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Materials play a critical role in various technological applications. Identifying and enumerating
stable compounds—those near the convex hull—is therefore essential. Despite recent progress, gen-
erative models either have a relatively low rate of stable compounds, are computationally expensive,
or lack symmetry. In this work we present Matra-Genoa, an autoregressive transformer model built
on invertible tokenized representations of symmetrized crystals, including free coordinates. This
approach enables sampling from a hybrid action space. The model is trained across the periodic
table and space groups and can be conditioned on specific properties. We demonstrate its abil-
ity to generate stable, novel, and unique crystal structures by conditioning on the distance to the
convex hull. Resulting structures are 8 times more likely to be stable than baselines using PyX-
tal with charge compensation, while maintaining high computational efficiency. We also release a
dataset of 3 million unique crystals generated by our method, including 4,000 compounds verified
by density-functional theory to be within 0.001 eV/atom of the convex hull.

I. INTRODUCTION

Inorganic solid materials are fundamental to numerous
current and emerging technologies including energy stor-
age, semiconductors, high-entropy alloys, catalysis, and
CO2 capture. While many structures have already been
enumerated thanks to experimental studies, the devel-
opment of density functional theory (DFT) [1, 2], high-
throughput methods, and open materials databases [3],
the discovery of novel materials still remains a central
challenge in materials science. This pursuit is driven
by the potential to replace existing materials with non-
toxic, cost-effective, or lighter alternatives, or to uncover
entirely new properties. The search space for novel ma-
terials is vast due to the immense number of possible
combinations; however, the subset of materials that are
thermodynamically stable —defined as being near the
convex hull of stability— is significantly smaller, though
still substantial.

To come up with novel candidates, the community
has relied on various approaches including random sam-
pling [4], evolutionary algorithms [5, 6]) and prototype
substitution based on element similarity [7] among oth-
ers. These approaches are however computationally in-
tensive and tend to yield low success rates. More re-
cently, generative machine learning (ML) techniques have
emerged as powerful tools for exploring novel stable
structures. These models aim to learn the subspace of
stable arrangements, but challenges remain due to the
complexity of the three-dimensional (3D) structure of
materials, their periodicity, and the vast scope of the
periodic table.

Initial machine learning approaches use 3D voxel rep-
resentations [8–11], but these methods face limitations,
including a lack of rotational invariance and low success
rates. Alternative methods based on Euclidean coordi-
nates, often using GANs, have also been explored (e.g.,

CrystalGAN [12], CubicGAN [13], CCDCGAN [11]).
However, these approaches are not invariant to Euclidean
transformations and rely on the inherently unstable GAN
framework. Approaches using the reciprocal space have
also been used (e.g., FTCP [14]). More recent ad-
vancements use diffusion models (e.g., DiffCSP [15], CD-
VAE [16], MatterGen [17]), showing significant promise
but lack explicit symmetry incorporation and are com-
paratively slower. Other strategies leverage large lan-
guage models (LLMs) to learn crystallographic informa-
tion file (CIF) representations, achieving success but re-
quiring larger models with up to 200 million parame-
ters (e.g., CrystalLLM [18]). Variational autoencoders
(VAEs) that incorporate Wyckoff position information
have also been proposed, but they lack coordinate aware-
ness (e.g., WyCryst [19]). Additionally, many of these
methods do not embed stability considerations as an in-
ductive bias, limiting their practical applicability.

In this work, we introduce Matra-Genoa, an efficient,
scalable, generative materials transformer designed for
the inverse design of inorganic crystal structures. Matra-
Genoa is based on a sequenced Wyckoff representation
of crystal structures, explicitly including atomic coordi-
nates, making it, to our knowledge, the first generative
model combining discrete Wyckoff positions and continu-
ous coordinates. The framework also enables conditional
generation based on target properties; in this study, we
condition on energy above the convex hull to prioritize
stable compounds. We first detail the representation,
sampling, and conditioning mechanisms and then bench-
mark Matra-Genoa’s capacity to discover stable, unique,
and novel (S.U.N.) compounds. Finally, we demonstrate
the model’s scalability by generating 3 million structures
and assess their stability distribution.
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II. RESULTS

A. Representation

In materials science one can typically describe a mate-
rial m by a set of atoms and their Cartesian coordinates.
This results in a high dimensional space x, encompass-
ing an infinite amount of combinations. However, only
a fraction of these combinations correspond to local en-
ergy minima, and an even smaller subset is thermody-
namically stable. The current objective is to model p(x)
and more specifically its distribution modes. This prob-
ability distribution represents the likelihood of elements
being compatible with binding at energetically favorable
coordinates.

