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Abstract

Recent advances in generative machine learning have opened new possibilities for the discovery and design of
novel materials. However, as these models become more sophisticated, the need for rigorous and meaningful
evaluation metrics has grown. Existing evaluation approaches often fail to capture both the quality and
novelty of generated structures, limiting our ability to assess true generative performance. In this paper, we
introduce the Transport Novelty Distance (TNovD) to judge generative models used for materials discovery
jointly by the quality and novelty of the generated materials. Based on ideas from Optimal Transport theory,
TNovD uses a coupling between the features of the training and generated sets, which is refined into a quality
and memorization regime by a threshold. The features are generated from crystal structures using a graph
neural network that is trained to distinguish between materials, their augmented counterparts, and differently
sized supercells using contrastive learning. We evaluate our proposed metric on typical toy experiments
relevant for crystal structure prediction, including memorization, noise injection and lattice deformations.
Additionally, we validate the TNovD on the MP20 validation set and the WBM substitution dataset,
demonstrating that it is capable of detecting both memorized and low-quality material data. We also
benchmark the performance of several popular material generative models. While introduced for materials,
our TNovD framework is domain-agnostic and can be adapted for other areas, such as images and molecules.

Introduction

With the rise of generative Al, there has been a surge in material generative models, which are designed to
sample novel and stable materials by adapting to the data distribution on which they are trained ([1]).
However, while there have been many material generative models proposed (e.g. [2, 3, 4, 5]), their evaluation
is lagging behind. In particular, these works commonly use the so-called SUN metrics (stability, uniqueness,
and novelty) to quantify the generated structures individually. This stands in stark contrast to the established
evaluation procedure of image generative models, where the Fréchet Inception Distance (FID) [6] has
become the gold standard of evaluation. The FID takes both the training and the generated set, calculates
features based on an inception network, and compares the distribution of these features with respect to the
Wasserstein metric under a Gaussian assumption. In the molecular world, [7] developed the analog Fréchet
ChemNet Distance (FCD). An analogue for the Fréchet Distance for materials was developed in [8] based on
a GNN, which resembles what we will propose. However, as usual for FID, they operate under Gaussian
assumptions. This is not feasible for novelty detection, since a compression of the samples into mean and
standard deviation prohibits the detection of memorization.

In contrast to the FID or the FCD, the SUN metrics do not quantify any distributional properties, and it
remains unclear how to combine conflicting signals from the individual indices. Our goal is not to replace
these SUN metrics, but rather to take another viewpoint to evaluate material generative models from a
probabilistic side, offering a complementary perspective.

In material discovery, the role of novelty is crucial, but ordered variants of disordered compounds
complicate novelty assessments [9]. For the seminal work of MatterGen [4], there have been recent
discussions about whether the material synthesized in this work is part of the training set [10]. This example
highlights the importance of assessing both quality and novelty simultaneously, preferably within a combined
framework. Similar problems are well-known in the imaging community [11], where, in particular, newer
generative models [12] like diffusion models are more prone to memorizing training images, and the FID is
unable to capture this.

In our work, we propose a new metric: the Transport Novelty Distance (TNovD) !. It is based on ideas of
optimal transport (OT) [13] and FID, also resembling ideas from repulsive OT [14]. For its calculation, we
take all materials of the training set and the generated set, and embed them in a suitable feature space. This
feature space is created by an equivariant graph neural network (GNN) [15] that is trained on a classical
contrastive learning objective, using the InfoNCE loss [16]. This loss nudges the feature representations to be
different for different materials, but similar for simple augmentations and supercells of the same crystal
structure. Then, we find a coupling between the feature representations of the training set and the generated

I'Note that our distance is not a distance in the mathematical sense, but is best when it is small.
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Figure 1: Graphical explanation of the complete workflow used to derive the Transport Novelty Distance
between generated sets of materials.

set. Together with a threshold, this coupling is used to create a customized cost function that penalizes
samples that are too close to the training samples, and also penalizes features that are too far away from the
training distribution. The complete workflow is illustrated in Fig. 1. Our proposed TNovD is a distributional
metric that judges novelty and quality in a holistic way. We also refer to recent advancements in novelty and
uniqueness evaluation in [17], where they evaluated these measures in a continuous fashion similar to our
OT-based metrics.

