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Abstract

Vital to the creation of advanced materials is performing structural relaxations. Traditional ap-
proaches built on physics-derived first-principles calculations are computationally expensive, motivating
the creation of machine-learning interatomic potentials (MLIPs). Traditional approaches to training
MLIPs for structural relaxations involves training models to faithfully reproduce first-principles com-
puted forces. We propose a fine-tuning method to be used on a pretrained MLIP in which we create
a fully-differentiable end-to-end simulation loop that optimizes the predicted final structures directly.
Trajectories are unrolled and gradients are tracked through the entire relaxation. We show that this
method achieves substantial performance gains when applied to pretrained models, leading to a nearly
50% reduction in test error across the sample datasets. Interestingly, we show the process is robust to
substantial variation in the relaxation setup, achieving negligibly different results across varied hyper-
parameter and procedural modifications. Experimental results indicate this is due to a “preference” of
BPTT to modify the MLIP rather than the other trainable parameters. Of particular interest to prac-
titioners is that this approach lowers the data requirements for producing an effective domain-specific
MLIP, addressing a common bottleneck in practical deployment.

1 Introduction

Problem Domain and Background. A central task in computational materials research is the determi-
nation of physically realizable atomic structures. This problem, often referred to as structural determination,
requires identifying configurations that satisfy the thermodynamic constraints governing crystal formation.
A structure is considered stable if it corresponds to a local minimum of the Potential Energy Surface (PES):
a function which maps the atomic coordinates together with atomic species, charge state, and environmen-
tal conditions to the total energy of the system. In most applications, all parameters other than atomic
coordinates are treated as fixed, so the PES can be regarded as a function of the atomic positions alone.

Stable structures are typically identified via relaxation trajectories: gradient-based procedures that it-
eratively update an initial atomic configuration toward lower-energy states according to PES gradients.
These gradients correspond to inter-atomic forces and are commonly computed using a physics-derived first-
principles algorithm known as density functional theory (DFT). While DFT provides reliable forces, each
evaluation is expensive; full relaxations can take hours to days on high-performance computing systems,
which makes relaxation a significant bottleneck in high-throughput materials discovery pipelines.

MLIPs. Machine learning interatomic potentials (MLIPs) have emerged as an alternative to running
full DFT relaxation trajectories [Il 2]. These models learn to approximate DFT by taking atomic structures
as input and predicting forces. Because high precision is still required in many atomistic calculations, MLIPs
are commonly used as a pre-relaxation step: they cheaply move structures closer to relaxation, after which
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DFT is applied for final refinement [3,[4]. Many architectural variants of MLIPs exist [4HIT], but the method
in this work is agnostic to the specific MLIP architecture chosen.

One of the core obstacles in training MLIPs is that each new data point demands expensive first-principles
calculations, which keeps datasets far smaller and less varied than many other machine learning domains
[12] 13]. Because data collection is often prohibitively expensive on scale, we introduce a work focused on
improving performance by making better use of the data already available.

Levels of Optimization. We note that there are two levels of optimization inherent to this work: (1)
optimization of the MLIP, and (2) optimization of the PES. Recall, we are training/optimizing the MLIP
such that it can be used as the gradient function when we optimize along the PES. To keep these two different
levels of optimization clear, we will denote training the MLIP as “local” optimization, and optimizing the
structure along the PES as “global” or “PES-level” optimization.

Defining frame. We denote by frame, a single DFT/MLIP force prediction step followed by a corre-
sponding structural update step. Without loss of generality, frame is expressed in Eq

v = MLIP(X,)

B - (1)
X1 =X +ny

frame(Xt) — Xt+1 = {

where we denote the matrix of coordinates for the structure as X; and predicted forces as y, and n gives the
chosen PES-level step size.

Novel Training Approach. Prior work trains MLIPs to match DFT forces at each structure indepen-
dently. We instead adopt a trajectory-level finetuning approach: we unroll entire relaxation trajectories and
apply backpropagation through time (BPTT) to update model parameters based on the quality of the final
relaxed structure, rather than per-step force accuracy. This redefines the training objective as optimizing
the result of the relaxation procedure directly, enabling the model to exploit trajectory-level supervision and
improve performance without additional data. Figure [I] illustrates the setup. Notably, the model learns to
refine its force predictions using structural information, effectively leveraging one data modality to supervise
another.