To facilitate learning, we choose a coarse-grained rep-
resentation of crystal structures as a first step, simpli-
fying the system and making it easier to capture the
distribution. We take inspiration from cross-disciplinary
approaches in Natural Language Processing (NLP) and
crystallography. Let a material m be represented by
SN = {wi}Ni=1, a sequence of N input tokens, that can be
of different type, specifically specifying the composition,
stoichiometry, structure and stability, see fig. 1(a).

A key aspect is to develop an invertible representa-
tion for the structure. Taking inspiration from crystallog-
raphy, we introduce an approach by considering Wyck-
off positions, including free parameters. Without loss
of information, any crystal structure can be described
through (i) the spacegroup, (ii) a set of Wyckoff positions
and corresponding chemical elements, (iii) free param-
eters, if required, of the Wyckoff positions, and finally
(iv) the dimensions of the unit cell (a, b, c, α, β, γ). A
Wyckoff position reduces a set of equivalent points (or-
bit) into a single point, by mapping the equivalent sites
under the symmetry transformations of the given space
group.

Across the 230 three-dimensional spacegroups, there
are 1731 different Wyckoff positions. Intrinsically, each
position describes an orbit, as documented in the Interna-
tional Tables for Crystallography [20]. Certain positions
reappear across multiple space groups. For instance, the
orbit of points (0, y, 0), (0,−y, 0) appears in spacegroups
10, 16, and 47. We decide to use a shared representa-
tion for common orbits, resulting in a total of 990 unique
Wyckoff positions across all spacegroups. Figure 1(b)
schematically represents this Wyckoff extraction. Ulti-
mately, the orbit can be fully characterized by specifying
the algebraic terms of the Wyckoff positions.

This search space is a hybrid discrete and continu-
ous space, which is conjectured to be not uniformly dis-
tributed energetically wise. In other words, we expect
that given the presence of certain elements on certain
positions, some other elements will be more favourable
to appear in some specific Wyckoff positions. Further-
more, the continuous part of the space, which considers
the free parameters in the Wyckoff positions (i.e. the
coordinates) and lattice parameters, is also expected to

depend on sampled elements and positions. This non-
uniformity is further discussed in section III and fig. 6,
and forms a strong motivation to use a neural network
to learn the underlying distribution.

Next, the token sequence SN is embedded as EN =
{xi}Ni=1, where xi ∈ Rd is the d-dimensional embedding
vector of token wi. Tokens are either encoded using learn-
able or Gaussian embeddings, depending on its type (e.g.,
elements, stoichiometry, Wyckoff letter, coordinate). Po-
sitional information is incorporated using sinusoidal func-
tions. More information and architecture details are pro-
vided in section IV.

B. Training, sampling, and conditioning

Given the previous representation EN , one is now in-
terested to learn how the tokens are distributed. We use a
transformer architecture to learn how to sample the token
xn+1 based on all previous tokens {xi}ni=1. For instance,
the model completes the sequence "TERNARY EHULL
LOW Ti" by various possible next tokens: O, Ca, Ni,
. . ., and continues with the spacegroup (e.g. 62, 225, . . .),
Wyckoff positions (e.g. 4b, 4c, 8d) and free parameters
if needed (e.g. x = 0.79). As each token depends on the
previous representations, the neural network, using mul-
tiple transformer blocks relying on attention mechanisms,
learns a powerful representation of symmetrized crystals.
Given the hybrid space, two prediction heads are used for
discrete and continuous tokens. The network is trained
using causal attention and a mixed cross-entropy means
square error loss. Inference is done using a simple greedy
approach, following a Boltzmann distribution:

p(xn+1) ∝ exp

(
f({xi}ni=1)

T

)
(1)

where f({xi}) are logits obtained from the transformer
network.

In order to condition on thermodynamic stability, de-
fined by the compound’s energy distance to the convex
hull, we inform the model by starting the sequences with
a discrete stability token. The value of the token is set
to either low or high depending on an arbitrarily fixed
threshold, taken to be 0.075 eV/atom in this work. By
starting the sequence with this information, the model
knows a priori what is expected. This enables it to go be-
yond a single distribution and learn to condition based on
the energy above hull. This conditioning can, in princi-
ple, be extended to any property. However, in this work,
we limit conditioning to stability, chemical space (de-
fined by the elements), required symmetry (space group),
and specific Wyckoff positions. This choice makes the
proposed approach well-suited for investigating chemical
spaces and exploring specific structural prototypes.

