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Abstract

Due to their abundant use in all-solid-state lasers, nonlinear optical (NLO) crystals are needed for many
applications across diverse fields such as medicine and communication. However, because of conflicting
requirements, the design of suitable inorganic crystals with strong second-harmonic generation (SHG) has
proven to be challenging to both experimentalists and computational scientists. In this work, we leverage a
data-driven approach to accelerate the search for high-performance NLO materials. We construct an extensive
pool of candidates using databases within the OPTIMADE federation and employ an active learning strategy to
gather optimal data while iteratively improving a machine learning model. The result is a publicly accessible
dataset of ∼2,200 computed SHG tensors using density-functional perturbation theory. We further assess
the performance of machine learning models on SHG prediction and introduce a multi-fidelity correction-
learning scheme to refine data accuracy. This study represents a significant step towards data-driven materials
discovery in the NLO field and demonstrates how new materials can be screened in an automated fashion.
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1 Introduction
Thanks to their frequency conversion properties, nonlinear optical (NLO) materials play a significant role in
modern optoelectronics1. Their ability to produce coherent light by up- or down-converting incident electro-
magnetic waves has found applications in a variety of fields, from laser technologies and optical communication
to biomedical imaging and quantum information processing2–5. As is often the case with functional materials, a
good NLO compound needs to meet several requirements such that it turns out to be a multi-objective optimisa-
tion. This ends up limiting the number of efficient materials, especially in the deep ultraviolet (DUV), the mid-,
and the far-infrared (IR) ranges6,7. It is thus of interest to accelerate the discovery of novel NLO materials, both
for academic and industrial purposes.

As things stand, experimental studies lack the speed and cost-efficiency to freely consider the whole compo-
sitional and structural space. For this reason, computational methods are increasingly being used to navigate
the almost endless possibilities8. In practice, the search for NLO materials is translated into a search for ap-
propriate compounds displaying strong second-harmonic generation (SHG), which enables a doubling of the
incident frequency. With the use of density-functional theory (DFT), the SHG tensor can be calculated and in-
vestigated with respect to the chemistry and structure of a given compound. Many studies have thus focused on
the efficient design of novel NLO crystals9–11. Another approach relies on high-throughput screenings of exist-
ing databases to identify promising materials12–15. The latter can then be used to suggest other candidates and
investigate unexplored families of compounds. However, large open-access databases do not readily provide the
SHG tensors16,17. Other basic properties are usually used to restrict the DFT computations of the SHG tensors to
stable non-centrosymmetric (NCS) crystals with an electronic band gap in the range of interest. Although this
procedure has led to the emergence of a few datasets with SHG information, the domain is definitely lacking
significant NLO datasets that could be used for efficient screening or materials informatics12,18,19. To address
this issue, Xie et al. 20 computed 1,500 SHG tensors of stable NCS semiconductors from the Materials Project
(MP)16 in 2023. Combined with 900 materials generated via an evolutionary algorithm, this dataset is a first
step towards big data in the NLO field. In 2024, Wang et al. 14 also performed a screening of the MP involving
the computation of ∼2,400 SHG tensors.

Recent years have seen a significant increase in the amount of available data related to materials properties.
Existing experimental and computational databases are continuously growing while new actors and initiatives
appear16,17,21–23. This trend has been accelerating with the emergence of data-driven and machine learning ap-
proaches that are able to generate hypothetical compounds, of which many are predicted to be stable, to some
definition24–26. Although this growth in data presents new opportunities for materials discovery, it also pro-
vides new challenges that require rational screening methods to help efficiently allocate experimental resources
within this growing design space. This is where data standardisation and federation can play an important role.
The OPTIMADE consortium27,28 consists of several leading crystal structure database providers and datasets
that have agreed upon a common data format and query language, enabling seamless access to over 60 million
structures across 30 decentralised databases. Several of these databases are targeted towards assessing materi-
als stability, typically using DFT, providing a fruitful and growing pool for screening compounds with potentially
exemplary properties in order to prioritise costly synthesis attempts.

In this work, we aim at propelling the NLO field into the era of big(ger) data while addressing the above
challenge when generating and navigating the candidates design space. The end goal is the discovery of NLO
bulk inorganic crystals with strong second-harmonic conversion. In practice, the search is translated into a
multi-objective optimisation involving conflicting physical quantities, namely the SHG tensor and the band gap.
For a given strength of SHG, maximising the band gap ensures a broad transparency window while promoting
higher laser damage thresholds, an important practical consideration. By leveraging the common application
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programming interface (API) designed by the OPTIMADE federation, we easily build a large pool of candidate
materials that will continue to grow as more structures and databases come online. This design space is then
searched for good NLO materials with a cheap machine-learned model trained on an existing dataset of SHG
tensors. Since DFT computations of SHG tensors are resource intensive and the size of the initial dataset is
limited, we adopt an active learning (AL) procedure for the “training–predicting–selecting–computing” steps in
the data acquisition process. This allows us to efficiently target promising materials in this large search pool,
whether they are interesting for the combined SHG-band gap optimisation, or for improving the accuracy of the
machine learning (ML) model.

This paper first describes the computational workflow for computing the static SHG tensors, the details of the
active learning procedure and the candidate pool generation. The end result is a dataset of ∼2,200 static SHG
tensors, which is made publicly available on the Materials Cloud Archive, itself accessible via an OPTIMADE
API29,30. Thanks to this new dataset, we explore the performance of various ML algorithms on the present SHG
task and we investigate a multi-fidelity correction-learning scheme to alleviate the inherent limitation of our
data. Finally, we list the most promising materials uncovered in our dataset and look onward to the continued
screening of large databases of hypothetical materials.

2 Methods

2.1 First-principles calculations
The quantity of interest in this work is the third-rank tensor responsible for second-harmonic generation1,31,32.
This nonlinear optical phenomenon naturally appears in the framework of perturbation theory when the macro-
scopic polarisation, P, is expressed as a power series of the incident electric field, E, such that

Pi = ε0 ∑
j

χ
(1)
i j E j + ε0 ∑

jk
χ
(2)
i jk E jEk +higher order terms, (1)

with ε0, the vacuum permittivity, and χ(1), the linear susceptibility. The nonlinear susceptibility, χ(2), is respon-
sible for SHG in the case of two incident fields at the same frequency. By convention, this tensor is halved and
is commonly referred to as the SHG tensor, d. By symmetry, the Voigt form can be adopted, thereby reducing
it to a 3×6 second-rank tensor. It is important to note that only NCS compounds can display non-zero compo-
nents of the SHG tensor. To facilitate visualisation and comparison across different materials, an effective scalar
coefficient, dKP, can be derived following the Kurtz-Perry (KP) powder method33.

In the present work, the open-source first-principles software ABINIT is used to compute the static limit
of the SHG tensor in the framework of density-functional perturbation theory (DFPT)34–38. The exchange-
correlation energy is modelled in the local-density approximation (LDA) by using the norm-conserving pseu-
dopotentials from the PseudoDojo (scalar relativistic v0.4.1), which also provides the cutoff values ("standard"
accuracy with hint "normal")39,40. The Brillouin zone is sampled with a reciprocal density of 3,000 points per
reciprocal atom. This sampling respects the symmetry of the system.