Connection to Iterative Maps. Regardless of the use of MLIPs or DFT, we can consider PES-level
optimization as a fixed point computation of the function frame[l} In the real world—which follows gradient
flow rather than gradient descent along the PES—we are guaranteed to find a local minima. Assuming
sufficiently small 7, we observe:

lim frame"(X,) = X* (2)

n—oo

This means that stable structures are actually fixed points of the frame equation defining the update process
between points in our trajectories. Under this view, we see that when using our BPTT procedure to finetune
the model, we are actually creating frame as a proxy function which seeks to match fixed points and relevant
basins-of-attraction to the PES.

Our primary contributions are:

1. We introduce a full trajectory, BPTT-based, fine-tuning scheme for MLIPs
2. We present ablation studies and analysis on the effect of each component in the PES-level optimization
3. We tie BPTT training to iterative maps and proxy functions

4. We validate the procedure on datasets across multiple structural domains

2 Related Works

2.1 MLIPs

MLIPs, also called machine learning force fields (MLFFs), are trained to take structure snapshotsﬂ and pro-
duce predictions for forces and formation energy. A dominant direction of research in MLIPs has been graph
neural networks (GNNs), which have led to many of the leading architectures [5HIT]. Another architecture

Istructure snapshots: atomic locations, atomic descriptors, etc
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Figure 1: In previous work, only the MLFF itself is trained. In our work, we train through
the whole relaxation, treating the entire unrolled trajectory as one large neural network.
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of particular note to this paper is ADAPT [4], which uses a points-in-space representation of atoms rather
than a graphical one, and uses a Transformer encoder to predict atomic forces.

Some works focused on improving MLIP performance have looked at using targeted or active learning to
automatically identify areas of MLIPs that need to be trained [T4HI6]s.

2.2 Direct Structure Prediction

There has been interest in predicting relaxed states of structures directly without optimizing along the PES.
Since stable structures are found through a non-convex optimization problem, data requirements for such
strategies are often infeasibly high [I'7, [I8]. One work [19], shows success for the limited domain of 2d point
defects. Another approach, [20], uses an internal iterative geometry solver to create a prediction of the final
structure but has not been proven in a robust manner comparable to MLIPs.

2.3 [Iterative Approaches

Literature has explored weight-tying and iterative maps extensively [21] 22], with deep equilibrium networks
(DEQs) [22] matching our problem domain. The majority of the research [22H24] has not been focused on
the physical sciences. While such techniques have been shown to be successful under the right conditions
[22] 25], they often exhibit poor training dynamics and generalizability [23, 25H27]. Due to this, they are
often used in memory constrained circumstances [26], [27], and for theoretical exploration [24] 26H28]. Recent
work [29] applies deep equilibrium models to predict self-consistent Hamiltonians directly, attempting to
bypass the iterative SCF procedure that constitutes a major computational bottleneck in DFT.

One notably related technique from materials science literature is DOGSS [30]. This technique learns
a network that creates parameters to condition a simple proxy function which matches desired physical



properties at the minima. The network’s conditioning of the proxy function is trained though the fully-
differentiable gradient descent optimization of the proxy. DOGSS however, does not integrate with MLIP
literature, and instead focuses on spring constants and equilibrium distances.

2.4 Sequence Level Work

Backpropagation through time [31TH33] is the standard method for computing gradients in recurrent neural
networks, and is widely used throughout sequence learning literature. It remains the conventional baseline
for training RNNs and underpins most subsequent developments in recurrent and sequence-model learning.

There has been substantial work throughout machine learning on full-sequence training, often in the
form of reinforcement learning from human feedback (RLHF) [34] [35]. While some aspects such as the use
of proximal term weight controls [36] or gradient clipping [37) [38] overlap with our work, we differ strongly
in that we have a fully-differentiable setup.

Some work, [39, 40], has used fully-differentiable training to match molecular dynamics (MD) trajectory
coeflicients to those observed in practice. These values are useful in many aspects of materials science, but
are orthogonal to our goal of structural relaxation. Another work [4I] finds BPTT unsuitable to train a
specific coarse-grained molecular dynamics simulation engin

3 Method

3.1 Preliminaries

Notation. In a slight abuse of notation, we denote X as the atomic structure under consideration, and also
as a R™*3 matrix of their coordinates. The ground truth relaxed structure is given by X%, and the predicted

structure is Xp. We denote actual forces with y and predicted forces as y.

