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Abstract. A density functional theory (DFT) approach to computing transition metal oxide heat
of formation without adjustable parameters is presented. Different degrees of d-electron localization
in oxides are treated within the DFT+U approach with site-dependent, first-principles Hubbard U-
parameters obtained from linear response theory, and delocalized states in the metallic phases are
treated without Hubbard corrections. Comparison of relative stabilities of these differently treated
phases is enabled by a local d-electron density matrix-dependent model, which was found by genetic
programming against experimental reference formation enthalpies. This mathematically simple model
does not explicitly depend on the Hubbard-corrected ionic species and is shown to reproduce the heats
of formation of the Mott insulators CasRuO4 and YoRusO7 within ~3% of experimental results, where
the experimental training data did not contain Ru oxides. This newly developed method thus absolves
from the need for element-specific corrections fitted to experiments in existing Hubbard-corrected
approaches to the prediction of reaction energies of transition metal oxides and metals. The absence
of fitting parameters opens up here the possibility to predict relative thermodynamic stabilities and
reaction energies involving d-states of varying degree of localization at transition metal oxide interfaces
and defects, where site-dependent U-parameters will be particularly important and devising a fitting
scheme against experimental data with predictive power would be exceedingly difficult.
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1. Introduction

The Kohn-Sham formulation [1] of density functional theory (DFT) [2] is widely used
to model the electronic structures of bulk solids, surfaces, and molecules [3-5]. With a
reasonable trade-off between accuracy and computational complexity, the possibility to
treat the electronic structures of solids as Bloch states of the Kohn-Sham single-particle-
like Hamiltonian [6] renders DFT and extensions the de-facto standard for electronic
structure simulation in computational materials science [7-11].

Generalized gradient approximations (GGA) and meta-GGAs to electronic
exchange and correlation (XC) in Kohn-Sham DFT only depend locally on the charge
density, its gradient and Laplacian, and the Kohn-Sham kinetic energy density and
yield reasonable cohesive energies with typical errors in comparison to experiment of
<0.2 eV per atom for those solids [12, 13] where self-interaction errors due to these semi-
local approximations are not too large. In materials with strong electron localization,
these errors become large, and semi-local DFT thus typically yields significantly larger
per atom errors for relative stabilities of e.g. transition metal (TM) oxide phases [14].
The failure of DFT also manifests itself in a qualitatively wrong description of the
electronic structure of Mott insulators, where the semi-local, mean-field treatment of
XC incorrectly yields a metallic ground state (see Fig. 1).

One approach to reducing self-interaction errors is to admix a fraction of Hartree-
Fock exchange energies computed from the Kohn-Sham orbitals to the semi-local XC
functional [15]. The computational cost for evaluating the non-local Fock-operator
generally increases the cost for this hybrid DFT method by a factor of the system
size in comparison to semi-local DFT. In contrast to unscreened Hartree-Fock, which
unphysically predicts diverging Fermi velocity and vanishing density of states at the
Fermi level for the homogeneous electron gas [16], screened hybrid DFT [17] can treat
metallic phases. Magnetic metals are however described worse, e.g., with the widely used
HSEO06 screened hybrid functional [18] than with semi-local DFT, with overestimated
magnetic moments of Fe, Co, and Ni [19, 20], incorrectly predicting bce and hep
ground state structures for Co and Ni [21], respectively, and describing surface reaction
energetics worse in particular for magnetic TM surfaces [22]. HSE06 simulations were
nevertheless shown to improve on transition metal oxide formation energies over GGA-
DFT [23], showing the importance of the reduction of self-interaction errors due to
localized electrons in the oxides.