These high-throughput calculations are performed with the ShgFlowMaker class implemented in the atom-
ate2 Python package41 as jobflow workflows42. Since it defaults to the aforementioned k-point grid, only the
type of pseudopotentials must be explicitly set to reproduce our results. This workflow is similar to the one
presented in Trinquet et al. 43 apart from the pseudopotentials version and a revised algorithm to generate
the k-points. Combined with the FireWorks workflows manager and the MongoDB database engine, this tool
handles calculation submission and retrieval of the results44. Sometimes, the SHG tensor requires a rotation
in order for its components to match the conventional form set by the IEEE45,46. Both raw and post-processed
tensors are made available.
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The materials exhibiting a good balance between the KP coefficient and the band gap are selected for ad-
ditional calculations to further refine their SHG tensors. Higher accuracy can indeed be achieved by including
a rigid shift of the conduction bands. Up to this point, the band gaps were directly taken from the source
databases at the Perdew-Burke-Ernzerhof generalised-gradient approximation (GGA-PBE) level47,48. In order
to obtain the values of the scissor shifts, the band gaps of the crystals of interest are computed at two different
levels. First, the LDA band gaps are computed thanks to the ABINIT BandStructureMaker class of atomate2
using the same set of pseudopotentials as the SHG calculations. The number of divisions to sample the smallest
segment of the high-symmetry path is set to 10. The band gap is then taken as the lowest gap value across
both the self-consistent field (SCF) and the non-SCF calculations. Second, the higher accuracy band gap is com-
puted with the Heyd-Scuseria-Ernzerhof (HSE) hybrid functional49,50 as implemented in VASP with Projector
Augmented Wave pseudopotentials51–53 (PBE_64). A first SCF step is performed with PBE beforehand to help
the convergence. This process is automated by linking the HSEBSMaker class to the VASP StaticMaker class
of atomate2. The electronic self-consistent loops are considered converged when a difference in energy lower
than 1×10−6 eV is reached. The self-interaction energy is corrected with element-specific Hubbard U values54

recommended by the MP55. In both the initial PBE and the LDA SCF steps, the Brillouin Zone is sampled using a
uniform grid with a density of 1,500 points per reciprocal atom. The difference between the HSE and LDA gaps
provides a scissor shift to refine the SHG tensors. These band gap corrections can be given to the ShgFlowMaker

class to correct the DFPT computation. It was decided not to perform any structural optimisation of the crystals,
since the source databases already performed such relaxations at the GGA-PBE level using compatible settings.

2.2 Active learning
Similarly to our previous work, an active learning loop is adopted to optimally guide the acquisition of new
data56. In practice, cheap machine learning predictions of the KP coefficient are used to select materials whose
SHG tensor will be computed with the more expensive DFPT method, thus extending the available SHG dataset
for training. While the end-goal is the discovery of new materials boasting high SHG coefficients for a given
band gap, it is still of interest to spend computing resources on suboptimal compounds, provided their addition
in the training set significantly improves the performance of the surrogate model. Since the methodology and
the choice of the ML model are similar to Trinquet et al. 56 , only the differences are described hereafter. In
contrast to the case of the refractive index, we are not aware of any effective quantity, whose maximisation
could replace the optimisation of the (Eg,dKP) Pareto front; instead, here we sample explicitly from the Pareto
front of our candidates.

At each iteration, a MODNet ensemble is trained on Ti, the training set at the ith iteration of the AL process.
This ML model yields a prediction of the KP coefficient, pi(dKP|x) ∼ N (µdKP,i,σdKP,i) for a material x with mean
ensemble model prediction µdKP,i(x) and uncertainty σdKP,i(x)

57–59. This allows us to define an upper bound to
the target for each material as follows:

dU,i(x) = µdKP,i(x)+λ ·σdKP,i(x), (2)

where the balance between exploration and exploitation is determined by the dimensionless parameter, λ . In
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order to diversify the selected compounds, the following regimes can be adopted:

0 → highest mean (uncertainty-agnostic exploitation)

−1 → highest mean with lowest uncertainty

1 → highest mean with highest uncertainty

λcal. → highest mean with high calibrated uncertainty

∞ → highest uncertainty (exploration)

The calibrating factor, λcal., is obtained by minimising the miscalibration area on a hold-out set and is then
averaged over a 5-fold splits. It was found to consistently lie between 1.2 and 1.5 across all AL cycles.

The compounds are selected based on the following acquisition function:

αi(x) =

{
1 if x ∈ FU,i

0 else
(3)

where FU,i is the Pareto front of the (Eg,dU,i) distribution built from the entire candidate pool of materials, P.
This front is determined purely geometrically working from high to low band gap, after removing candidates
with greater than 50 atoms in the primitive unit cell. Since dU,i can be defined according to several regimes, the
Pareto front for each λ regime, FU,i(λ ), is found and they are all merged to form the selected subset, F∀,i. If the
latter is not large enough, it is removed from the distribution and extended by the front of this new distribution.
This acquisition function effectively classifies P at each AL cycle. After running the DFPT calculations on F∀,i,
a compound is flagged as an outlier if its dKP is greater than 170 pmV−1 or if its static refractive index is greater
than 20. The cleaned DFPT results (without outliers) are then added to the training set for the next iteration:

Ti+1 = Ti ∪ FDFPT,i with FDFPT,i ∈ F∀,i. (4)

A new MODNet model is then trained on Ti+1, thus initiating a new iteration. This process can be stopped based
on arbitrary criteria involving the model accuracy, the size of the training set, the coverage of the materials,
their performance, or the available computing resources.

2.3 Training and candidate data
The dataset from Trinquet et al. 43 serves as the initial training set, T0. It comprises 579 SHG tensors of inorganic
semiconductors computed with ABINIT using the DFPT procedure outlined in subsection 2.1. It should be noted
that these calculations used an older set of pseudopotentials than presented here.

The MODNet model, feature selection algorithm, hyperparameters optimisation and training procedure
follow those described in Trinquet et al. 56 . A first set of 200 descriptors was generated using the matminer
Python package via the Matminer2024FastFeaturizer preset implemented in MODNet v0.4.360. A second set of
1000 features, referred to as pGNN, is derived from the latent space of graph neural networks (GNN) models
trained on different target properties61, as implemented in the rogeriog/pGNN GitHub repository. Moreover, the
final MODNet model of Trinquet et al. 56 predicts refractive indices and their uncertainties, which are included
in the set of features, along with the band gap found in the source databases (typically computed with PBE).
These additional descriptors were considered due to the known relationship they share with the SHG strength62.
It is important to note that the actual set of features used in the AL loop was not fixed from the start as these
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iterations were refined over several months. Additional descriptors were tested during this process and added
to the feature set, if they were deemed useful, as illustrated in Figure A.3. Since the resulting dataset of
Trinquet et al. 56 was built to target the refractive index - band gap Pareto front, the SHG coefficient of each of
its constituent NCS materials was computed, independently of the AL selection scheme.

Two source databases are considered to form the initial search pool, P. The first one is the Materials
Project (MP) with ∼160k materials (v2023.11.1)16, resulting from DFT relaxations of primarily experimentally
determined crystal structures from the Inorganic Crystal Structure Database (ICSD)22. Using a combination of
the MP API and their corresponding OPTIMADE API, the MP was filtered for NCS inorganic crystal structures
possessing a PBE-computed band gap greater than 0.05 eV and a distance from the MP convex hull (by the latest
mixed GGA+U/mGGA workflow) less than 50 meV/atom. The resulting set of compounds is further reduced by
excluding any lanthanide- or actinide-containing compounds, effectively reducing the MP to a subset of ∼13.5k
relevant crystal structures relaxed with GGA-PBE. The second database is Alexandria17,63 with its ∼4.5M PBE-
relaxed structures (v2023.12.29). Thanks to the OPTIMADE API, this vast amount of entries is filtered for the
same criteria as the MP. This query added ∼30.6k relevant structures to the pool of trial materials available to
the AL process.