To establish trust in our approach, we performed different sanity checks on the MP20 dataset of the
Material Project [18, 3]. We tested the TNovDs ability to detect low-quality materials, which were artificially
produced by deformations of the (x, y, z) coordinates, by shearing the lattice and by different kinds of atom
substitutions. We also checked for the detection of memorization, rotation, translation and supercells of the
training data. We further investigated the novelty/quality performance of the TNovD with the WBM [19]
dataset, which was produced by iteratively substituting an increasing number of atoms, and then relaxing
those structures with density functional theory (DFT),

Additionally, our TNovD is evaluated on various published material generative models, with samples
generated from the MP20 dataset and published by [17]. Our work should also be contrasted with [20],
where they compare several models and various metrics capturing distributional properties, such as the
maximum mean discrepancy (MMD).

Related Work In the literature, several publications propose new measures of performance for material
generative models. In the papers [21, 22], the SUN metrics, as well as coverage, are used for evaluation. This
is orthogonal to our contribution, as they perform an instance-level rating of the samples, whereas our
TNovD is distributional. Similarly, in the concurrent [17], continuous novelty and uniqueness scores are
provided instead of the usual binary ones. All above mentioned approaches could be combined with our
TNovD to gain a more holistic picture of the performance of the models.

In [23], the chemical earth movers distance (which is a Wasserstein distance) has been introduced, also
leveraging ideas from optimal transport to measure distances in terms of composition. It does not take the
structural information of the crystal into account. Additionally, it does not yield the distance between
datasets but rather for two materials. Still, it establishes a precedent for the usefulness of optimal transport in
materials sciences. In [24], the use of GNN embeddings is evaluated for assessing the similarity in materials.
Closest to our work is a small subset proposed in [8], where they develop a distributional metric based on




GNN embeddings. However, we train our GNN precisely for novelty detection and do not make a Gaussian
assumption. Similarly, in [25], a Fréchet Distance for capturing symmetries was proposed. However, these
two papers are mainly methodological papers that introduce the metric mainly for evaluating their models.

In the generative modeling community of images, FID is the standard metric, although not undisputed
[26]. Memorization is also recognized as a problem [27] and investigated theoretically [28] as well as
mitigated practically [27, 29]. Thereto, kernel methods [29] or feature log likelihoods [30] are used.

Given the related work, our method aims to fill a gap for a distribution-level metric that combines quality
and novelty to evaluate material generative models, complementing many of the existing approaches.

Generative Modeling In this paper, we focus on evaluating the quality of generative models designed to
create new materials. Independent of their distinct architecture, generative neural networks attempt to model
an empirical distribution Pp, which is a probability measure on R? and is typically specified in the form of
samples. Most approaches aim to produce a generating measure P, which should be close to Pp, but not
only consist of training samples (see e.g. [31] or [12]). Thus, for a given distance measure D between the
data distribution and the generating distribution, D (Pp, P ) should be small but P # Pp. Usually, these
models start with some latent distribution Pz and learn a map 7' (sometimes implicitly) such that

T4Pz =~ Pp. The latent distribution is thereby a simple distribution, such as the Gaussian. However, it has
been shown that the approximation error made by diffusion models leads to “generalization” [28].

Optimal Transport The core of our evaluation approach is based on OT [32]. In general, OT aims to find
a coupling between two (abstract) probability measures u and v. It is most instructive to explain OT in the
case that both u = % 0y and v = ,11 imy Oy, with x; # x; for i # j and similarly for y. Here, ¢ is the
Dirac measure and these u and v are empirical distributions with masses supported at n points, namely (x;);

and (y;);.

Intuitively, OT aims at finding the best permutation between these measures, i.e., a bijective map m such
that the moved mass is as small as possible. Let ¢ = ¢(x, y) denote a generic cost function, commonly the
Euclidean or squared Euclidean cost. Mathematically, we can define optimal transport as follows. Denoting
by I1" the set of permutations, i.e., the set of bijections from {1, ..,n} to {1, .., n}, we define the OT map as
the permutation

n

Topt = argmin . y» Z c(Xn(i), Yi)-

1

The equation selects the permutation 7 that pairs each x ;) with y; in such a way that the total matching
cost 3.1, c(Xx (), i) is minimized. A visualization of such an OT map is shown in Fig. 2.