Two models are trained in this work, one on the
Materials-Project (MP), named Matra-Genoa-MP, and
one on the combined MP and Alexandria dataset, named
Matra-Genoa-MPAS. More information about the data is
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ID 39 106518
{Li, O, Cu}
{1, 1, 1}

0.01 eV/atom

spacegroup 139

TERNARY  EHULL  LOW  Li  O  Cu  1  1  1  S139   39  518  106  x=0.15 
x=0.69   x=0.16   a=8.38   b=8.38   c=3.81   α=90  β=90  γ=90

(x = 0.16)(x = 0.15) (x = 0.69)

(a)

(c)

(b)
(x, 1/2, 0)
(-x, 1/2, 0)
(1/2, x, 0)
(1/2, -x, 0)
...

(x, x, 0)
(-x, -x, 0)
(-x, x, 0)
(x, -x, 0)

...

(x, 0, 0)
(-x,0,0)
(0, x, 0)
(0, -x, 0)

...

(a, b, c, α, β, γ)  

FIG. 1. Schematic overview of the invertible sequenced representation. (a) The structure is first decomposed into composition,
stability, structure and lattice. (b) The structure is then further decomposed into a set of Wyckoff positions, uniquely identified
by a set of Wyckoff identifiers. Optional free parameters are also included to make the representation coordinate-aware. (c) All
previous information is gathered into a tokenenized and invertible sequence. The color of the tokens represent the type or the
Wyckoff position for ease of visualization.

provided in section IV A. During training, 10% of the se-
quences are left out to monitor various validation metrics.

During training, a distributed representation is learned
for the different elements, space groups, and Wyckoff po-
sitions. A t-distributed stochastic neighbor embedding
(t-SNE) dimensionality reduction is applied for visual-
ization, as shown in fig. 9 and fig. 10 of the Supplemen-
tal Material. While the overall representation is broadly
spread (indicating more complex patterns), meaningful
clusters can still be observed, grouping elements into
common categories. Although not investigated in this
work, the learned embeddings could prove useful for su-
pervised learning of materials properties.

Figure 2 presents various validity rates when sampling
new compounds from the Matra-Genoa-MPAS model.
Invalid sequences are defined as sequences that have
either missing information (e.g. missing spacegroup,
Wyckoff positions, free parameters or lattice) or incom-
patible Wyckoff positions, free-parameters or lattice pa-
rameters. Sequence validity ranges from 60% at high
sampling temperature up to 97% at lower temperatures.
For each structure, a site neighbour search is also per-
formed, removing structures with colliding atoms (dis-
tance below 0.7 Å). We find that 28% (high T ) to 17%
(low T ) of the structures have invalid bond lengths. All
valid structures have symmetry (i.e. spacegroup > 1),
and only a very small fraction (3% at high T to 0.7% at
low T ) have a parsed spacegroup that differs from the one
explicitly given in the sequence. This can happen when
the sampled Wyckoff positions result in a higher symme-
try group. Finally, we observe a considerable duplicate

Temperature (T)

Ra
te (

%)

Valid sequence
Bond consistent

Symmetry
Overall succes Added structures

SPG consistent
Duplicate training

FIG. 2. Success rates when generating novel compounds. The
validity corresponds to sequences that can be converted to
structures. Bond consistency refers to structures with no over-
lapping atoms (< 0.7 Å). SPG consistent structures have a
spacegroup corresponding to the one explicitly sampled in the
sequence.

rate with the training set, that is around 57% at T = 0.7.
This can be reduced by increasing the sampling temper-
ature, with a duplicate training rate of 7.7% at T = 1.65,
but at the cost of reducing the validity of the sequences to
around 60%. This suggests that one can create structures
farther from the training set by increasing the sampling
temperature. Overall, accounting for invalid sequences,
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invalid bonds, and duplicates, one can expect an added
structure rate of 20% to 30% depending on the sampling
temperature. Although this might seem low, this is more
than sufficient, given how fast it is to generate and filter
out invalid structures. In practice the final throughput of
novel and unique structures far exceeds our requirements
(∼1000 unique and novel structures per minute).

C. Generating novel structures

Matra-Genoa-MP was trained on the limited dataset
comprising of the Materials Project, to investigate if it
can successfully generate novel structures not seen dur-
ing training. For this, we use the Wang-Botti-Marques
(WBM) dataset (see section IV) that has known stable
structures not present in the Materials Projects. We eval-
uate the model’s ability to recover these structures.