Duplicates across these two databases were removed by combining entries that share the same composition
and space group, in which case the MP entry was preferred. The final candidate pool, P, spans ∼33.5k NCS
stable semiconductors.

It should be noted at this stage that both MP and Alexandria now contain additional entries matching our
criteria that were not present at the initiation of our AL procedure. Additionally, new databases have been
made available through OPTIMADE, such as the GNoME dataset24, which contains several hundred thousand
hypothetically stable compounds. This study could thus be viewed as an intermediate step of a broader screen-
ing which will continue as new hypothetical compounds are suggested, and can act to prioritise experimental
resources towards verifying the computed structures.

2.4 Benchmarking ML models for SHG
The second part of this work investigates the performance of various ML models on the prediction of the com-
puted dKP coefficient. Both T0 and the newly acquired SHG tensors are considered. The dataset is cleaned
by removing any outliers or duplicates found by the default StructureMatcher of the pymatgen Python pack-
age64. After removing the materials that fall abnormally far away from the data distribution (indicating, e.g., a
convergence issue), ∼2,600 instances remain.

The different models were benchmarked on four different holdout test sets. Two of them are randomly
drawn with a size of 125 (random_125) and 250 (random_250) entries. The other two contain the same
number of entries, but are sampled such that the distribution of the target values mimics the one of the full
dataset, forming the distribution_125 and distribution_250 sets. Given the large range of target values and
the clear bias of the dataset towards low values, this procedure allows for a more robust comparison than a
single test set while being less computationally intensive than full cross-validation. These datasets comprise
four independent tasks, with independent models and training loops. In the presentation of these benchmarks,
we will focus on distribution_250, as shown in Figure A.1.

When needed for hyperparameter optimisation, a validation set was sampled from the training set with the
same algorithm that was used to generate the test set. The resulting set of hyperparameters was then adopted
for training the model on the whole training set before assessing it on the holdout sets. For descriptor-based
models, both the Matminer2024FastFeaturizer preset and the pGNN features61 were considered. Three sets of
features are derived: mmf with only the former, pgnn with only the latter, and mmf_pgnn merging both of them.

Several classes of ML models were investigated, from simple feed-forward neural networks like MOD-
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Net57,58, to tree-based methods (Extra Trees and LGBM)65–67, graph neural networks (co(N)GN68, MEGNet69,
TensorNet70 for scalar predictions and Matten71 for full tensor predictions) as well as several commercial (GPT-
4o, Claude Sonnet 3.7) and open (DARWIN 1.572) large language models (LLMs). A description of each model
and any specifics of the training procedure or hyperparameter optimisation for each model are provided in
subsection A.1.

Model performance was assessed using standard metrics: MAE, RMSE, R2, and most relevant for screening
studies, Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient. In addition to these simple metrics, enrichment factors and
discovery curves were computed for each model and holdout set. An enrichment factor (EF) defined at a given
percentage, say EF(10%), corresponds to the reduction in the number of oracle evaluations (in this case DFT
calculations) required to find the top 10% of materials. For example, for a set of 100 candidate materials,
if following the model’s predicted ranking would allow the top 10% to be found after 20 evaluations, the
EF(10%) would be 5, out of at theoretical maximum of 10, or to compare across different thresholds, this
can be normalised to 0.5. This metric is particularly important given the skewed nature of our dataset; a
model could achieve reasonable performance in the low-SHG regime without being an effective discriminator
of exemplary materials and vice versa. Discovery curves provide a generalisation of the enrichment factor,
by spanning the entire range of percentiles; they are conceptually similar to receiver-operating characteristic
(ROC) curves, extended to a global ranking rather than binary classification at different probability thresholds.

2.5 Multi-fidelity correction-learning
The (Eg,dKP) Pareto front of SHG-25 was determined and selected to investigate the efficacy of the scissor
correction. These entries are then removed from the dataset and a new Pareto front is determined and merged
with the already selected subset. This process is repeated until ∼1,000 compounds are gathered. As described
in subsection 2.1, both their ABINIT LDA and their VASP HSE gaps are computed to derive scissor shifts, which
are used in subsequent DFPT SHG computations. Compounds with an HSE gap lower than 1 eV are discarded.
In addition, the selected entries from T0 are also computed at the LDA level to ensure that their KP coefficient is
consistent with the ones of SHG-25.

By combining the final dataset from the AL and its subset of SHG tensors computed with a scissor shift of
the conduction bands, a multi-fidelity correction-learning task is investigated. Using MODNet, this supervised
learning scheme targets:

dcorr = dLDA −dHSE, (5)

where dLDA is the usual LDA KP coefficient from the main dataset and dHSE is the scissor-corrected KP coefficient
as introduced above. The features generation and selection are similar to the AL section. The performance of
the model is determined via a nested 5-folds cross-validation scheme, in which the inner loop corresponds to
the hyperparameter optimisation with the native genetic algorithm implemented in the MODNet package59.

3 Results

3.1 Conclusion of the active learning procedure
Following the methodology of subsection 2.3, almost 20 AL iterations were carried out, two of which consisted of
adding materials from Trinquet et al. 56 . The maximal and minimal number of oracle evaluations per iteration
were ∼280 and ∼50, respectively. The performance of the ML model is monitored at each cycle and plots
showing the raw metrics are provided in the subsection A.2. While Figures A.3, A.4, and A.5 correspond to an
estimation of the performance from a nested 5-folds cross-validation scheme, the parity plots in Figures A.6,
A.7, and A.8 are a better reflection of the reality as they correspond to the selected set of materials at each
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Fig. 1 Evolution of the average RMSE (pm/V) (a) and Spearman’s rank coefficient (b) over the AL process. The index of the
model refers to its training set as the AL goes on. Each curve with index i corresponds to the test sets of a 5-folds splitting of
the dataset at the ith iteration of the AL procedure such that the same test sets are kept for the whole curve.

cycle. Although the curves are not monotonically decreasing, both illustrations show the improvement of the
model with the increasing dataset size for all considered metrics.

However, one shortcoming of these raw performance checks is the modification of the test sets throughout
the AL scheme. To alleviate this issue, a post-processing approach was used to rationalise model performance.
The starting training set, T0, is first divided into 5 folds, t0, j. Each of them is then extended by a part of the new
DFPT data of each AL iteration:

ti+1, j = ti, j ∪ fi, j, . (6)

where fi, j results from a 5-fold splitting of FDFPT,i. Finally, a nested cross-validation scheme is applied on all Ti

using the ti, j splitting, which yielded fitted MODNet models, mi, j. Each of these sets of models can then be used
to perform a cross-validation (without training) of the other Ti. The set of features was restricted to the mmf
descriptors. After compiling the results, Figures 1, A.9, and A.10 are obtained. The horizontal axis refers to the
index of the models over the AL iterations and the vertical axis indicates the metric. As indicated by the colour,
each curve corresponds to a training set Ti. This testing procedure ensures fixed test sets across the AL iterations
while avoiding any data leakage. The figures show that all metrics experience an improvement when increasing
the training data seen by the models (x-axis). Except for the coefficient of determination, the other metrics
present a significant jump when going from the T6 to the T7 curves. Both the MAE and RMSE worsen while
the Spearman correlation coefficient improves. In the 7th iteration, 239 materials from Trinquet et al. 56 were
added in the training set, which amounted to 27 % of T6. Moreover, it contained a relatively greater number of
high dKP values than the previous additions, which explains the noticeable worsening of performance evidenced
by the MAE and RMSE, despite the positive effect on the Spearman coefficient.