One might ask whether OT is limited to datasets
of the same size. Luckily, the framework is strictly more
general and also works for continuous data or datasets of
different sizes. This is important for our application, where
the total number of materials in the training data and in the
generated data is rarely identical. In such cases, couplings

are used to solve the following problem. Assume u = dp Al _ 4
and v = %6 1+ %61. Here, the mass needs to be split since ~,,;vf" . j:zzg: ;"qrslaere 's,-:"w...
”half” of the ¢y, located at 0, needs to move to —1 and the 1l T
other half” to 1. However, this could not be modeled with
such a matching, and we need a formalism for splitting the Lt
masses. This leads to the so-called Kantorovich formulation . "u‘,'{‘f-'! ’ .
(see [32] and [13] for a more detailed deep-dive). W . .3‘;:

A coupling is o
a probability measure (or distribution) 7 € II(y, v) on R?¢, ’
where IT(u, v) denotes the set of all probability measures
with marginals u and v. More concretely, 7 € TT(u, v) Figure 2: Visualization of an OT coupling be-
if /Ade n(x,y)dy = u(A) and /Rde n(x,y)dy = v(B). tween two discrete distributions. The connect-
Now, the optimal transport coupling ing lines indicate the coupling, i.e., the sample

is given as the minimum over all feasible couplings, i.e., assignments.

Topt = ArgMin ery(,,,y) / c(x,y)dn(x,y).

This formulation is the continuous analog of our earlier definition. In essence, we seek a coupling that
minimizes the total transportation cost. This implies that a specific x might be coupled with a theoretically




more distant y to fit the global minimization perspective, which can be optically observed for individual blue
points in Fig. 2.

Optimal transport has a deep intrinsic connection to generative modeling. If ¢ and v possess densities,
then the optimal transport problem can be framed as finding the Monge map [13],

Tope = argming.g, -, / c(x, T(x))du(x) .

This map 7 is also a suitable generative model between u and v. In fact, it is a very efficient one, since it
needs to move the least mass. This property has often been used in the generative modeling context, e.g. in
[33, 34].

Graph Neural Networks For the developed evaluation metric, the OT is calculated on embeddings (i.e.,
machine learned representations) of crystal structures, which are created using GNNs. Originally introduced
in [35], these architectures are now used in many applications and visually introduced in [3, 36] and [37].

The main idea of GNN’s as message-passing frameworks ([38]) is based on a graph G = (V, E) with
nodes v € V and edges (v, w) € E, for which we define the following iterations. Our specific SO(3)-invariant
GNN follows a simplified version of [15] (dropping positional updates). The node features are tuples (z;, r;)
are given by atom types z; and positions r;. It proceeds by initializing the node’s hidden state h? = emb(z;)
via an embedding layer of the atoms.

mi) = ge (S 111 [ RBE(dy) | ) (Edge construction)
mff) _ Z mitw)} (Aggregation)
weN(v)
hé”l) _ h\(}z) + i (h(vz) I m5’>) (Node Update)

where || denotes concatenation, N (v) is the neighborhood of v, d,,,, denotes the distance between the
positions r,, and r,,, ¢., ¢ are neural networks and RBF denotes radial-basis functions or sinusoidal
embeddings, respectively. In each message-passing iteration, edge representations are first computed based
on the connected nodes and their features. These edge messages are then aggregated for each target node, and
the resulting aggregated message is used to update the node’s information.

We employed contrastive learning to decide whether crystal structures are identical up to certain
equivariance or not. More specifically, the InfoNCE loss was used as the loss function of our GNN ([16]).
This unsupervised technique learns to map positive examples to the same feature and minimize the
similarities of negative examples. The InfoNCE loss for an element/anchor x with positive partner x* and
negative partners {xi, .., x, } is calculated by minimizing

Fxx)
~log (z,- f(x,xi)) '

One usually operates in some feature space and chooses f(x, y) = xy (for norm-1 vectors), i.e., a simple dot
product. If x and x* are in some learned feature space, then minimizing the InfoNCE loss will increase their
similarity and decrease the similarity between x and negative examples. This is often used to learn nice
embedding spaces [39] or for novelty detection [40].