We first generate a series of compositions, to check if
the model captures expected chemical tendencies. We
observe that the vast majority contain O, Li or Mg, as it
closely mimics the global tendencies in Materials Project
(see Supplemental Materials for more details on the ele-
mental and spacegroup distribution). From the 100,000
compositions, 41.6 % are valid according to the rules of
Semiconducting Materials from Analogy and Chemical
Theory (SMACT). This is in line with the training set
(the Materials Project has 47.2% SMACT valid struc-
tures), without imposing any explicit composition rules.
Moreover when conditioning on elements less seen in the
training (e.g. Be, Zn, In), we still observe sensible com-
positions with a reasonable SMACT validity (above or
around 40%). Without surprise, the model has learned a
powerful compositional representation, without imposing
any rules, and can easily go to compositions beyond the
training data.

Going further to the structural part, we used the Al–
Ca–Cu ternary space as an example. The Materials
Project has only 3 structures in this space, respectively
in spacegroups 139, 166 and 191. The WBM dataset
has 15 structures on the hull for this space, in a vari-
ety of spacegroups (12, 63, 71, 57, 129, 166, 191, 194).
Exhaustively searching all possible combinations of sto-
ichiometries, spacegroups, and Wyckoff positions in this
chemical system is computationally infeasible, with the
combinatorial space exceeding 1012 potential structures.

We condition Matra-Genoa-MP on this chemical space,
without telling the formula nor the spacegroup number.
We are able to recover 11 stable structures (i.e. 73%)
within 2,000 generated structures. Figure 3 shows the
number of retrieved structures versus generated candi-
dates. This simple experiment shows that alongside be-
ing able to generate novel unseen compounds, it can also
guess stable configurations with an reasonable efficiency,
orders of magnitude faster than random sampling. The 4
structures that were not found all belong to spacegroups
12 or 194.

Number of generated structures

Nu
mb

er 
of 

ret
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ved
 str

uct
ure

s

FIG. 3. Searching for stable structures in the Al–Ca–Cu
ternary space. Number of retrieved stable (on the convex
hull) structures in WBM-test set with respect to the total
number of generated structures.

D. Going to millions of structures

In order to go beyond and get a large set of novel re-
alistic structures, we generate 3 million structures us-
ing the Matra-Genoa-MPAS model. In order to better
understand the effect of sampling temperature, batches
of 150,000 structures are generated at increasing sam-
pling temperature, from T = 0.7 to T = 1.65 in steps
of 0.05. We extend the generation pipeline by including
a relaxation using computationally inexpensive univer-
sal machine learning interatomic potentials (uMLIPs).
This enables one to have structures closer to their lo-
cal energy minimum without requiring expensive compu-
tations, as well discarding nonphysical structures. The
duplicate check is also extended by using a much larger
set of known structures, namely the upstream candidates
of the Alexandria dataset, comprising around 70 million
structures optimized with the ORBITAL uMLIP, named
ORB here. Stability is measured by estimating the en-
ergy above the hull using an ALIGNN model, relative to
the Alexandria dataset. More details are found in sec-
tion IV.

Table I shows the amount of structures left after relax-
ation, duplication and stability filtering. Nopt gives the
number of successful relaxed structures. We observe that
around 10% fail due to mostly disconnected parts (dis-
tance between atoms larger than 1.5 times the sum of the
covalent radii of the respective chemical elements). Next,
Nnovel gives the number of unique and novel structures,
with respect to the ORB dataset. Here the majority of
compounds are lost (59% at T = 0.7 to 28% at T = 1.65),
as ORB is a quite extensive set. As previously observed,
increasing temperature considerably increases the nov-
elty of the structures with less duplicates. Finally, N0.001,
N0.050, N0.100 represents the number of compounds re-
spectively below 0.001, 0.050 and 0.100 eV/atom above
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TABLE I. Filtering results on the 3 million generated struc-
tures (Nbatch = 150, 000). Columns include sampling temper-
ature T , successfully optimized structures Nopt, novel inserted
structures Nnovel, and stable structures meeting thresholds of
0.001, 0.050, and 0.100 eV/atom.