The main contribution of the present work to the quest for new NLO inorganic crystals is a new dataset of
∼2,200 static SHG tensors computed within DFPT, which will be named SHG-25 hereafter. Figure 2 represents
it in the (Eg,dKP) space along with the starting dataset, T0. From this plot, it is difficult to assess if SHG-25
properly targets the "Pareto materials" in this space, as intended by the AL procedure.

To appraise it, the Pareto front of T0 is found and used to fit a function of the form:

fKP (Eg) = a · exp(b ·Eg). (7)

For each entry x of both T0 and SHG-25, a normalised distance to this fitted front is then derived as:

∆d (x) =
fKP (Eg (x))−dKP (x)

fKP (Eg (x))
. (8)
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Fig. 2 Representation of the new dataset, SHG-25, and the starting one, T0, in the (Eg,dKP) space. The red dashed line
illustrates the fit of the Pareto front of T0 while the red stars highlights materials, which are suggested as promising based on
several criteria (see text). The band gaps are taken from the source databases (GGA-PBE).

If it is close to 1, this distance implies that the material is far below the Pareto front, while if it is close to or
below 0, the material is in the targeted range of screening. Figure 3 illustrates the distribution of this proxy
target for the two datasets. It shows that SHG-25 contains relatively more compounds close to or above fKP than
T0. The difference is, however, not as striking as it was in Trinquet et al. 56 , which can be explained by the low
accuracy of the SHG ML model, especially at the start of the data acquisition process. The sampling pool, P, is
also more restricted and might not be large enough to effectively push or sample the Pareto front. In addition
to this histogram, it is possible to consider the individual data contribution of each AL iteration separately from
T0. To do so, we introduce κ, the fraction of instances with ∆d greater than an arbitrary threshold. The latter
is set to 0.5 in order to focus on the data closer to the T0 Pareto fit than to a zero SHG response. In the case of
T0 and SHG-25, κ is equal to 9 % and 14 %, respectively. When averaged over the first five data contributions
of the AL, κ is also 9 %, confirming that the first few iterations are almost equivalent to a random selection,
as in T0. However, the last five iterations yield an average κ of 19 %, despite materials with high uncertainties
being also selected. This demonstrates the performance of our ML model and validates the need to iteratively
improve the ML model as the amount of the available training data increases. It is interesting to note that
the additions of materials from Trinquet et al. 56 display a κ of around 16 %, thus confirming the usefulness of
targeting compounds with a high refractive index when possible.

The new dataset, SHG-25, is made publicly available on the Materials Cloud Archive29,30 and on the MP-
Contribs73 when possible, in the hope that it fosters high-throughput screenings as well as the development of
reliable ML models. Combined with T0, this new dataset amounts to 2,700 entries and is enough to achieve
qualitative predictions of the KP coefficient as shown from the above analyses. While high-throughput screen-
ings might already benefit from such accuracy, it is desirable to further improve the performance of cheap ML
predictions. Increasing the amount of SHG data is thus of paramount importance.
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Fig. 3 Percentage of the data binned over the normalised distance from the fitted Pareto front of T0 as defined in the text.

3.2 Machine-learning the SHG coefficient
In addition to the amount and diversity of training data, the choice of the ML model is another critical factor
in the reliability of the dKP predictions. This section presents the results of the ML benchmarks following
the methodology introduced in subsection 2.4 in 4 different holdout test sets derived from SHG-25 and T0.
Table 1 presents the top-level metrics on the largest and most diverse holdout set, distribution_250, sorted by
decreasing Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient. This performance metric is emphasized as we consider the
relative ranking of the predictions to be the most important criterion for screening purposes.

Based on Spearman’s rank correlation alone, we find MODNet to be the most performant model (rs = 0.87),
also possessing the lowest MAE of 5.76 pm/V and highest R2 of 0.70. However, we also find that several models
perform competitively with MODNet at this data set size, both those with increased complexity, namely the
co(N)GN series of GNNs, and simpler tree-based methods that use the same descriptors as MODNet, namely
Extra Trees and Light Gradient Boosting Machines, in agreement with An et al. 74 . Given both the skewed
distribution of dKP values in SHG-25, and the multi-objective nature of our materials design problem (i.e.,
finding materials on the (Eg,dKP) Pareto front), we also compute enrichment factors (EF) and discovery curves
for each model. Using the procedure outlined in subsection 2.3, a figure of merit (FOM) for discovery was
computed as the distance of a given candidate material from the fitted T0 Pareto front, ∆d.

Figure 4 shows the discovery curves for the top 15% of materials according to the computed FOM, high-
lighting the performance of the best models. Once again, MODNet, the tree-based methods and the co(N)GN
series outcompete all the rest on this metric, achieving normalised EF(15%) values between 0.61 and 0.67, i.e.,
after evaluating 15% of the dataset following these model’s rankings, between 61% and 67% of the top 15% of
materials can be recovered. This metric is better suited for capturing model performance specifically when used
as a discriminator for potential SHG materials. The clustering around this value perhaps indicates a reasonable
maximum enrichment for this holdout set, given the small sample size involved (250 candidates in the holdout
set, 37 in the top 15% and thus 12 “missing” from the predictions). MODNet is marginally more efficient at
spanning the entire top 15%, requiring around 40% of all materials to be evaluated. Interestingly, even models
that perform reasonably well when looking at simple metrics like MAE and rs appear much less effective at this
task, with significantly reduced enrichment factors at this threshold.

The threshold of benchmarking against the top 15% of materials is somewhat arbitrary and dataset-dependent.
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MAE (pm/V) RMSE (pm/V) rs R2 EF(15%)

MODNet 5.80 15.30 0.87 0.70 0.67
coNGN 6.00 15.50 0.86 0.62 0.61
coGN 6.00 15.10 0.85 0.64 0.64
ET 6.70 15.80 0.85 0.61 0.64
LGBM 6.40 14.70 0.83 0.66 0.64
TensorNet 7.90 16.80 0.79 0.60 0.41
Matten 8.20 20.60 0.79 0.34 0.38
MEGNet 9.30 18.80 0.66 0.44 0.14
Claude Sonnet 3.5 11.60 26.30 0.60 -0.10 0.27
GPT-4o 12.00 27.40 0.52 -0.17 0.30
DARWIN 1.5 13.30 30.00 -0.08 -0.22 0.05

Table 1 Performance metrics for the benchmarked models on the SHG-25 dataset for the distribution_250 holdout set, sorted
by Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient, rs. In cases where multiple hyperparameter sets or architectures were benchmarked
for the same model type, the table presents the model with the best performance. The normalised enrichment factor for the
top 15% of materials, EF(15%) is a relevant metric for the application of these models for materials discovery (e.g., continuing
the active learning procedure in this study). Standard metrics, mean absolute errors (MAE), root-mean-square errors (RMSE),
coefficient of determination (R2) are also provided for completeness.

Figure A.1 shows the materials that were selected as the top 15% of this holdout set using the computed FOM.
Given the small holdout set size, the choice of threshold is affected by aliasing, however the best-performing
models came out on top for all tested thresholds, providing a post hoc rationalisation of our choice to use
MODNet during the AL procedure.