Material Parameterization Crystal structures are commonly described based on their unit cell. The unit
cell is a repeating unit that can be translated to build the whole crystal structure. The unit cell is described in
terms of the lattice and the positions of the atoms within the unit cell. The Crystallographic Information File
(CIF) [41] is a common way to save and distribute structural information on crystals. CIFs are a text file
format in which a unit cell of the crystalline material is saved. Additionally, information on the crystal
structure’s symmetry is stored. Thereto, symmetrically inequivalent atoms of the unit cell are stored by
name, (x, y, z) coordinates, and site symmetry information. The corresponding lattice, in which the atoms
are arranged, is defined and stored by (a, b, ¢, @, 8, y), where a, b, c describe the lengths of the lattice and
a, 3, v the angles or only subsets of these parameters, as the others can be deduced from the crystal structure
symmetry. We used CIFs parameterization format as input for creating the GNN-based feature space.

The Transport Novelty Distance

In this section, we aim to find a metric that detects whether a generator is producing high-quality (i.e., with
statistics similar to the data distribution) and novel samples (i.e., dissimilar from the given training samples).
The proposed implementation is based on the packages [42, 43, 44, 45, 46], the respective code is published
in https://github.com/BAMeScience/TransportNoveltyDistance.
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Figure 3: (a): True uniform distribution on the circle. (b) to (d): Generated samples for increasing smoothing
values o. (e) and (f): Wasserstein distance between validation and generated samples and Transport Novelty
Distance, both for varying smoothing values o .

The generalization-memorization tradeoff Our metric should be able to evaluate generative models with
respect to both quality and novelty. For this task, generalization is crucial. Philosophically speaking, a
generative model generalizes when its induced data distribution Pg matches the (statistical) properties of the
true data distribution Pp. However, we are only provided with a certain number of samples from Pp. As a
result, we cannot infer the true data distribution and only estimate the likelihood of different generating
distributions.

We therefore want to introduce a distance measure that only takes a set of training and generated samples
and then provides a “distance” that captures whether the model predictions have similar statistics to the
training set, without reproducing the training samples directly. For an illustration, we follow ideas from
closed-form diffusion/flow matching models presented in [47] and pursue a similar experiment as proposed
in [48]. Here, the true density is a circle on the 2D sphere, from which we sample 2000 points for the training
set. A thousand samples of the uniform distribution on the circle are used as the validation set. Then, a
closed-form flow matching model is trained for different smoothing parameters o, and an identical number of
new samples is generated with each model. The ground truth density and the flow matching results for
different o values are shown in Fig. 3 (a)-(d). For small smoothing parameters o, the model (almost)
perfectly reproduces training points. For higher ones, the model generates a more spherical form. In Fig. 3
(e) and (f), the 2D Wasserstein distance and the results of our developed score function are shown. For the
former, the generated samples of all different o~ values were compared to the validation set (Fig. 3 (e)). For
the latter, the generated samples were only compared to the training set (Fig. 3 (f)).

In both Fig. 3 (e) and (f), similar U-shaped behavior is observed, with the best value placed in an
intermediate regime. For the usual Wasserstein distance, this is in line with observations in [48, 47]. With
well-tuned parameters, our developed score function detects and penalizes memorization of the model close
to o = 0, resulting in a much larger distance value than seen in Fig. 3 (e). Similarly, it penalizes unrealistic
sample distributions at higher o values.

Defining the Transport Novelty Distance Assume we are given samples from the data distribution,
x; ~ Pp, and from the generated distribution, g; ~ P. We now define the Transport Novelty Distance
(TNovD) to evaluate the quality and novelty of the generated distribution with respect to the data distribution.




The TNovD is thereby based on the Wasserstein distance, which is not a distance in the mathematical sense.
For simplification, we first introduce this score for a given featurizer F and for two sets of samples that
both have the same number of elements. In general, this is not necessary.