Evaluation: Loss and Delta Q. Many works use MSE as a measure for structural error. However, in
crystal defect cases, MSE can overemphasize the effect of the bulk lattice, and underemphasize the effect of
the defect center [4]. To handle this issue, we use Delta Q (Dq) as a loss function, which is MSE where the
error from each atom is weighted by its atomic mass. Given a set X* of n atoms with masses m;, and a
predicted set of atom locations X, Dq is defined by:

n
Dq(Xi, Xp) = | D> my[ X — X, [13, (3)
j=1

This metric is physically meaningful and is often used in first-principles optical property computations [42].

ADAPT Architecture Summary. We adopt the ADAPT architecture [4] to use as our pretrained
MLIP base due to both its effectiveness and its algorithmic simplicity. The model is defined as three-layer
embedding MLP, a series of n Transformer encoder blocks and a final layer linear projection. Each encoder
block (denoted enc) is given by:

H,  =LN(X, + Attn(Xi)),
enc(X) — Xour = ¢ Hy = FFN(LN(H,)), (4)
Xout = LN(H2 + Hl)

ADAPT also uses projection and embedding operations defined by:

proj = W,X (5)
emb = Wy 000 Wj; 000 Wy(X) (6)

2This engine is not a neural network, nor should it be considered neural-network-like.



where W,, € R? Xdmodel - emb is a multi-layer perceptron (MLP), and o is the function composition operator.
Note that the embedding does not use a positional encoding because the coordinates of the each atom is
included in the atom features given to the model. The relative ordering of atoms does not matter.

The overall ADAPT architecture is given by:

MLIP = proj o enco ... o enco emb(X) (7)
~—

Xn

3.2 Trajectory Unrolling
In this BPTT-driven fine-tuning scheme, we unroll and train end-to-end through entire relaxation trajecto-

ries. Recalling frame from Eq. |1} we define a rolloutE| as:

~

Xy = frame o ... o frame(Xj) (8)
xk

The stopping condition is non-differentiable; it is defined as either a small £ distance between successive
steps, or a maximum threshold of steps, whichever comes first. We do not train through this stopping
condition, rather we take the Dg between the predicted and final structure as our loss metric:

£ = Dpg(X}, Xr) 9)

Fundamentally, we are training the network such that: frame*(Xg) = XF — X%. Note that k¥ may not be
the same for each rollout, meaning that we are inherently training a different function for different samples
from the dataset.

Experimental results indicate that, consistent with observations from RLHF-style fine-tuning, only a
small number of epochs are required to achieve meaningful improvements. Figure [3] presents outcomes
obtained after five epochs of fine-tuning showing that training has stabilized.

3.3 PES-Level Step Size Controls

Central to any gradient descent procedure is the selection of
step size. The FIRE optimizer [43] is commonly used in existing
relaxation pipelines. While, the non-differentiable nature of it
makes it unfit for BPTT fine-tuning, we use the pretrained
force and energy models from [4] to establish a baseline result. ADAPT-Fire: 6.73
As alternatives, we test using BPTT fine-tuning with the use 6
of a: (1) simple scalar or (2) NN that predicts the step size.
Scalar Step. As a baseline, we use a grid search to es-
tablish the near optimal performance of ADAPT on the test
set given perfect information. We find that a step size of 0.077
produces the best result on the test set, as seen from results in
Appendix To establish performance of our model, we test
both using a static and a learned step size. Figure shows
there is a negligible difference in performance when allowing
backprop to change the step size. In fact, experimental results
show that BPTT prefers to update the MLIP weights: in the Figure 2: Effect of training schemes on Si
example shown in Figure the step size was initialized to defect relaxations
0.50, but ended at ~ 0.49 when exposed to gradient updates. Interestingly, we find even when we deviate far
from the pre-computed “ideal” step size, BPTT adjusts quickly to the step size, and reaches near identical
performance. This reinforces the idea that BPTT fine-tuning is learning about the interplay of the force
predictions and the larger descent procedure.