3.3 Correcting the band gap
Few computational SHG datasets exist in the literature, and even fewer are publicly available12,18–20. However,
a common trait that most of them share is the adoption of scissor shifts to match high accuracy band gaps
obtained with hybrid functionals. By artificially opening the gap, one can alleviate the overestimation of the
SHG components caused by the usual underestimation of the band gap by DFT. In our work, contrary to those
datasets, neither T0 nor SHG-25 include scissor shifts. One could argue that this choice limits the impact of our
databases, which would be true if the relative ranking of the materials were very different when considering a
scissor shift, as any high-throughput screening involving our data would then be meaningless. In this section,
we show that this is not the case, i.e., that the uncorrected SHG coefficients are sufficient for screening.

Following the selection and computations described in subsection 2.5, ∼700 pairs of LDA and HSE band
gaps as well as the corresponding scissor-corrected SHG tensors are obtained and made publicly available along
with SHG-25. This new dataset is represented in Figure 5. As expected, the band gap correction induces a blue-
shift of the band gap and decreases the KP coefficient. It can already be seen from this plot that the distribution
of dHSE is similar to the non-corrected one. These observations are confirmed by the parity plots in Figures 6
and A.11. As indicated by the high Spearman’s rank correlation coefficients, both figures show that the relative
rankings stay the same for both the low and high-fidelity coefficients. This implies that any screening performed
at the LDA level is equivalent to screening HSE results. Moreover, the HSE band gaps and the scissor-corrected
dKP can both be modelled with a linear regression of their LDA counterpart as a first approximation. Figures 6
and A.11 illustrate this simple fit by the green dotted line, whose parameters are given in the green box. Given
a material with its LDA band gap and its KP coefficient, it is thus possible to approximate its HSE gap and its
corresponding KP coefficient at a very low cost.
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Fig. 4 Discovery curves for the benchmarked models on the top 15% of compounds in the distribution_250 holdout set.

0 2 4 6 8 10

0

50

100

150

0 2 4 6 8 10

0.001
0.01

0.1
1

10
100

LDA Scissor-corrected

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

ΔE g  (eV)

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

ΔE g  (eV)

E g  (eV)

E g  (eV)d K
P
  (p

m
/V

)

d K
P
  (p

m
/V

)

Fig. 5 The ∼700 materials subset selected for scissor correction in the (Eg,dKP) space. The inset shows a log scale for a clearer
visualisation. Both the LDA and the scissor-corrected values for the KP coefficients and band gaps are displayed for comparison.
The colour bar indicates the scissor of each compound to go from the LDA to the HSE gap.

12



0 25 50 75 100 125 150 175

0

25

50

75

100

125

150

175

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

ΔE g  (eV)

d HSE  (pm/V)

d L
D

A
  (p

m
/V

)

Fit: 0.4901 d LDA 

r s  = 0.9977

Fig. 6 Parity plot showing the effect of the scissor shift on the KP coefficients. The colour bar indicates the scissor of each
compound to go from the LDA to the HSE gap. A linear regression is fitted on those points as shown by the green dotted line
and the formula in the box. The Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient, rs, is included as well.

MAE (pm/V) RMSE (pm/V) Spearman R2 η (%) ζ (%)

Linear regression 1.6742 4.6544 0.9972 0.9173 0.0000 0.0000
mmf_pgnn 3.5342 9.3651 0.8895 0.6861 0.1481 10.3355
mmf_pgnn ∪ dLDA 1.4700 4.3213 0.9837 0.9285 0.7397 5.7614
mmf_pgnn ∪ dLDA ∪ ∆Eg 1.0984 2.9003 0.9870 0.9659 0.5893 4.1307
mmf_pgnn ∪ ∆Eg ∪ dLDA ∪ ELDA

g ∪ EHSE
g 1.0766 2.6977 0.9882 0.9711 1.1776 3.2484

Table 2 Performance of MODNet on the dcorr task when using different set of features under a nested 5-folds cross-validation.
The quantities η (%) and ζ (%) correspond to the fraction of dcorr with a wrong sign and of negative (dLDA−dcorr), respectively.

Unfortunately, these linear regressions present an obvious limitation. For example, any two different mate-
rials with two different gap corrections would have the same corrected KP coefficient if their dLDA are equal. It is
thus necessary to go one step further. Since SHG tensors at both the LDA and the "HSE" level are now available,
machine learning algorithms can be used to leverage this kind of multi-fidelity data75. In the present work, a
correction learning (CL) scheme is investigated. This method consists in learning the difference between the
low- (LDA) and the high-fidelity (HSE) data. Although conceptually simple, this multi-fidelity technique was
shown to outperform others when modelling the band gap with MODNet59. Since the band gap task has al-
ready been addressed in the literature, MODNet is chosen to explore the SHG correction by targeting dcorr as
defined in Equation 5. In addition to the mmf_pgnn set of features, the inclusion of the following quantities as
descriptors is considered: the LDA gap (ELDA

g ), the HSE gap (EHSE
g ), the scissor shift (∆Eg) and dLDA.

Following a nested 5-fold cross-validation, the results of the different features sets are tabulated in Table 2
(and fully in Table 3). The linear regression introduced above is indicated as a baseline. The scores are derived
from dLDA − dcorr instead of just the correction. This simplifies the interpretation and allows to consider the
fraction of predicted corrections with a wrong sign (η) or inducing a negative "HSE" KP coefficient (ζ ). These
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two quantities act as a safeguard against non-physical predictions.
As expected from Figure 6, the LDA KP coefficient is a necessary feature for the ML model to perform

as well as the linear regression, while the band gaps and the scissor are not sufficient. This is not an issue
in itself, since dLDA is a prerequisite for using the correction. To further improve MODNet, the band gaps
and scissor are separately added as features. As intuition would suggest, the scissor results in a significant
improvement to model performance. Further combining all of our custom features only slightly reduces the
errors. Unfortunately, the predictions of MODNet are not constrained, as reflected in its η and ζ of 1 % and
3 %-6 %, respectively. In contrast, the linear regression reaches 0 % by definition. For this reason, the low values
of dHSE are better represented by the linear regression than by MODNet while the higher values benefit from the
flexibility of the ML model as illustrated in Figures A.12, A.13, A.14, and A.15, although this can be remedied
by a simple output rescaling. The significant reduction of the RMSE also supports this interpretation. Thanks to
the close relationship between dLDA, dHSE and the custom features, only less than 700 data entries are enough
to reasonably correct the LDA KP coefficient. This limited size of dataset suggests that increasing the data will
significantly improve the correction.

As many studies have shown before, the HSE band gaps and the scissor-corrected SHG tensors can success-
fully be used to screen promising NLO materials with balanced properties13,14. Here, this approach is illustrated
on our high-fidelity subset of SHG tensors, which contains optimal materials in the (Eg,dKP) space with a gap
greater than 1 eV. The screening is based on the following criteria:

• good theoretical stability (Ehull ≤ 10 meVatom−1 with respect to the DFT-predicted convex hull of known
materials),

• a scissor-corrected KP coefficient (dHSE) greater than 0.33 pmV−1,

• a birefringence (∆nHSE) larger than 0.03 pmV−1,

• non-toxic and sustainable elements.