T Nopt Nnovel N0.001 N0.050 N0.100

0.70 138425 57004 208 9441 24307
0.75 137523 60952 219 9451 24482
0.80 136892 64423 204 9265 24336
0.85 136262 67096 246 9110 24214
0.90 135678 69465 226 8717 23461
0.95 135292 72438 233 8642 23378
1.00 135054 74814 243 8215 22948
1.05 134550 76499 218 8093 22448
1.10 134215 78604 248 7848 22019
1.15 133714 80541 213 7516 21523
1.20 133544 82177 254 7406 21036
1.25 133142 84319 243 7159 20593
1.30 132838 85746 204 6831 19954
1.35 132809 87650 232 6731 19724
1.40 132246 89009 219 6500 19227
1.45 131841 90082 200 6367 18773
1.50 131634 91661 232 6071 18137
1.55 131514 92441 195 5908 17797
1.60 131326 93922 210 5641 17377
1.65 131002 94764 198 5642 17063

the convex hull. It turns out that 42% (at T = 0.7) to
18% (at T = 1.65) of the inserted structures are below
0.001 eV/atom, which is a considerable amount. Overall,
Matra-Genoa-MPAS has a S.U.N ratio of around 16%
at T = 0.7. For comparison, MatterGen [17] reports
a S.U.N ratio of ∼45%, CDVAE [16] of ∼18%, and P-
G-SchNet, G-SchNet [21] and FTCP [14] are below 5%,
although these results are based on a much less stringent
reference set (Alex-MP-ICSD) than ours.

Figure 4 illustrates the distribution of computed en-
ergies above the hull for the inserted structures across
various sampling temperatures. For comparison, the dis-
tribution of structures generated by PyXtal [22], incor-
porating charge compensation, is shown in black. No-
tably, a pronounced non-uniform distribution favoring
lower energy values is observed, with this trend becom-
ing more pronounced at lower sampling temperatures.
Compared to the baseline, a considerable improvement
is found. This demonstrates the capability of Matra-
Genoa to effectively generate structures with low-energy
configurations.

From the 3 million generated structures, we select
15,0000 structures with the lowest estimated energy
above the convex hull, and perform density functional
theory (DFT) calculations for them (for computational
details, see section IV). Of the 13,249 converged calcula-
tions, 12,612 structures have distances to the hull below
0.050 eV/atom, and 4,094 are below 0.001 eV/atom.

Figure 5 shows example crystal structures from the
latter group in conventional cell settings. We selected
highly symmetric compounds that were not present on

Ehull (eV)

cou
nt

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.50

1

2

3

4

5

FIG. 4. Distribution of distances to the convex hull as a
function of the sampling temperature T used to generate the
structures. The values of T change linearly from 0.70 (light
pink curve) to 1.65 (dark blue). The black line represents re-
sults from random search with PyXtal [22] imposing charge
compensation. To ease the comparison, all curves are normal-
ized to one.

the convex hull of Alexandria. A variety of structures
are observed, some of which display novel patterns not
found in the training set. We discuss the 9 structures in
more detail below.

The cubic phase of Zn6Ni7Ge2 is a crystalline stoi-
chiometric coloring of the face-centered-cubic lattice, al-
though we can expect that this chemical composition
will be alloyed to some extent in experiment. There are
only 35 other compounds with anonymous composition
A2B6C7 in the convex hull of Alexandria, but none of
these has cubic symmetry. The compound BaP2F12 crys-
tallizes in a cubic phase with 60 atoms (4 formula units)
in the primitive cell. It exhibits isolated PF6 octahe-
dra embedded in a body-centered-cubic Ba framework.
There are two compounds with related stoichiometries
in the convex hull of Alexandria, specifically BaAs2F12,
SrAs2F12, but in a structure with spacegroup 221 ex-
hibiting different arrangement of the alkali earth metals.

The generated quaternary phase of CsLu(SeO3)2 is ob-
tained by substituting Y with Lu in the yttrium selenite
CsY(SeO3)2 [24]. In this structure, Lu and Ce form a
rocksalt sub-lattice, with SeO3 units located at the cen-
ter of the cubes. For LiSn3Pt2, we observe a simple cubic
framework of Li and Sn, which may be disordered due to
the similar ionic radii of Li and Sn in six-fold coordina-
tion, with some cubes containing Pt. This is the only
compound in this prototype and chemical composition
that appears on the convex hull of Alexandria.

The compound LiSiAu3 consists of vertex-sharing, dis-
torted triangular prisms of Au with Si at the center, and
Li intercalated in the empty spaces. This is the only
compound in Alexandria with this prototype, and it is
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Zn6Ni7Ge2 BaP2F12 CsLu(SeO3)2
(spg. 227) (spg. 205) (spg. 205)

LiSn3Pt2 LiSiAu3 Yb6Pb2N
(spg. 206) (spg. 205) (spg. 225)

Li3Si2Ni K2NaRhCl6 Ce4Pb3O4

(spg. 227) (spg. 164) (spg. 139)

FIG. 5. Example crystal structures in their conventional cells.
Images produced in VESTA [23], with the default colors for
the atoms.