1. Based on samples F'(x;) and F(g;), we calculate the optimal transport plan ([32]) using the Euclidean
distance. With the given discrete measures, this amounts to finding an optimal permutation 7 such that
the following loss is minimized

7= argmin gy D IIFG) = F(gri)-
i

2. Then, with this permutation at hand, we calculate the following distance.
1
TNovD(Pp. P6) = ~ > @ (IF(x)) = F(gx0))l)
i

(t—x)M, x <7 (memorization regime),
where w(x) =
(x—7), x> 7 (quality regime).

One key detail is that the coupling in the first step is with respect to standard Euclidean costs, but the
second step utilizes this coupling with respect to another cost. This is similar to the strategy in [49]. The
hyperparameter M and 7 should be chosen in such a way that the TNovD increases, if bad quality materials
or if (almost) replicas of training samples are generated.

The interaction of the TNovD with specific generative models and datasets is somewhat counterintuitive,
which is why we briefly discuss the four most common cases here. A visualization of the four cases can be
seen in Fig. 4.

* The training set: If a model completely reproduces the training set, OT will map every sample to itself.
The resulting TNovD will be high due to large values in the memorization regime of the formula.

* A collapsed generator: If a model collapses into a set of the training data, novelty and quality
components will both be moderately high, since each generated sample is assigned to one training
sample. If multiple generated samples are now mapped to the same training sample, other generated
samples must be mapped to training samples much further away, hurting the quality regime of the
TNovD.

* A low-quality generator: If a generator is not capable of matching the statistics of the training set,
almost none of the samples will fall into the memorization regime, resulting in low memorization.
However, values of the quality regime will be high, leading to an overall high TNovD.

* A high-quality generator: a good model will rarely be penalized by the memorization regime, but it
can happen. Nevertheless, in most cases, it will generate high-quality samples with features that are
close to the training set but not identically memorized. Therefore, values for memorization and quality
regime will both be low, resulting in an overall low TNovD.

The distance can be described as deliberately biasing a Wasserstein-type distance so that it actively
penalizes reproducing exact training data replications. In contrast to the standard Wasserstein distance, its
minimum will not be achieved when we reproduce training data, but in a 7-sphere (in feature space) around
the training data. This is an implication of combining novelty and quality into one score: The novelty tries to
push the sampled points away from the training data, and the quality tries to attract them. Therefore, the
minimizing distribution will lie somewhere between these two extremes. As a result, our TNovD is not
suitable as a training objective, since a generator could game it. However, this tradeoff is desirable for any
“metric” combining quality and novelty in one, and is precisely what we want for evaluation. This becomes
clearer in the limit of "infinite” data: Here, since no point is memorized anymore, T goes to 0. Hence, the
usefulness of this TNovD will depend on the choice of T and M, which we discuss in the section below.

Heuristic for the Hyperparameter Based on the final formula of the TNovD, the hyperparameters 7 and
M are crucial to achieve meaningful results. Here, we present the heuristic used to fit the hyperparameters 7
and M.

First, we discuss our approach of approximating 7 following some ideas proposed in classical diffusion
memorization papers, namely [50, 51, 52]). They call a point x memorized if

1
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Figure 4: Illustration of optimal-transport matchings between training data Pp, (green) and generated samples
Pg (blue). Irregular mappings distinguish good vs. low-quality generations; distorted vs. aligned shapes
indicate poor vs. faithful model geometry.

where x(1), x(?) denote the 1- and 2-nearest neighbors from the dataset. After calculating these neighbors for
every point in the dataset, we set an estimator y to 1 if d; < d»/9, where d; = ||x —x"||> and 0 else. Using a
grid search, we find the 7 that minimizes the functional |$(d;, 7) — y(x)| where $(d;,7) is 1 if d; < T and O
otherwise. This provides us with the best estimator, given the 1-NN distance, for approximating the
memorization rule. We remark that this is a purely heuristic rule and leaves a lot of room for both theoretical
and practical improvement, but it serves as a good starting point for this paper.

To find a suitable heuristic for M, we make the following formal calculation that is based on having found
a good 7 (e.g., with the heuristic above). We assume that for a good 7 and two ”good” empirical distributions
Py, P, ~ Pp coupled via « yield the “distance” random variable (in the feature space) Xgis

0 = 9; TNovD(P1, P2) = M P(Xgist < 7) — P(Xaise > 7).