The KP coefficient threshold corresponds to the effective coefficient of the experimental SHG tensor com-
ponent for the widely used material KH2PO4 (KDP), which sets a lower bound for DUV crystals76. The bire-
fringence is also restricted by the minimal value for practical application. This condition is challenging because
our DFPT calculations only compute the static limit of the electronic contribution to the dielectric tensor. One
could argue that the dispersion of the refractive indices is weak below the band gap, thus limiting the difference
between the birefringence in the static limit and at a finite frequency. Although Wang et al. 14 showed that static
birefringence underestimates its counterpart at finite frequencies, the relationship between the two quantities
warrants further investigation. To further reduce the selection, compositions with toxic elements (Pb, As, Be,
Hg, Cd) or hydrogen were discarded. Moreover, only sustainable elements were retained as characterised by
Herfindahl–Hirschman Indices (HHIs) lower than 6,000 for both production and reserves77–79*. In the end, 59
materials remain, as listed in Table 4. Many of the entries originating from the Materials Project have already
been experimentally observed and/or highlighted as potential NLO materials at the HSE level by Chu et al. 13

and Wang et al. 14 , as indicated. This highlights the importance of diversifying the original sources of the com-
pounds as well the ability to periodically reassess the screening with machine-actionable queries of updated
databases (via OPTIMADE or otherwise). As initially desired, the materials selected by these criteria span a
broad band gap range, from 1.3 to 9.2 eV, allowing the potentially exemplary materials to be suggested in the
relevant portion of the spectrum for a given application.

* Namely Li, B, C, N, O, F, Na, Mg, Al, Si, P, S, Cl, Ca, Zn, Ga, Ge, As, Se, Sr, Cd, In, Sn, Te, I, Ba, Hg, Pb
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Fig. 7 MODNet-predicted dKP values for hypothetical structures added to GNoME (left) and Alexandria (right) since the
conclusion of the active learning study, plotted against the database-reported band gaps computed at the PBE level, alongside
the DFT-computed SHG values in SHG-25 (purple). The structures considered were limited to those that: i) are near the
predicted convex hull reported by the database (≤ 0.05eV/atom), ii) have PBE band gaps greater than 0.05 eV, iii) are non-
centrosymmetric, iv) do not contain lanthanides or actinides, and v) have compositions that are not present in the computed
SHG set. This left 9,657 structures from GNoME and 22,438 from Alexandria.

4 Conclusions and outlook
Despite a large and active community, the field of nonlinear optical materials is still looking for appropriate
compounds in specific electromagnetic ranges, such as the deep UV and the mid- and far-infrared, that could
be used in industrial applications. Today, this search can be driven by computations in order to accelerate
the discovery of promising compounds8. In order to navigate the rapidly growing design space offered by
curated databases of hypothetical compounds, it is imperative to use fast screening methods to avoid wasting
computational resources on suboptimal materials. A solution is to train cheap machine learning models on
the target property to efficiently guide the allocation of DFT resources. However, this approach necessitates
a large enough pre-existing dataset of the target property to attain a reasonable predictive power. Since the
field of NLO materials is lacking in datasets, the present work adopted an active learning framework to acquire
new static SHG tensors. By leveraging a relatively small existing dataset, this procedure resulted in ∼2,200
newly computed SHG tensors, which is made openly available on the Materials Could Archive30 and is itself
accessible via an OPTIMADE API27. The ML proxy allowed us to bias the data acquisition towards compounds
exhibiting high SHG coefficients given their bandgap. Thanks to this new dataset, we were able to test a
variety of ML models on this SHG task and its relationship with higher-fidelity data was also investigated. The
tools used throughout this work enable periodic reassessment of the decentralised design space with minimal
modifications to the code. This has already begun, as shown in Figure 7, where the GNoME dataset24 ( 10,000
relevant entries) and new entries to Alexandria ( 20,000 relevant entries) have been screened using our latest
model.

Although the effective KP coefficient can be qualitatively predicted with the present ML model, it is of
interest to the community to improve its performance. We believe that the first step to achieving this is to
increase the number of training data. Thanks to the OPTIMADE API, we plan on continually extending our SHG
dataset by querying unexplored databases providing either experimentally verified compounds or hypothetical
compounds with the proper thermodynamic information. If the source does not provide band gaps, then one
of the many ML models in the literature can be used to approximate it. In parallel to the screening of existing
data, we could try to generate our own pool of hypothetical compounds. On the one hand, more targeted
searches for hypothetical stable materials can make use of an evolutionary algorithm before being filtered on
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predicted SHG coefficients74,80. On the other hand, inverse design via constrained generation might quickly
offer suggestions of promising compositions and/or structures81,82. As explored in other works, it would be of
interest to include the lattice thermal conductivity as a quantity to maximise in our search13,83,84, as it should
help promote higher laser damage thresholds. Another improvement will be to consider the birefringence,
which is of primary importance to achieve angular phase-matching85,86.

Finally, the hope is to derive physical insights from this dataset to better understand the characteristics
behind a good NLO material. Whilst a close investigation of the promising materials is not within the scope for
this work, we invite the community to consider these compounds, pending more detailed calculations of their
suitability in future work.
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A Appendix

A.1 Details of ML benchmarking
MODNet This neural-network is the model adopted throughout the AL loops. Although fairly simple, its
performance on small datasets has been proven in the MatBench suite as it leads 5 out of 7 tasks with fewer
than 10,000 data points87. It comes with useful methods to optimize its hyperparameters and perform feature
selection without much overhead. In this benchmark, the same parameters as for the AL loops were adopted.
The hyperparameters were optimized with the FitGenetic class of modnet using 5-fold cross-validation. The
refit parameter is set to 0 such that the top 10 models trained during the cross-validation are not refitted on
the entire training set and instead constitute a final ensemble, composed of 50 individual MODNet models with
10 different sets of hyperparameters.

Tree-based methods: Extra-Trees and LGBM Recently, Ref.74 modelled dKP with tree-based algorithms, in
particlar Extra-Trees (ET) and Gradient-Boosted Machines (GBM). Implemented in the scikit-learn Python pack-
age (ExtraTreesRegressor), ET is an ensemble of decision trees, whose nodes are split according to random
cut-points65,66. The whole dataset was used to grow the trees. GBM was used as implemented in the LightGBM
package (LGBMRegressor)67. Its specialities are efficient feature reduction and robustness in low data regimes.
Both algorithms are well-known and popular, with fast training and inference times. Since they require all
features for each entry, the missing features are imputed by their average in the training set. Three set of hy-
perparameters were investigated. The first one corresponds to the default values of the underlying libraries, the
second is taken from 74, which results from a Bayesian optimization process, and the third was found by a grid
search on a validation set.

Graph neural networks: co(N)GN, TensorNet and MEGNet Due to their inherent graphical structure,
molecules and materials are increasingly modelled with graph neural networks (GNNs), where the atoms and
bonds are naturally represented as nodes and edges. The literature is filled with different design choices88.
Since an exhaustive test is not possible, we selected three popular open-source GNN models: co(N)GN, Tensor-
Net and MEGNet. Introduced in early 2024, the connectivity-optimized crystal graph network (coGN) and its
nested line graph network variant (coNGN) lead 5 out of the 6 MatBench tasks with more than 10,000 data
points68. The default architecture and hyperparameters implemented in version 3.1 of the gcnn_keras reposi-
tory were adopted, which were obtained after optimization on the log_gvrh MatBench task and used throughout
the MatBench submission. The equivariant TensorNet70 and MEGNet69 were benchmarked as implemented in
the matgl Python package, with the default architectures and hyperparameters previously used to train univer-
sal models. Two separate TensorNet models were trained with SO(3) and O(3) equivariance, respectively; both
models were trained to only predict the scalar dKP rather than the full SHG tensor. Although TensorNet was
developed to predict molecular properties, it has recently been shown to perform well for materials89.