Progressive Error Reduction

ADAPT+Fire (75 steps): 8.71

ADAPT+Tuned Step: 5.32

Error score

BPTT+ADAPT: 2.73

3We define trajectory length as k rather than T to avoid confusion with the transpose operator, T, when the length is used
as an exponent



Neural Network Step. We implement a single-value decoder as seen in Appendix [A] This decoder
uses the structure and the predicted forces as input, and predicts a PES-level step size. We test random
initialization and an initialization on a model trained to always predict the value 0.077 from random noise
interpolation, and find negligible difference in performance. The MLIP modifications are however tied to the
PES-level step size; when using a model trained on a learned step size initialized to 0.5 in a inference time
loop with a step of 0.005, the average Dq score falls to over 13.77.

Type Avg. Dq
No BPTT 5.32
Scalar Step Size 2.73
Decoder (Single Value) 3.37

Table 1: Ablation studies on learned step sizes
Results are from the Si defect dataset

Table [1| shows that BPTT-tuned generated trajectories outperform even the trajectories made with
optimal, perfect-information step size with the untuned ADAPT. We find that using BPTT and a fixed step
size yields the best overall performance, creating a ~ 50% reduction in error over even the perfect-information
untuned case.
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Figure 3: Experimental results comparing learned and fixed scalar step sizes as applied to Si defects.

Key takeaways from these studies are:
1. Figure[2shows BPTT is capable of learning a step size that outperforms domain engineered optimizers,

2. Figure[3a|shows that BPTT is capable of learning around a highly non-optimal step size such that the
relaxations perform on par with grid-searched, perfect-information selected initial hyperparameters,

3. Figure 3| shows BPTT modifies the force predictions such that they produce better relaxed structures,
even at the cost of deviating from accuracy in DFT force reproduction,

4. Table shows using a neural network defined by S : X|caty — step does not outperform using a scalar
or fixed step size.
3.4 Adaptability and Artificial Controls on Descent Dynamics

In optimization literature, pure stochastic gradient descent (SGD) is seldom employed in practice. Instead,
machine learning typically utilizes step-size schedulers, momentum variants, or second-order approximations.



Domain-specific optimizers have also emerged, such as the FIRE algorithm in atomistic modeling. Noise
injection—in various formsEquring training can enhance generalization. Moreover, the use of proximal
weight penalties and gradient clipping helps constrain fine-tuning updates, ensuring that new policies remain
close to their predecessors and mitigating catastrophic forgetting or overfitting.

Since the relaxation trajectory is inherently an opti-

mization procedure, it is reasonable to expect that such Type L, Force Errors
modifications to the PES-level descent may have an im- Pretrained MLIP 4.32
pact on the BPTT-derived weight updates. Specifically, BPTT-tuned MLIP 13.36

we perform ablation studies to test the effect of the PES-
level application of: (1) noise injectiorﬂ (2) momentum Table 2: Effect of BPTT training on force
and annealing in steps, and (3) intentional varying of tra- predictions for Si defects

jectory lengths though modifications of stopping condi-

tions. We also test the effect of the MLIP-level usage of

proximal term vs gradient clipping update controls.

We find that none of these modifications substantively improve results, and some cause degenerative
trajectories. This indicates that: (1) the model is capable of learning a strong set of optimization controls,
and (2) these controls are substantively different than those we typically use. A full discussion and numeric
results for each of these modifications is available in Appendix [B]

4 Analysis and Interpretation

We explore the effect that BPTT has on the MLIP within its
training loop. Experimental results in Table[2]show that BPTT
reduces the accuracy in force predictions, despite Table [I|show-

ing it improves the final structure predicted by the relaxation 5001 = qanloss
loop. We also include |5a] showing that BPTT does not achieve
meaningful gains in performance when only allowed to update
the PES step size and not the MLIP. Taking these two results
in combination, we assert that BPTT fine-tuning is neither
improving the PES-level descent parameters nor the “physical-
ity” of the relaxation, rather it is learning a general trend in the 100 |

structural dataset. Recall that a classic MLIP is not actually
o] e bt bk Ml

solving structure relaxation, it is instead training to recreate
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molecular dynamics (MD) trajectories which simulate the path Epochs

taken by the atoms. If the path is followed perfectly, then the

final state will indeed by the relaxed structure. However, due Figure 4: Si defect training loss sees

to data shortages and the inherent imprecision of ML meth- negligible improvement, but testing loss is
ods, we observe that often in practice the predicted relaxed substantially improved