Here P(Xgist) denotes the probability for the distance measure induced by coupling Py and Ps, i.e.,
Xiist = ||X5ist - XgistH for (Xéist, Xgist) ~ I1(Py, P;). Further, the approach states an “equilibrium” condition
for 7. By splitting the training data, two “good” distributions P and P, are created, for which the chosen 7
should be optimal. For this optimal state, the derivative of the TNovD(P;, P,) with respect to 7 is zero,
which results in M = %. Intuitively, this heuristic has desirable properties: The less mass smaller
than 7, the larger this constant needs to be to account for this shift. However, this theoretical calculation
hinges on the assumption that M should be such that for two datasets coming from the true distribution, the
chosen 7 is optimal, meaning that shifting T will only increase the score. In our approach, the chosen datasets

P and P, are numerically created by splitting the training set into two parts.

A GNN featurizer The proposed TNovD is calculated on abstract features of crystal structures. Thereto, a
featurizer F maps all structures from the generated and training sets to a joint feature representation with the
purpose of capturing the essential chemical and structural information needed to judge novelty and quality. F
should respect important properties, such as being invariant to rotations and translation, as well as agnostic to
supercells.

In our case, the featurizer F is a GNN that is parameterized with SE (3)-equivariance and a final pooling
head. In contrast to the original architecture of [15], we drop the position updates, making it SE(3)-invariant
(similar to [53, 54]). For training the GNN with a feature space size of 32, we downloaded the MP20 dataset




with the Train-Validation-Test split employed by [3] and ran ten epochs on all structures from the training set.
This took roughly 1.5 hours on an NVIDIA A100 with 80Gb.

Contrastive Loss To achieve the expected featurization behavior, we train the GNN using the InfoNCE
loss [16] with a class of equivariances created from the MP20 train set ([3]). Thereto, each batch of training
samples is rotated and shifted, which we define as positive examples.

The remaining samples (i.e., different materials) are defined as negative examples. Mathematically
speaking, a batch of samples {x, ..., x,, } is augmented (supercell, rotation, translation) into versions
{xi, .., x}} and {x%, ..., X2}, resulting in positive pairs (x},xl.z). We choose f(x,y) = xTy as the score

function and apply our GNN Fy with the loss

S T 2
L(@) = —Z]og €xp (Fg(xl.) Fg(xi)/T)
! 241 OXP (Fg(x})TFg(xil)/T) + 2 exp (Fe (x?)TFe(x,l)/T)

where T is a temperature usually chosen as 0.1.

With the defined loss function, training the GNN Fy pulls the features of positive examples together,
while pushing disjoint materials away from one another. In the resulting feature space, physically and
chemically similar materials should have similar embeddings.

A severe problem for crystal structure prediction in general is the prediction of supercells with small
variations in atomic positions ([55]). These predictions can be related to the prediction of different ordered
variants of disordered crystal structures. To account for this phenomenon, we added supercells as
augmentations to our positive examples in the InfoNCE loss. The GNN is therefore trained to map the
supercell augments to the same features as the original cell.

Numerical Results

A usable score must be robust to common challenges in generative modeling of materials. We therefore
tested the developed TNovD on recurring problems in generative machine learning, as well as on artificially
altered crystal structures. For the investigated test cases, we treated the validation split of the MP20 dataset
from [5, 3] as newly generated structures, while retaining the MP20 train split as the original training data.
We assume that every structure in MP20 is unique and that, therefore, all material in the validation dataset
can be considered as novel compared to the training data. The TNovD was calculated for increasingly
corrupted MP20 validation data, and the following corruptions were tested.

¢ Training Data Reproduction: In principle, generative models would achieve a very good loss when
reproducing training data or translations and rotations thereof. To investigate the TNovD for such
behavior, we iteratively replaced an increasing amount of the validation data with training data (or
rotations and translations thereof), until only training data was involved in calculating the TNovD. For
defined replacement ratios, we calculated the novelty score.

* Noise Pertubations: Badly trained generative models end up pushing the latent noise into regions
where there should be certainty. To test the score in the presence of noisy samples, we added
increasing amounts of Gaussian noise to the (x, y, z) coordinates of each atom in the crystal cell, which
were then pushed into the respective lattice.

e Lattice Shear: To test for another kind of noise, we altered the respective crystal lattice with an
iteratively growing scale factor, and checked whether the TNovD can capture this deformation.