0.070 eV/atom lower in energy than the lowest poly-
morph present in our Alexandria database. In Yb6Pb2N,
the N atoms form a face-centered cubic sublattice, with
Yb atoms arranged in isolated octahedra around the
cation, and with Pb exhibiting 12-fold coordination. The
structure is reminiscent of an inverted perovskite. Al-
though the inverted perovskite PbNYb3 is not found in
Alexandria, we do observe similar structures with other
rare earth elements, such as PbNCe3 and PbNNd3, sug-
gesting that the Yb inverted perovskite may also be sta-
ble or close to stability.

Li3Si2Ni has 24 atoms in the primitive unit cell and
crystallizes in the cubic space group number 227. It can
be envisioned as a Si–Ni framework with Li intercalated
within it. This is the only stable structure in Alexandria
with this prototype and chemical composition. The trig-
onal structure of K2NaRhCl6 features layers of K2RhCl6
intercalated with layers of Na. This is the only stable
quaternary structure in this prototype found in Alexan-
dria. Interestingly, we also identify stable (or nearly
stable) compounds with the compositions K3RhCl6 and
Na3RhCl6, although they have very different geometric
arrangements. Additionally, we find the closely related
composition K2NaIrCl6 near the hull of Alexandria, but
in a distorted perovskite structure with NaCl6 and IrCl6
octahedra.

Finally, Ce4Pb3O4 has a unique structure, with CeO
layers alternating with flat and buckled Pb layers. This
is the only tetragonal structure with the composition
A3B4C4 found on the convex hull of Alexandria. Given
the chemical similarity of the rare earth elements, it is
likely that other elements can replace Ce in this struc-
ture to form stable compounds. The variety and nov-
elty observed in these examples demonstrate that our
pipeline, utilizing Matra-Genoa, is effective in identify-
ing new compounds that are on or near the convex hull.

III. DISCUSSION

We introduced a novel generative machine learning
framework for the inverse design of inorganic crystal
structures through sequential sampling of Wyckoff co-
ordinates. Wyckoff positions, rooted in crystallographic
symmetry principles, provide an intuitive and robust
framework for this work. They offer a natural representa-
tion of crystal formation and simplify the distribution of
energetically favorable arrangements. Figure 6 illustrates
this idea by representing the (x, y, z) coordinates of the
unique general Wyckoff positions for each space group
(i.e., positions invariant only under the identity opera-
tion). The coordinates show a non-uniform distribution
in most cases, with more pronounced patterns in certain
space groups (e.g., 10, 12, 146, etc.). Furthermore, one
can expect that these distributions become even more
localized when further conditioned on specific chemical
subsystems due to constraints such as bond lengths and
coordination numbers.

When trained on over 2 million structures, a power-
ful representation is learned and novel candidates can be
generated by greedy sampling. The model was shown
to successfully retrieve known stable structures within
a ternary space. Furthermore, 3 million structures
were generated under varying sampling temperatures.
A trade-off between novelty and stability was observed:
lower temperatures tended to reproduce the training set
with more stable structures, whereas higher temperatures
yielded greater structural diversity at the expense of sta-
bility, resulting in broader energy distributions.

The proposed approach offers several advantages. It
inherently enforces symmetry constraints, is computa-
tionally efficient (training and sampling rely on a re-
stricted shared vocabulary), is easy to understand and
fully incorporates coordinates through a hybrid action
space. Nevertheless, there is room for improvement. For
instance, simple greedy sampling may not be the optimal
strategy for conditioned sampling. Advanced techniques
such as Monte Carlo Tree Search (MCTS), beam search,
or GFlowNets [25] could enhance performance. Despite
these limitations, the method’s rapid generation rate (up
to 1,000 structures per minute) and the affordability of
downstream machine learning screening make it highly
practical. Future work could explore conditioning on ad-
ditional material properties or adapting the framework
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2 (2i) 3 (2e) 4 (2a) 5 (4c) 6 (2c) 7 (2a) 8 (4b) 9 (4a) 10 (4o) 11 (4f) 12 (8j) 13 (4g) 14 (4e)

15 (8f) 143 (3d) 141 (32i) 146 (9b) 147 (6g) 148 (18f) 19 (4a) 149 (6l) 20 (8c) 23 (8k) 18 (4c) 150 (6g) 155 (18f)

152 (6c) 29 (4a) 31 (4b) 160 (18c) 33 (4a) 161 (18b) 163 (12i) 36 (8b) 38 (8f) 167 (36f) 43 (16b) 44 (8e) 173 (6c)