state from MLIP-based MD simulations often exhibits high er-
ror [44], [45]. By using BPTT, we are creating a proxy function frame [I| that functions as an iterative map
calculation. We are simply using the MLIP as a rough initialization for that function, we are not trying to
improve the descent dynamics along the PES, but rather a function that matches key properties (namely
locations of fixed points) to the PES. We know that the PES must have fixed points, because DFT relaxation
itself is a fixed point calculation. This approach of creating proxy functions which match key properties to
first-principles calculations has been used successfully in literature under different circumstances [30].
Finding minima of the PES in inherently solving a non-convex optimization problem. Furthermore,
it has been shown that structural calculations are an n-body problem, meaning that there does not exist
any analytical function to represent it. Because of this, any function—including a neural network—cannot
learn this system perfectly. Taken in combination, these two results indicate that molecular dynamics (i.e:
gradient descent) methods are best for universal MLIPs. However, we find that BPTT is capable of imparting

4Stochasticity can be seen as a form of “noise injection” as well, although we do not test a version of the model without due
to compute limitations.
5Noise injection has been utilized in literature by [10]



substantive performance gains, and while it may not be solving the original physics problem directly, it
does learn a function that approximates well the dataset it is given. This shows iterative maps reliably
steer systems towards stable contractions, even at the expense of faithfully representing local dynamics;
meaning that it forces global trends over local accuracy. In an “ideal” scenario with enough data and
compute resources, local dynamics could be learned perfectly. However, we know that this is an unreasonable
expectation in MLIP domains. Due to this we suggest, if possible, starting with a pretrained universal
MLIP, then fine-tuning with supervised structure to force prediction, then ending with BPTT trajectory
level training. While this incurs a somewhat high overhead, many researchers focus on specific types or
subsets of materials (such as silicon defects), making this well worth the effort for them.

Learned PES-step and Fixed MLIP
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Figure 5: Effect of adjusting learning setup on Si defect samples

Our experimental results support this; Figure shows that training ADAPT on the Si defect case
with BPTT and random initialization is unable to find a model that exhibits strong performance. Instead,
we emphasize our work as a fine-tuning measure. Under this lense, we note a similarity to reinforcement
learning from human feedback (RLHF) literature. We can see in Figure || that even though the training
loss remains relatively stable, the testing accuracy improves substantially. This results shows that BPTT
improves generalization, mirroring results observed in RLHF literature [46], [47].

Other techniques that have shown success in directly training iterative approaches in materials science
[30] do not try to train iterative neural networks, but rather create new problem setups altogether. However,
DFT and MLIP literature are an established part of workflows, presenting a hurtle for such approaches.

5 Results

Among modern research directions in advanced materials, crystals—periodic, infinitely repeating arrange-
ments of atoms known as lattices—are of particular relevance. We validate BPTT fine-tuning by testing
on two different datasets which represent fundamentally different types of crystal domains. The success of
BPTT fine-tuning under such different domains shows that its benefit is not limited to a specific problem
scope.

5.1 Crystal Defects.

A central theme in materials design is the deliberate introduction of defects: controlled disruptions of an
otherwise perfect lattice to engineer specific electrical, magnetic, or quantum properties. This dataset,
sourced from ADAPT [4], focuses on point defects in silicon. Point defects occur wherever the crystal’s



regular structure is broken in a constrained local region. They are typically classified into three categories:
i) Substitution: a lattice atom is replaced with a different element; i) interstitial: an additional atom is
inserted between lattice sites; and, i) vacancy: a lattice site is missing an atom.

These seemingly simple atomic irregularities—vacancies or irregular atoms within a crystal lattice—
are fundamental to modern electronic and quantum technologies. They can also combine to form defect
complexes, where multiple point defects interact within the same region of the crystal. Such engineered
defects are the basis of semiconductor doping for high-performance computing, and they are central to
emerging efforts to create stable qubits and quantum sensors.