* Random and Group Substitutions: Additionally, we randomly substituted (without relaxing) atoms
with a certain probability by either random atoms or by random atoms belonging to the same group in
the periodic table.

* Supercell probability: To test the invariance of the TNovD towards supercells, we randomly created a
supercell from the validation set structure with a certain probability. The supercell-scale is one of
(1,1,2),(1,2,1),(2,1,1),(2,1,2),(1,2,2), (2,2, 1), (2,2, 2).

This is by no means a complete list, but an easy way to check if the score is able to account for common
unrealistic, memorized, or invariant materials.

The result for every iteration of every corruption is shown in Fig. 5.

In the Fig. 5 (a), we observe that our TNovD performs excellently in recognizing memorized data, with
an almost perfectly linear increase for increasing amounts of leaked training data. For the Gaussian noise on
(x,y,2) (Fig. 5 (b)), our TNovD stays nearly identical for the first addition of noise, before it steadily
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increases for several iterations until reaching a plateau. The small drop of the TNovD after the first iteration
at a Gaussian noise of 0.2 is explained by the contradicting behavior of memorization and quality regime that
form the final TNovD. While the values of the memorization regime decrease sharply, the observed increase
in the quality regime is comparably smaller. However, with a higher standard deviation o, we see that our
TNovD quickly picks up on the low-quality structure of the resulting materials, and the high values of the
quality regime are dominating the final TNovD. Fig. 5 (c) displays gradually increasing TNovD values with
increasing amounts of lattice strain. This shows that our TNovD identifies lattice deformation even for small
values of lattice strain. Further, we also see that our model is perfectly invariant to supercells (Fig. 5 (d)).
Fig. 5 (e) displays the TNovD values for increasing probabilities of random substitutions, as well as in-group
substitutions. We observe that the TNovD correctly identifies the results of both substitutions as lower
quality materials. It thereby penalizes random substitutions slightly more strongly than in-group ones.

Behavior on the WBM-Dataset In addition to tests performed on the validation dataset, we used the
WBM data published by [19]. They created novel crystal structures by substituting one atom in the structure
with another, chemically similar atom. Overall, they performed five steps of substitution, increasing the
number of swapped atoms by one in every iteration. Stability of the resulting crystal structures was
determined by DFT calculations. As a result, five individual datasets were published, each iteration
increasingly different (but probably also less physically realistic) than the original data taken from the
Materials Project ([18]). As the training data set (the one we benchmark the steps against) we choose the
training data set of MP20. For every dataset, all stable structures with energy above hull values below 0 were
extracted, and outliers (structures with energy above hull values of -10) as well as double entries were
removed. Then, the TNovD was calculated for every dataset individually, as well as for the complete MP20
data (train, validation, and test set), which we used as a proxy for step 0. Note that we treated the MP20 data
as the basis for substitution, although [19] used the whole Materials Project data as input.

The total TNovD values are presented in Fig. 6, showing the individual memorization and validity
components. The high values of the full MP20 dataset are mostly a result of the large memorization
component. Since the complete MP20 dataset includes the MP20 train split, which was used as a comparison
for the generated (here: substituted) data, identical structures are present in both datasets. Fig. 6 shows that
the memorization component detects this.

From WBM 1 onward, the memorization component continuously decreases, though its values are
generally very small. This is due to the fact that the crystal structures get more and more dissimilar to the
MP20 train split, since more atoms are replaced at every step. Likewise, values for the quality component
increase slightly with increasing atom substitutions, since the resulting structures become more dissimilar
from the MP20 train split. Overall, the WBM 1 dataset achieves the best TNovD score, as no memorization
is detected and quality is good. The total TNovD value of the WBM 1 data set (0.68) is larger than the
baseline of 0.57 in the toy experiments (Fig. 5). Since the WBM structures were created by substituting the
full data of the Materials Project, the initial structures already deviate much more from the MP20 train split
than those of the MP20 validation split used for the toy examples above. Therefore, the feature distributions
of all WBM steps are further away from the MP20 train set and the final TNovD value is accordingly larger.