46 (8c) 176 (12i) 52 (8e) 55 (8i) 57 (8e) 58 (8h) 59 (8g) 60 (8d) 61 (8c) 62 (8d) 63 (16h) 64 (16g) 65 (16r)

70 (32h) 198 (12b) 72 (16k) 74 (16j) 205 (24d) 79 (8c) 82 (8g) 86 (8g) 87 (16i) 88 (16f) 92 (8b) 230 (96h) 122 (16e)

FIG. 6. Distribution of the x, y, and z coordinates for general Wyckoff positions in each space group with at least 1,000
occurrences, across all structures in Alexandria below 0.250 eV/atom and the Materials Project. Although all positions have
three free parameters, structures show a preference for certain positions. The x-coordinate is shown in blue, y in orange, and
z in green.

for supervised learning.
In summary, by sampling from a coarse-grained repre-

sentation of Wyckoff coordinates with a deep attention-
based neural network, we demonstrated that it is possible
to fully generate stable, crystal structures in an end-to-
end manner (i.e. including coordinates). We hope this
work inspires further advancements in inverse materials
design and discovery.

IV. METHODS

A. Data
Four datasets are used for training and experiments in

this work: MP, AS, WBM and ORB.
MP: The Materials Project as of 2023-02-07 (Cre-

ative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License),
see Ref. 26, is an open-access database containing
DFT-relaxed crystal structures obtained mainly from
experimentally-known crystals. The data is retrieved
from matbench-discovery [27]. Structures with more
than 15 Wyckoff sites are removed. This amounts to a
total of 115,663 structures.

AS: The Alexandria dataset (Creative Commons Attri-
bution 4.0 International License), see Ref. 28, is an open-
access database containing DFT-relaxed crystal struc-
tures from a variety of sources, including a large quantity
of hypothetical crystal structures generated by machine-
learning methods. Data retrieved from Ref 27. We filter
out structures that are above 0.250 eV/atom of the con-
vex hull and structures with more than 15 Wyckoff sites.
This results in 2,553,057 samples.

In both previous datasets, we convert structures to
their settings found in the International Tables for Crys-
tallography [20] and parse their Wyckoff positions us-
ing spglib [29]. Structures that are in spacegroup 1 are
systematically discarded. Our final Matra-Genoa-MPAS
model is therefore trained on 2,668,720 structures.

WBM: The Wang-Botti-Marques dataset, see Ref. 30
contains 257,487 structures generated through single-
element substitutions on Materials Project structures.
Replacement is done based on chemical similarity matrix
computed from the Inorganic Crystal Structure Database
(ICSD) [31].

We also use ORB dataset. Although not explicitly
used for training, we use it to measure novelty (i.e. find-
ing duplicates). This database currently comprises ap-
proximately 72 million entries, including 5.5 million com-
pounds within 0.05 eV/atom of the convex hull and 14
million within 0.1 eV/atom. It incorporates compounds
from the main Alexandria dataset, chemically substi-
tuted compounds [30], and around 5 million randomly
generated structures via PyXtal [22]. These structrues
are optimized with the ORBITAL uMLIP [32]

Finally, energy above hull estimates are computed us-
ing as reference the full Alexandria dataset, containing
4.5M structures [33].
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B. Encoding and transformer architecture

The embedding xi ∈ Rd is either trained, or in case of
continuous inputs, encoded as Gaussians:

xlin = exp

(
− (rlin − v)2

2σ2

)

xlog = exp

(
− (rlog − | log(|v|+ 10−20)|)2

2σ2

)
where rlin and rlog are evenly spaced vectors in Rd/2 and
σ a hyperparameter. The final embedding is:

xi = Concat(xlin,xlog).

Positional encodings Epos are added to the embeddings
to incorporate positional information, resulting in:

z0i = xi +Epos,i.

where Epos,i is the positional encoding for the i-th po-
sition, defined using the classic sinusoidal encoding:

Epos,i[k] =

{
sin(i/10000k/d) if k is even,
cos(i/10000k/d) if k is odd.

The embeddings z0i are subsequently processed
through a series of L transformer layers. Each layer con-
sists of a multi-head attention (MHA) block and a multi-
layer perceptron (MLP) block. Layer normalization (LN)
is applied before each block, and residual connections are
applied after each block.

For the l-th layer,

hl
i = MHA(LN(zl−1

i )) + zl−1
i .

zli = MLP(LN(hl
i)) + hl

i.

where,

MHA(x) = Concat(head1, head2, . . . ,headh)Wo,

where each attention head headj is computed as:

headj = softmax
(
QK⊤
√
dk

)
V,

and Q,K,V are query, key, and value matrices derived
from z.