Another, computationally more efficient approach to addressing the self-interaction
errors is the GGA+U approach [24-26], which does not lead to an overall increase in
computational complexity over semi-local DFT. In the GGA+U method, the Kohn-
Sham Hamiltonian is supplemented with a Hubbard-like term, which depends on the
local projections of the Kohn-Sham single-particle density matrix at ionic sites with
strong electron localization. The Hubbard term depends thus explicitly on the Kohn-
Sham occupation numbers and can e.g. open up a particle-hole excitation gap in the
case of Mott insulators. The strength of the Hubbard term is given by the parameter U,
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Figure 1. Bandstructures and densities of states of Fe (top) and V203 (bottom) computed using GGA
and GGA+U. Uy is the system-specific Hubbard parameter obtained from linear response (UF*~7.2 eV
and U} ~6.0 eV; details in main text). Already at half this parameter strength, Fe shows an incorrect
suppression of majority spin density of states at the Fermi level Er and tendency towards spin saturation
(the magnetic moment is increased by about 30% compared to the U = 0 case). At full U; strength,
the magnetic moment increase is 40%. For V303, on the other hand, GGA incorrectly predicts a
ferromagnetic metallic phase as the ground state (bandstructure plot folded into the smaller irreducible
Brillouin zone of the antiferromagnetic phase), while GGA+U correctly predicts an antiferromagnetic
Mott-insulating phase.

which can either be considered as an adjustable, to be fitted parameter or be computed
from first principles [27-29]. In recent approaches, machine learning techniques were
employed to find U-parameters to mimic hybrid DF'T bandstructures and bandgaps with
GGA+U [30] or to improve agreement with experimental lattice constants, magnetic
moments, and bandgaps [31].

A drawback of the GGA+U method is that the ground state energies of
Hamiltonians with different Hubbard parameters U at a given ionic site cannot be
compared to each other. The compromise of choosing average U-parameters for each
transition metal ionic species (irrespective of e.g. differences in oxidation state) leads
to an improvement of oxidation energies of transition metal oxides over GGA-DFT
[14, 32, 33]. For molecules, meaningful total energy differences in the case of first-
principles, reactant-dependent U-values can be computed by integrating the forces
acting on the ions along a reaction path [34]. For the prediction of oxidation energies
of bulk TM oxides with first-principles U-parameters, the unit cell volume-dependence
of the U-parameters can be computed, and integrals over the volume changes required
to match the U-values of different oxides can then be used to estimate reaction energies
with the oxides at their respective equilibrium volumes [35]. Oxidation energies were
found to be further improved using this method rather than using average U-parameters,
while oxide formation enthalpies could not be improved [35]. A general problem for
either an average U-parameter approach or relying on volume change integrals is that
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first-principles methods to computing U yield nonzero values also for metallic phases.
Delocalized metallic states are however better described without supplemental Hubbard
terms (see Fig. 1 for an example of the unphysical effects due to application of a U-term
to a metallic bandstructure).

Improvement over TM oxide formation energy predictions from screened hybrid
DFT was achieved by treating the oxide phases at the GGA+U level with average U-
parameters for the TM species and the metallic phases within the GGA [36]. For each
Hubbard-corrected TM species, an energy offset was fitted to experimental formation
enthalpies, so that GGA+U total energies plus offset can be compared to the GGA
total energies for the metallic phases. These fitted offsets allow the resulting corrected
total energy differences between GGA+U and GGA calculations to be interpreted
as reaction energies. In a similar approach, elemental reference energies were fitted
directly in Ref. [37] against experimental formation enthalpies with TM oxides treated
at the GGA+U level with average U-parameters, and formation energies predicted
with this approach were used to fit a multivariate linear regression model of formation
energies exclusively against atomic properties [38]. With the availability of sufficient
experimental reference data, the approach of combining GGA and GGA+U total
energies can be further refined by fitting offset energies not only for different TM
species, but also for different oxidation states and different ligand coordination [39].
While experimental calorimetry reference data for thermodynamics of stoichiometric
bulk TM oxides can be used here to parametrize these element- or even system-specific
corrections, determining the required offset energies for Hubbard-corrected TM sites
near e.g. point defects or interfaces will be difficult.