As summarized in Table[3] fine-tuning with BPTT produces

notably improved final configurations. Qualitative analysis of Type Avg Dq
the resulting defect structures shows that the defect centers— MACE + FIRE 12.59
regions of greatest practical relevance—exhibit the most pro- ADAPT + FIRE 6.73
nounced improvements. In particular, BPTT has a significant ADAPT with Step=0.077 5.95
influence on the localization of interstitial defect atoms in the BPTT Tuned 273
test cases. These observations confirm that the improvements

are not attributable to trivial stabilization of the bulk lattice, Table 3: Full effect of BPTT tuning

which would be unlikely to produce a substantial reduction in

the number of DFT steps required for full relaxation. It is

shown in [4] that increasing the size and training time of the pretrained ADAPT model on this dataset does
not improve its performance; this shows that BPTT fine-tuning is achieving accuracy in relaxations that
would have been impossible with regular MLIP training.

Visual inspection of randomly selected samples from the test set shows that the defect centers exhibit
noticeable improvements. Defect centers are the regions with the greatest structural evolution, and thus both
the area of primary interest for scientists as well as the area which largely determines how many relaxation
steps are needed. In particular, BPTT has a significant influence on the localization of interstitial defect
atoms in the test cases. These observations confirm that the improvements are not attributable to trivial
stabilization of the bulk lattice, which would be unlikely to produce a substantial reduction in the number
of DFT steps required for full relaxation.

5.2 Pure Crystals

We consider a subset of the dataset from [8], which is itself a
curation of data from the Materials Project [48]. Full details

on the dataset preparation are in Appendix[C.1] This contains

pure crystal cells. Each cell is assumed to be subject to the 81
periodic boundary condition, and is part of an infinitely re-
peating regular lattice. Due to the smaller number of atoms
and lack of specific interest areas, we use standard MSE loss
as our metric for this dataset. Since no pretrained version ex-
ists, we train ADAPT [4] first on first predictions, then use
BPTT fine-tuning. We show that BPTT leads to a substantial
increase in final-structure accuracy, as shown in Figure [6]

Pure Crystals (CHGNet Subset)

—&— Test Error

MSE Loss Value

0 1 2 3 4 5
Epochs

6 Discussion Figure 6: BPTT tuning improves pure

We present a method for fine-tuning MLIPs that uses structure crystal results by roughly 50%.

information to modify force predictions. We calculate fully-

differentiable relaxation trajectories using MLIPs, and then

perform a BPTT update. This work shows dramatic increases

in prediction accuracy. We provide ablation studies highlight-

ing the impact different common gradient descent schemes have when integrated into the BPTT pipeline,
and find that surprisingly the algorithm is capable of adapting around a fixed scalar PES-level step size to
match or outperform any other procedure.
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A Scalar Decoder Head For Step Size

ADAPT provides the forces (gradient) of the PES (objective function), but does not tell us how large of a
step we should take. We present a method that takes both the structure and forces as input, and outputs
a step size for this iteration of the descent. This step-scaling and update procedure, step is defined in two
parts: an upscaling projection to map from the native to embedding dimensions, and a scaler decoder head
to produce a single step size for the whole structure. The scaler decoder head, dec is defined by:

M = MLIP(X),

hy = LN(q + Attn(q, M, M)),
h; = LN(ho + MLP(hy)),

y = Wh; +b.

dec(X,q) >y = (10)

where the notation follows that of Section [3:1} and dropout is applied after Attn and MLP. Recall that
M € R™*%model - and note that W € R'*™. We use a dummy tensor q of all 1s to control the dimension of
the output and force it to be scalar. Although it is a matrix, we denote q € R(1*%modct) in lower-case vector
form to make clear that it has only one non-trivial dimension.

The full step method is given by:

Z = X|_ MLIP(X),
H=W,;Z +W,0(WyZ),
s = dec(H),

X' = s-MLIP(X) + X

step(X) — X' =

Where Wy € R¥modet X15 and if d,, o401 = 15 then Wa = I.

B Ablation Studies

B.1 Exploration Noise

A common technique used in sequence fine-tuning tasks is the addition of noise into model weights or update
steps with the intention to force the model to explore weights. Such noise is usually annealed over epochs,
as the goal of the model shifts from exploration to exploitation. We conduct studies on the effect of noise
in our BPTT approach, and find that it leads to vastly diminished results, even performing worse than the
original model before the fine-tuning. This is a surprising result given the findings of [I0] which claims that
noise injection improves overall performance.