The negligible contribution of the memorization component to the TNovD suggests that as soon as one
atom is replaced, our featurizer already sees this as a new material, which is in accordance with how we
trained it. Additionally, to be in line with most generative models, we treated the distribution of the MP20
train split as the input for substitution, although in reality, the complete Materials Project data was used.
Assumably, the original structures of many substituted materials are not part of the MP20 train set and
memorization is not detected correctly.

Transport Novelty Distance for common generative models In addition to the different tests shown
above, we calculated the TNovD for common generative models and benchmarked them. We used the same
crystal structures as [17], who generated an identical amount of 10,000 structures by training the six models
[2, 4, 3,5, 56, 57] on the MP20 train split.

The generated crystal structures were embedded with our pretrained invariant GNN. These features were
then used to calculate the TNovD with respect to the MP20 train set. The bars in Fig. 7 display the TNovD
for each generative model. We split up the fotal TNovD into the quality (blue) and the memorization (red)
component. Additionally, we added the values for the MP20 validation set for comparison. The best
performing “models” are ADiT [2], then the validation set, closely followed by MatterGen [4].

Furthermore, DiffCSP outperforms DiffCSP++, which aligns with the MSUN (meta-stable, unique,
novel) results in [20], but contradicts the distributional ones. The oldest model, CDVAE [3], is also the
worst-performing one. Its generated structures do not match the training structures, resulting in no
memorization but a bad quality score. Further, Chemeleon [57] seems to memorize the most.
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Interestingly, ADiT leads due to achieving the best results in the quality component. We hypothesize that
ADiT memorizes more, but in a way that is not too heavily penalized by our TNovD. This could be due to it
memorizing but not exactly reproducing, which is not perfectly picked up by our metric. This seems in line
with the printed novelty and coverage scores in the feature space, which indicate that ADiT has a very good
coverage score but a low novelty score, explaining both the quality and memorization values of the TNovD.
MatterGen and the validation set have similar coverage and memorization scores, underlining similar
performances. We remark that it is not clear that our featurizer accurately captures stability properties;
therefore, these rankings should be taken with a grain of salt. We leave exploration for stability-aware
distributional evaluation of models for future work. This could include the consideration of energies above
hull and/or dynamic stability as extracted from harmonic phonon calculations. Further considerations, such
as synthesizability measures, might also be included in future work (e.g. [1, 58, 59].
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Figure 7: TNovD for the MP20 validation set, as well as for 10,000 predicted samples from six different
generative models, all trained on the same MP20 train split. Quality (blue) and memorization (red) components
of the final TNovD are shown separately for each model.
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Conclusion

Using generative models to create potentially novel materials is an emerging field in materials science.
Although numerous models with varying architectural designs have been developed, methods to validate
these models by combining novelty and quality within a single framework are relatively sparse and often
limited to an instance level of individual structures. In this paper, we developed an evaluation metric, the
Transport Novelty Distance. 1t is based on the Wasserstein distance, which compares the abstract crystal
structure features of the generative models training set with those of the newly generated material. It lays out
a modular blueprint for assessing quality and novelty in a combined framework. However, several
improvements, such as those related to hyperparameter tuning and stability, are possible.

In our results, we see that the novelty component of the TNovD contributes significantly less than the
quality component. This is not surprising, as for generative models, it is a very unlikely event to map
precisely to a training data point. We would like to emphasize here that our novelty description depends on
our training dataset (MP20), the chosen augmentations (e.g., supercells), and the embedding of crystalline
materials. Based on our current materials representation, the TNovD results suggest that fitting models to the
correct data distribution is the major challenge of material generative models. The low memorization
component indicates the prediction of novel structures, and a quality component close to the validation data
suggests high quality materials. However, our metric does not capture the materials stability directly. The
incorporation of a pre-trained energy model, such as MACE [60], could be fruitful for future work, as well as
an extension for conditional generative models. Furthermore, for specific applications, the set of positive and
negative examples in the InfoNCE objective can be improved, for example, by explicitly considering disorder
within the structural embedding.

Overall, we note that although our metric is introduced for specific material generative models,
extensions to other domains, such as image or molecule generative models, should be possible. We see this
as an increasingly important direction of development, as generative models advance and hence tend to
memorize more.
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