Therefore, a newly developed method free of adjustable parameters is presented here
that combines the treatment of d-electrons of varying degrees of localization within the
GGA+U approach with site-specific, first-principles U-parameters from linear response
for TM oxides with GGA calculations optimal for metallic phases. To correct for the
offset between GGA+U total energies with different U-parameters and GGA (i.e. U=0)
total energies, genetic programming with experimental TM oxide formation energies as
references is applied to find a mathematical model that does not explicitly depend on
the Hubbard-corrected TM species. The resulting, relatively simple mathematical model
does thus not have adjustable, system-specific parameters. Examples of the applicability
of the model for TM oxides with Hubbard-corrected TM species not contained in the
training data are shown.

2. Method

The method consists of computing DFT and DFT+U total energies for metal and
oxide phases, respectively, as described below and using a genetic programming model
for finding an energy offset for the Hubbard-corrected oxide total energies, such that
physically meaningful energy differences between metals and oxides can be obtained

(Fig. 2).
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Figure 2. Schematic of the presented method to computing TM oxide heat of formation without
adjustable parameters. TM oxide phase total energies are computed using GGA+U with site-
dependent, first-principles U-parameters, and metallic phases and the O2 gas phase reference are treated
without Hubbard corrections. The Os total energy reference is corrected adding a constant offset of
~0.84 eV as described in the main text. Based on energy offsets from a genetic programming model,
the total energies from GGA+U with site-dependent U-parameters are adjusted, so that comparison
to the GGA total energies of the metallic phases becomes possible and reaction energies involving both
oxides and metals can be computed.

2.1. DFT calculations

GGA and GGA+U simulations are performed with the VASP code [40] using plane-wave
basis sets with a cut-off energy of 600 eV and representing ionic cores by projector-
augmented wave (PAW) [41] frozen-core pseudopotentials [42]. Brillouin zones are
sampled with I'-point centered, regular grids with a spacing of at most 0.02 A~
and Gaussian smearing with a width of 0.05 eV is used to determine Kohn-Sham
occupation numbers. The widely used PBE functional [43] is employed for the GGA to
electronic exchange and correlation. Forces acting on ions and stress on the unit cells
are simultaneously relaxed, with residual forces of less than 0.02 eV/ A per atom and
residual pressures of less than 0.02 GPa, respectively.

The total energy of the Oy molecule is described poorly by GGA approaches, which
is typical for multiply bonded molecules [27, 44]. Empirical approaches fit the total
energy of Oy to experimental reaction energies, such as oxidation energies of solids [14]
or the formation of HyO [45]. Here, instead of empirically fitting to the experimental
formation energy of H,O, atomization energies as computed with the first-principles
Weizmann-4 computational thermochemistry protocol (W4) [46] are referenced. Using
the difference of the atomization energies of Oy and HyO

EX™(0y) — 2E*°™(H,0) = E(O,) — 2E(H,0) + 4E(H), (1)
the total energy of Oy used in this study is computed as
E(Oy) = EZ9™(09) — 2E35™(HoO) + 2Eqaa (HoO) — 4Egca (H). (2)

E®°m(Q,) and E**™(H,0) are the atomization energies of the molecules Oy and HyO,
respectively, and the subscript W4 indicates calculation of the atomization energies
at the W4 level of theory. FE(O3), E(H20), and E(H) are the total energies of Oa,
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H50, and H, respectively, and the subscript GGA indicates calculation of these energies
at the GGA level of theory. The GGA total energies Fgga(H) and Egga(H2O) are
obtained with supercells separating the periodic images by ~16 A (without Brillouin
zone sampling or occupation broadening). The total energy computed with (2) is about
0.84 eV higher (i.e. less stable) than Egga(Os).

