratio of time costs between VASP and ORB for SQS
Relaxations vs the number of atoms and valence electrons

of magnitude higher than the costs associated with the
computation of thermodynamic properties of crystals in
their ground state. Here, having established its general
reliability across many systems, we have used the ORB
MLIP to carry out molecular dynamics calculations of al-
loys in the liquid state. As an example, we consider the
Pt W binary system. We first generated liquid SQS con-
figurations using ATAT at various concentrations for the
liquid phase. In the molecular dynamics simulations, we
employ the NPT ensemble for the first 3,000 steps with a
time step of 1 fs to obtain an appropriate structure and cell
size. This is followed by 10,000 steps in the NVT ensemble
to compute the average total energy. The temperature is
set 50K above the melting points of Pt and W, with linear
interpolation applied for the mixed structures.

Using the total energies derived from MD simulations
with ORB, along with data for BCC and FCC solid phases,
we calculate the phase diagram of the Pt W system, shown
in Figure 7. The phase diagram shows that the Pt W

system has a broad FCC phase region on the Pt-rich side,
while BCCW exhibits almost no solubility for Pt, in agree-
ment with experiments. The equilibrium temperature of
the eutectic phase diagram is 2647K, which is only 86K
higher than experimental results [59, 60, 61]. We note
that the calculation of this phase diagram using entirely ab
initio methods would be many orders of magnitude more
costly than what was achieved using this efficient and rel-
atively accurate machine learning potential.

Figure 7: Pt-W binary phase diagram calculated with ORB. MD is
used for the liquid phase, and SQSs are used for the solid phase.

The benefits of using MLIPs to obtain reliable and
accurate—at the DFT level—CALPHAD descriptions of
multi-component, multi-phase systems extend beyond bi-
nary systems. In Figure 8, we present a ternary phase
diagram for the Cr Mo V system, calculated using the
ORBmethod. Compared to previous results obtained with
the TCHEA4 database and cluster expansion [13], the cal-
culated phase diagram accurately predicts the miscibil-
ity gap of the BCC phase on the Cr Mo side and pro-
vides a reliable phase diagram overall. This result demon-
strates that our method is well-suited for exploring high-
entropy alloys, as the entire computational process for the
Cr Mo V system required less than 2 hours using sequen-
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Table 4: Vibrational Entropy calculated by ATAT with VASP and ORB (in Boltzmann Constant per cell)

VASP ORB

FCC A1
Cu -87.5464 -87.6627
Au -85.2416 -85.5381

CuAu L10

CuCu -175.030 -175.327
CuAu -172.621 -172.809
AuAu -170.689 -171.086

CuAu GAMMA L12

Cu3Cu -350.147 -350.647
Cu3Au -347.833 -347.722
Au3Cu -343.383 -343.214
Au3Au -341.327 -342.020

tial computation on one core on a supercomputer. Impor-
tantly, since the calculations were fitted to a CALPHAD
model, it is possible to carry out extrapolations and pre-
dictions over broad temperature ranges, provided other
potential competing phases—possibly stabilized at lower
temperatures—are included in the analysis.

Figure 8: Cr Mo V ternary phase diagram at 700 ◦C calculated
with ATAT and ORB potential.

4. Conclusion

In this study, we demonstrated the potential of ma-
chine learning interatomic potentials (MLIPs) as an ef-
ficient alternative to expensive ab initio calculations for
alloy phase diagram modeling using Special Quasirandom
Structures (SQS). While total energy errors for MLIPs are
typically below 0.1 eV/atom compared to first-principles
results, their impact on the relative formation enthalpy
can significantly affect phase diagram accuracy, leading
to shifts in phase boundaries and occasional topology er-
rors. Among the MLIPs evaluated, ORB or future poten-
tials with equal or better accuracy emerged as the most
reliable, achieving an absolute total energy error below
10meV/atom, which is critical for maintaining accurate
phase stability predictions. Additionally, vibrational en-
tropy calculations and molecular dynamics simulations with

ORB align closely with ab initio results, further validating
its utility for thermodynamic modeling.

Despite minor errors, the remarkable efficiency of MLIPs,
offering speedups of several orders of magnitude compared
to traditional methods, makes them highly valuable for
high-throughput calculations. Phase diagram calculations
that traditionally require days or weeks with DFT can
now be completed in under an hour with MLIPs, even for
complex binary systems. This efficiency enables large-scale
exploration of alloy phase spaces, particularly for composi-
tionally complex systems like high-entropy alloys, facilitat-
ing rapid discovery of novel phases and materials. Further-
more, phase diagrams calculated using MLIPs can serve
as initial guesses or references for active learning frame-
works [62, 63, 64, 65, 66], enabling iterative refinement
with experimental data. This hybrid approach could help
compensate for the inaccuracies in MLIP-based phase dia-
grams, ultimately bridging the gap between computational
and experimental methods.

Looking forward, several important questions remain
unanswered:

• Can ORB or future potentials with equal or better
accuracy maintain high performance across diverse
alloy systems, including those with non-metallic ele-
ments, or would further training or modifications be
required?

• What specific factors contribute to the superior per-
formance of ORB or similar potentials compared to
other MLIPs—model architecture, training dataset,
or both? How might these insights guide the devel-
opment of even more accurate MLIPs?

• Given the computational efficiency of MLIPs, how
can the SQS method be refined or replaced to re-
duce approximations, enabling even more accurate
representation of disordered atomic structures?

An additional critical avenue for future research in-
volves extending high-throughput computational methods
to develop CALPHAD descriptions for high-entropy mate-
rials beyond high-entropy alloys. The high-entropy paradigm,
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originally focused on metallic systems, has now expanded
into a broader materials space, including ceramics, semi-
conductors, and other multi-component single-phase ma-
terials [67, 68, 69, 70]. These materials are being actively
explored for applications in areas such as battery tech-
nologies, catalysis, and magnetic systems, among others.
Despite the growing interest and rapid advancements in
these fields, there are currently no reliable CALPHAD
databases for these systems. Without such CALPHAD
descriptions, the exploration of these vast materials spaces
would be akin to trying to find, blindfolded, a needle in
a (multi-dimensional) haystack. Experimental approaches
to phase stability in such multi-component systems are
prohibitively expensive, underscoring the necessity for ap-
proximate but scalable methods based on DFT calcula-
tions.

Developing high-throughput workflows that combine
the efficiency of MLIPs with the accuracy of DFT-derived
thermodynamic data could provide a practical pathway
to address this challenge. These approaches would enable
the systematic construction of CALPHAD databases for a
wide range of high-entropy materials, facilitating the ex-
ploration of complex multi-phase systems and accelerating
the discovery of new functional materials for advanced ap-
plications. By addressing these challenges and embracing
these promising future research directions, MLIP-based
methods and high-throughput CALPHAD workflows can
significantly advance materials design, paving the way for
innovative solutions in alloy design and beyond.
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[43] Henrik Levämäki, Ferenc Tasnadi, DG Sangiovanni, LJS John-
son, Rickard Armiento, and IA Abrikosov. Predicting elastic
properties of hard-coating alloys using ab-initio and machine
learning methods. npj Computational Materials, 8(1):17, 2022.

[44] Mats Hillert. The compound energy formalism. Journal of
Alloys and Compounds, 320(2):161–176, 2001.

[45] John P Perdew, Kieron Burke, and Matthias Ernzerhof. Gen-
eralized gradient approximation made simple. Physical review
letters, 77(18):3865, 1996.
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