Tensor predictions: Matten While the effective KP coefficient is useful for screening and visualization, the
full SHG tensor is still required for, e.g., the determination of the phase-matching. To that end, and to cir-
cumvent the need for first-principles calculations, GNNs have emerged with the ability to predict a tensor from
the input structure90. A key component of these models is equivariance, which ensures that the output tensor
corresponds to the input structure, independently of the frame of reference91. Another feature is their ability
to reflect the material symmetry in the output tensor, thus respecting Neumann’s principle92. This is especially
important if one wishes to present tensors following the IEEE conventions. Among the available models, Matten
71 was chosen for this benchmark because its training can easily be generalized to tensors of any order and sym-
metry. Indeed, it only requires adapting the indicial notation reflecting the tensor symmetry in the configuration
file. In the static limit, Kleinman symmetry is respected and the SHG tensor is reduced to 10 independent com-
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ponents93. In indicial notation, this is expressed as ijk=ikj=jik. In addition to the default hyperparameters, a
restricted grid search using the validation set was performed for the distribution_125 holdout test set and the
resulting set of hyperparameters were then adopted for the other training runs.

Large language models Large language models (LLMs) are attracting significant interest as zero-shot regres-
sors for many scientific tasks94–97. Here, we benchmarked the leading closed models from Anthropic (Claude
Sonnet 3.5) and OpenAI (GPT-4o) via their respective APIs, as well as the open weights model DARWIN 1.572,
a materials science-focused fine-tune of Meta’s Llama 3.1-7b (i.e., two orders of magnitude fewer parameters
than suspected of Sonnet and GPT-4o). This model was not further fine-tuned on our specific task.

A system prompt was crafted to explain the task to each model, and three different textual representations of
the input structures were used: composition (using pymatgen’s reduced formula), composition and space group
symbol, and the full output of RoboCrystallographer 98 for each structure. For the former two descriptions,
benchmark runs were performed both with and without in-context learning, where the models were exposed
to a subset of the training set in their prompt. An example prompt required to make one prediction is shown in
Figure A.2. For a more exhaustive benchmark of more models across multiple chemical and materials tasks, we
refer the reader to the recent MaCBench and ChemBench initiatives99,100.
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Fig. A.1 The holdout set distribution_250 plotted alongside the overall training set, with the top 15% of materials according
to the T0-fitted Pareto front (gold) FOM highlighted in red.
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Given a description of a crystal structure (composition), predict its
second-harmonic generation (SHG) coefficient in the Kurtz-Perry form in pm/V.

All the structures you see will be non-centrosymmetric.
In our dataset, the SHG coefficients are computed with DFPT at the PBE level.

Most structures exhibit low SHG coefficients (below 10 pm/V), with exemplary
materials ranging up to 170 pm/V.
Simply respond with the value which will be read as a raw float, do not provide
any explanation.

Low SHG examples include:

formula_reduced spg_symbol dKP_full_neum
YCuS2 P2_12_12_1 0.010081
KCuS Pna2_1 0.038218
CsNO2 P3_121 0.038580

Be4TeO7 F-43m 0.082648
CdH4(BrO4)2 P2_12_12_1 0.035272

SbIrSe P2_13 0.141097
RbGeIO6 P312 0.069342

LiAs(XeF4)3 P2_1 0.059930
K2Zn(SiO3)2 C222_1 0.046831

Na2SiO3 Cmc2_1 0.056783

High SHG examples include:

formula_reduced spg_symbol dKP_full_neum
GaP F-43m 48.751564

InPS4 I-4 33.199950
Hg2P2S7 C2 45.587665

K2S3 Cmc2_1 62.721255
Al2ZnTe4 I-4 55.794952
NbFeSb F-43m 124.694574
BiIrS P2_13 134.980430

Al2CdTe4 I-4 57.683547
LiInTe2 I-42d 68.552174
MgSiAs2 I-42d 72.369350

Input: TeO2 in P2_12_12_1

Response: 3.201152

Fig. A.2 An example prompt provided to LLMs for the prediction of the material TeO2 with space group P212121 with the
composition-space group structural description and the degree of in-context learning (ICL) set to "10" (i.e., take 10 low SHG
examples and 10 high SHG examples); the real ICL benchmark used values up to 200.
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A.2 Supplementary figures for the active learning procedure
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Fig. A.3 Evolution of the average MAE (pm/V) from a nested 5-folds cross-validation during the active learning procedure.
This plot was built at the time of the active learning using the raw data. The iteration 0 was not benchmarked with the same
method so it is omitted here.
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Fig. A.4 Evolution of the average RMSE (pm/V) from a nested 5-folds cross-validation during the active learning procedure.
This plot was built at the time of the active learning using the raw data. The iteration 0 was not benchmarked with the same
method so it is omitted here.
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Fig. A.5 Evolution of the average Spearman from a nested 5-folds cross-validation during the active learning procedure. This
plot was built at the time of the active learning using the raw data. The iteration 0 was not benchmarked with the same method
so it is omitted here.
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Fig. A.6 MAE (pm/V) on the predictions of the selected compounds at the ith AL iteration after they had been computed. This
plot was built at the time of the active learning using the raw data. The iterations 6 and 8 are missing because they respectively
correspond to the addition of materials from Trinquet et al. 56 without any predictions and to a replacement of unconverged
values in the dataset by correct ones.
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Fig. A.7 RMSE (pm/V) on the predictions of the selected compounds at the ith AL iteration after they had been computed.
This plot was built at the time of the active learning using the raw data. The iterations 6 and 8 are missing because they
respectively correspond to the addition of materials from Trinquet et al. 56 without any predictions and to a replacement of
unconverged values in the dataset by correct ones.
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Fig. A.8 Spearman on the predictions of the selected compounds at the ith AL iteration after they had been computed. This
plot was built at the time of the active learning using the raw data. The iterations 6 and 8 are missing because they respectively
correspond to the addition of materials from Trinquet et al. 56 without any predictions and to a replacement of unconverged
values in the dataset by correct ones.
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Fig. A.9 Evolution of the average MAE (pm/V) over the AL process. The index of the model refers to its training set as the
AL goes on. Each curve with index i corresponds to the test sets of a 5-folds splitting of the dataset at the ith iteration of the
AL procedure such that the same test sets are kept for the whole curve.
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Fig. A.10 Evolution of the average R2 over the AL process. The index of the model refers to its training set as the AL goes on.
Each curve with index i corresponds to the test sets of a 5-folds splitting of the dataset at the ith iteration of the AL procedure
such that the same test sets are kept for the whole curve.