The MLP block consists of two fully connected lay-
ers with a non-linear Gaussian error linear unit (GELU)
activation function:

MLP(x) = FC2(GELU(FC1(x))).

The final output of the transformer, zLi ∈ Rd, is
mapped to a vector of logits yi ∈ RV of size equal to
the vocabulary using a linear projection:

yi = Woz
L
i + bo,

C. Training Parameters

The model is trained using the Adam optimizer with
β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.999, and a weight decay of 10−3. We
employ a linear one-cycle learning rate schedule with a
maximum learning rate of 2× 10−4.

The transformer architecture consists of 16 attention
heads and 12 blocks, with dimension of d = 512, giving a
total of 41 million parameters. The model is trained for
1000 epochs with a batch size of 256 on 7 NVIDIA H100
GPUs, taking approximately 36 hours to complete. Dur-
ing training, 10% of the training data is used for valida-
tion. Early stopping is applied if no significant improve-
ment is observed in the validation loss for 10 consecutive
epochs.

All experiments are performed using a 16-bit mixed
precision setup to accelerate training and reduce memory
usage.

D. Relaxation and Convex Hull Evaluation

The structures generated by Matra-Genoa were first
optimized using M3GNet [34], with the FIRE algo-
rithm [35] as implemented in ASE [36]. Although
M3GNet is not the most accurate uMLIP, it is highly nu-
merically efficient. The geometries relaxed with M3GNet
are generally reasonable, but in rare cases, nonphysical
forces were observed, leading to the exclusion of the af-
fected structures.

The relaxed geometries were analyzed to ensure struc-
tural connectivity by examining the null eigenvalues of
the Laplacian matrix. The connectivity matrix was con-
structed by assuming two atoms are connected if their
separation is less than 1.5 times the sum of their co-
valent radii. Any geometries found to be disjoint were
discarded.

Subsequently, the M3GNet-optimized geometries were
refined using the ORBITAL uMLIP [32]. Structures opti-
mized with ORBITAL closely resemble PBE geometries.
While ORBITAL is computationally slower due to its
higher number of parameters, the initial M3GNet geome-
tries required only 20-50 optimization steps to converge
forces to 0.02 eV/Å.

The ORBITAL-optimized geometries were then cross-
referenced with the extensive ORB dataset (see sec-
tion IV A) to identify and exclude duplicate compounds.
This database currently comprises approximately 72 mil-
lion entries, and therefore represents a more severe nov-
elty check, largely surpassing comparisons to ICSD or
MP.

The distance of each structure to the convex hull
was estimated using an ALIGNN model, which predicts
PBE-calculated convex hull distances based on M3GNet-
optimized geometries. Trained on a dataset of 3,796,799
entries, the ALIGNN model achieved a validation mean
absolute error (MAE) of 0.0181 eV/atom on a separate
dataset of 300,000 entries. This approach significantly
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improves the accuracy of convex hull distance predictions
compared to direct energy evaluations from ORBITAL.

E. DFT

All geometry optimizations and total energy calcu-
lations were performed with the code VASP [37]. All
parameters for the calculations were chosen to be com-
patible with the Materials Project database. The Bril-
louin zones were sampled by uniform Γ-centered k-point
grids with a density of 1000 k-points per reciprocal
atom. The projector augmented wave parameters of
VASP version 5.2 with a cutoff of 520 eV were ap-
plied. The calculations were converged to forces smaller
than 0.005 eV/Å. As exchange-correlation functional the
Perdew–Burke–Ernzerhof functional was used, with the
addition of a U for some oxides and fluorides as in the
Materials Project workflow.

F. Generation

After training on the aforementioned MPA-S dataset,
we use the model and obtained weights to sample new

sequences. We use 24 cores and 7 H100 GPUs, and are
able to generate 3 million structures within 48 hours.
This corresponds to 1000 structures per minute, and in-
cludes the process of hashing to removing duplicates with
respect to previous generated structures or compounds in
the training set.

G. Data availability

The MatraGenoa3M dataset, which in-
cludes the 3 million generated structures
discussed in this work, is available at
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.28271294.v1.
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FIG. 7. Fractional amount of training samples containing a certain element or having a certain spacegroup. Continued in fig. 8.
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Learned elemental and spacegroup embeddings
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FIG. 10. t-SNE dimensionality reduction of the learned embeddings in Matra-Genoa-MPAS, for the different spacegroups,
colored by their crystal system. Arbitrary units.
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