B.2 Proximal Term vs Gradient Clipping

Often when performing fine-tuning tasks, a proximal Ls-loss term anchoring the model weights to the
pretrained version is added to ensure that the model does not stray too far and overfit [49]. Other have
proposed using aggressive gradient clipping as an alternative [50]. Our experiments find there is a negligible
performance difference between the two approaches. We adopt the gradient clipping becuase it is more
computational lighter compared to the proximal-term approach.

B.3 Use of Momentum and Step Annealing

Applying a momentum term to the descent term of ADAPT without BPTT yields improved results. Similarly,
using a multiplicative annealing—such as 0.99% on step k—yields beneficial results. In Table 4] we report
experimental results investigating the effect that these two changes produce when added into the BPTT
descent trajectories. We note that the initialization value for the scalar step size hyperparameter is 0.5.
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Setup Avg Dq
ADAPT 8.47
ADAPT-+Momentum 7.67
ADAPT-+Anneal 7.28
ADAPT-+Momentum+Anneal 7.49
BPTT 2.73
BPTT+Momentum 3.47
BPTT+Anneal 1928.30
BPTT+Momentum+Anneal 1969.71

Table 4: Characterizing the effect of momentum weight of 0.05 and 0.99% annealing-step factor on step k.

B.4 Intentional Modification of Trajectory Length

During the training process, different examples may run for different numbers of steps. Recalling the view
of this problem setup as a deep neural network made of a repeated block, this differing numbers of block
instances means that we are optimizing for an inherently different situation in each example. To establish
the impact of such potential mismatches, we present experiments in which we artificially vary the stopping
threshold after each batch of training. In previous experiments, a threshold of 0.001 in total root mean
squared error (RMSE) atomic movement across the structure is used, with a maximum of 75 steps being
allowed. Under this new paradigm, we randomly varied the threshold between 0.01 and 0.0001, and randomly
varied the maximum number of frames between 50 and 75. Results from this are presented in Table |5, and
show that such a training setup leads to slightly worse results. The hope of this training scheme— now
disproved—is that it would worsen results on the training set, but could force better generalization and
improve test set performance.

Stopping Condition | Avg Dgq
Fixed 2.92
Variable 3.19

Table 5: Characterizing the effect of varying stopping conditions

C Hyperparameters and Reproducibility

Unless otherwise noted in Section [B:4] or Section results are from trials using an RMSE threshold of
0.001. We impose a maximum of 75 frames in a trajectory for the Si defect case, and a maximum of 45
frames per trajectory for the pure crystals case.

C.1 CHGNet Pure Crystals Data Subset

We use the dataset curation from CHGNet [8]. To avoid prohibitively large runtimes, we select the first
20, 101 examples as the dataset. Matching to the quantities set in [4], we use the first 100 trajectories as
testing data and the rest as training data. Pure crystal trajectories are often much shorter than those from
defects, so we use a substantially larger quantity to create a dataset of similar number of frames to that of
the silicon defects from [4]. The MLIP is first trained on the structure-force pairs from the flattened 20,001
training trajectories. After, the model is finetuned using BPTT on the 16,984 trajectories of length greater
than two with constant atom counts throughout the trajectory. Finally, testing results on the 96 of the 100
test trajectories are reported, four trajectories (sequentially trajectories 15, 17, 19, 63) has mismatched atom
counts throughout the trajectory in the dataset, and were thus discarded.
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D ADAPT Optimal PES Step

In Table [ we show the average testing Dq for selected values of the PES-level step size. Notably, comparing
BPTT against one of these values unfairly disadvantages BPTT because BPTT has no knowledge of the the
test set, whereas these hyperparameters are fit directly on the test set.

Table 6: Hyperparameter Values for PES-Level Descent of ADAPT

Step Size | Avg Dq
0.001 12.38
0.005 9.88
0.007 9.15
0.009 8.61
0.011 8.23
0.013 7.90
0.015 7.63
0.017 7.46
0.019 7.29
0.021 7.16
0.025 6.90
0.029 6.71
0.033 6.49
0.037 6.35
0.039 6.27
0.045 6.05
0.049 5.91
0.063 5.42
0.067 5.38
0.071 5.33
0.073 5.34
0.075 5.33
0.077 5.32
0.079 5.37
0.081 5.41
0.083 5.40
0.085 5.40
0.087 5.45
0.091 5.35
0.095 5.37
0.15 9.18
0.25 20.46
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