A.3 Supplementary figures for multi-fidelity correction learning

MAE (pm/V) RMSE (pm/V) Spearman R2 η (%) ζ (%)
Linear regression 1.6742 4.6544 0.9972 0.9173 0.0000 0.0000
mmf_pgnn 3.5342 9.3651 0.8895 0.6861 0.1481 10.3355
mmf_pgnn ∪ EHSE

g 3.3949 9.5840 0.9127 0.6659 0.0000 8.5708
mmf_pgnn ∪ ELDA

g 2.9861 8.0167 0.9266 0.7574 0.7407 7.8235
mmf_pgnn ∪ ∆Eg 3.3358 9.4404 0.9154 0.6717 0.0000 9.4521
mmf_pgnn ∪ dLDA 1.4700 4.3213 0.9837 0.9285 0.7397 5.7614
mmf_pgnn ∪ dLDA ∪ ELDA

g 1.3659 3.9336 0.9872 0.9412 0.1481 5.0218
mmf_pgnn ∪ dLDA ∪ EHSE

g 1.3611 4.2510 0.9918 0.9307 0.5893 3.0969
mmf_pgnn ∪ dLDA ∪ ∆Eg 1.0984 2.9003 0.9870 0.9659 0.5893 4.1307
mmf_pgnn ∪ dLDA ∪ ELDA

g ∪ ∆Eg 1.0794 2.7334 0.9916 0.9687 0.8845 3.3932
mmf_pgnn ∪ dLDA ∪ EHSE

g ∪ ∆Eg 0.9895 2.4398 0.9869 0.9769 1.0316 4.1307
mmf_pgnn ∪ dLDA ∪ ELDA

g ∪ EHSE
g ∪ ∆Eg 1.0766 2.6977 0.9882 0.9711 1.1776 3.2484

Table 3 Performance of MODNet on the dcorr task when using different set of features under a nested 5-folds cross-validation.
The quantities η (%) and ζ (%) correspond to the fraction of correction to dKP with a wrong sign and of negative (dLDA−dcorr),
respectively.
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Fig. A.11 Parity plot comparing the HSE and LDA band gaps. The colorbar indicates the scissor of each compound needed to
match the HSE gap. A linear regression is fitted on those points as shown by the green dotted line and the formula in the box.
The Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient, rs, is included as well.
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Fig. A.12 Parity plot comparing the HSE KP coefficient and its predicted value via correction learning with the linear regression.
The colours correspond to the different folds of the cross-validation scheme.
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Fig. A.13 Parity plot comparing the HSE KP coefficient and its predicted value via correction learning with MODNet and all
custom features. The colours correspond to the different folds of the cross-validation scheme.
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Fig. A.14 Log-log parity plot comparing the HSE KP coefficient and its predicted value via correction learning with the linear
regression. The colours correspond to the different folds of the cross-validation scheme.
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Fig. A.15 Log-log parity plot comparing the HSE KP coefficient and its predicted value via correction learning with MODNet
and all custom features. The colours correspond to the different folds of the cross-validation scheme.
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A.4 Promising materials

Identifier Formula EHSE
g (eV) dHSE (pm/V) ∆nHSE Spacegroup Wang et al. 14 Chu et al. 13

mp-966800 InP 1.261 27.499 0.108 P63mc - -
mp-1215429 ZnSnP2 1.325 49.348 0.092 P4̄m2 - -
agm003450028 Mg(InTe2)2 1.461 63.528 0.038 P4̄2m - -
mp-35777 Mg(InTe2)2 1.464 49.854 0.055 Cm - -
mp-571195 ZnTe 1.938 46.356 0.035 P31 - -
mp-1222182 Mg(InTe2)2 1.960 51.373 0.041 I4̄ - -
agm002160623 Mg(GaTe2)2 2.140 61.522 0.076 I4̄ - -
agm002088965 InTeI 2.158 55.801 0.385 P21 - -
agm002156796 Li2SiSnSe4 2.306 30.451 0.257 Cm - -
agm005605697 GaTeI 2.314 44.027 0.411 Pmn21 - -
agm002790067 AlInP2 2.399 27.310 0.039 I4̄2d - -
agm005056337 MgInGaSe4 2.497 21.144 0.052 I4̄ - -
agm002283412 Li2SnGeS4 2.647 16.802 0.239 Cm - -
agm002160619 Mg(GaSe2)2 2.748 21.159 0.064 I4̄ - -
agm002160138 Mg(AlTe2)2 2.872 23.966 0.041 I4̄ - -
agm2000111340 GaTeCl 3.128 8.074 0.536 Pmn21 - -
mp-4586 LiAlTe2 3.156 15.120 0.058 I4̄2d - ✓
mp-27529 PI3 3.199 8.224 0.265 P63 - -
agm002793928 NaBSe2 3.361 9.264 0.058 I4̄2d - -
mp-690 P4S5 3.413 6.937 0.164 P21 ✓ -
agm2000135800 GaTeCl 3.499 7.012 0.507 Pca21 - -
agm006047631 Ga4SnS7 3.527 8.098 0.099 Pmn21 - -
mp-20790 InPS4 3.538 18.361 0.057 I4̄ - ✓
mp-30294 Sr2SnS4 3.630 7.997 0.076 Ama2 ✓ ✓
agm005605595 GaSeCl 3.653 9.915 0.384 Pmn21 - -
agm002161193 Mg(GaS2)2 3.773 8.978 0.051 I4̄ - -
mp-1227993 BaGa2SiS6 3.909 10.020 0.063 P1 - ✓
agm002157245 LiAlSe2 3.962 5.415 0.041 I4̄2d - -
mp-2646995 Li3PS4 3.991 4.472 0.039 I4̄2m - -
agm002158826 LiGaS2 4.078 7.071 0.060 I4̄2d - -
agm005605654 GaSCl 4.264 5.416 0.260 Pmn21 - -
mp-559065 NaI3O8 4.474 4.325 0.149 P4̄ - -
agm002157243 LiAlS2 4.620 2.641 0.031 I4̄2d - -
mp-561104 Ga(IO3)3 4.699 8.119 0.098 P63 - -
mp-555903 Al(IO3)3 4.747 7.942 0.082 P63 - -
mp-559545 SeO2 4.835 3.674 0.299 Pmc21 - -
mp-27367 SeOF2 5.537 2.830 0.051 Pca21 ✓ -
agm002163269 CaSiN2 5.561 3.424 0.034 I4̄2d - -
mp-22909 ZnCl2 5.574 1.373 0.031 I4̄2d - -
agm005604809 AlSCl 5.743 1.164 0.179 Pca21 - -
agm002137165 CaAl2B2O7 6.405 0.713 0.066 R32 - -
mp-5730 Ba(BO2)2 6.418 1.365 0.115 R3c - -
mp-5853 LiSi2N3 6.518 0.821 0.037 Cmc21 ✓ -
mp-557391 Na2Ca2(CO3)3 6.533 0.631 0.034 Amm2 - -
mp-753671 PNO 6.705 1.844 0.121 I212121 ✓ -
mp-36066 PNO 6.736 1.612 0.151 Cc ✓ -
agm005607967 SiNF 6.737 0.471 0.188 Pmn21 - -
mp-6524 CaMg3(CO3)4 6.898 0.800 0.154 R32 - -
mp-1195844 Ba3B6O11F2 6.940 0.761 0.046 P21 - -
mp-1202821 Sr3B6O11F2 7.143 0.624 0.041 P21 - -
mp-1020019 Li2PNO2 7.271 0.449 0.103 Cmc21 - -
mp-1200209 Li2B6O9F2 7.993 0.485 0.061 Cc - -
mp-3660 LiB3O5 8.166 0.561 0.042 Pna21 - -
mp-1019509 B2S2O9 9.158 0.656 0.034 C2 - -

Table 4 List of the best materials boasting good theoretical stability (Ehull ≤ 10 meVatom−1, versus the convex hull of known
materials), an HSE gap greater than 1.0 eV, a birefringence (∆nHSE) larger than 0.03, and a scissor-corrected KP coefficient
(dHSE) greater than 0.33 pmV−1. Only elements with an HHI lower than 6,000 were retained and toxic elements were removed
(see text for more details). The MP entries appearing in the HSE datasets of Wang et al. 14 and Chu et al. 13 are also flagged.
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