2.2. Hubbard corrections

2.2.1. DFT+U energy functional In the DFT+U approach, the DFT energy
functional Eppr[n(r)] (considered here to employ a GGA) of the electron charge density
n(r) is supplemented with a Hubbard-like term:

Eprryun(r), pr] = Eprr[n(r)] + Euwlp1] — Epclpr]- (3)

pr are projections of the Kohn-Sham density matrix onto atomic-like (i.e., 3d, 4d or 5d)
orbitals centered on the transition metal ions I. Epc[p;] is a term only depending on the
total projected spin occupations at each site I and corrects for partially double-counting
Coulomb interactions in Eppr[n(r)] and the Hubbard-term Ey,,[pr]. Here, the approach
of Anisimov et al. [24] and Liechtenstein et al. [26] is followed: Epc[p;] is chosen such
that it cancels Epup|pr] in case of integer eigenvalues of the projected density matrices
p1, i.e., in the limit of isolated ions. For Eyyp[ps], the spherically averaged expression
introduced by Dudarev et al. [47] is chosen:

U[ J[ o UI — jf o
Enu[p1] = Z ?NIQ ~ 5 Z (N7)? — 5 Z Tr (p9)* | , (4)
1 oe{t.} oe{t}
and
UI jf o o
Enclpr] = Z 7N1(N1 —1) - 5 Z NY(Ny =1) ], (5)
I oe{t}
such that
T — J,
Eylpr] = Euwlp1] — Enclpr] = Z : 5 : Z Trpf = Tr(p7)* | . (6)
I oe{ti}

Trp® = Zfin:—f p7 . is the trace over the orbital degrees of freedom of the projected
density matrices (2041 = 5 in the case of d-orbitals). ¢ denotes the electron spin degree
of freedom (spins assumed to be collinear in this study), and Ny = > N7 = > _Trp7 is
the total projected occupation at site 1. U; and J; are the spherically averaged screened
on-site Coulomb repulsion and exchange interactions at site I, respectively. Since Eq. 6
depends on the difference between these interactions at each site I, it is convenient to
introduce an effective Hubbard parameter U; with

Uy =U; — J;. (7)
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The Kohn-Sham system is exposed to the following additional potential due to the
Hubbard correction at site I:

Y | )
Vi = 3= U (0 =0l ) ®)

The Hubbard corrections (6) effectively constitute an energy penalty for non-integer
eigenvalues of p;,. Considering Eq. 8 in the eigenbasis of p/?, the potential is positive
for projected occupation eigenvalues less than 1/2, favoring a lowering of the eigenvalue
towards zero. For eigenvalues larger than 1/2; the potential is negative thus favoring
increasing the eigenvalue towards one. Accordingly, the Hubbard corrections with
their explicit occupation number dependence can open a Mott-Hubbard gap in the
Kohn-Sham spectrum of an otherwise metallic system in a single-particle bandstructure
picture.

2.2.2. Hubbard-U from first principles  Rather than treating the effective Hubbard
parameters U; as empirical fitting parameters, the linear response approach to
determining U; by Cococcioni and de Gironcoli [28] was implemented here on top of
the existing DFT+U code in VASP. DFT total energies spuriously show a non-linear
dependence on fractional electron numbers (fractional particle numbers correspond
to quantum mechanical ensemble averages, and the total energies should show linear
behavior between pairs of adjacent integer particle numbers). The U; can be chosen to
compensate spurious curvature with respect to changes in the Hubbard site occupations
N;. Instead of constraining Hubbard site occupations to determine these curvatures
(which is difficult with a plane-wave basis set), the linear response approach adds
perturbations to the potentials (8): V!9, = V™7 4 a8, ... The functional (3) is
Legendre transformed such that the energy is minimized with respect to the potential
perturbations «; instead of the Hubbard-site occupation numbers, and the Hubbard

parameters U; are then determined as [28]:

U= —x);- (9)

X717 = ON;/Oay is a density response function of the total occupations N; of each
Hubbard site I to perturbations from the «; for any of the Hubbard sites J and
is computed here with finite differences in «ay, letting the electronic structure self-
consistently adjust to the perturbed Hubbard potentials. Not letting the Kohn-
Sham potentials self-consistently adjust to the perturbed Hubbard potentials, but only
computing the Kohn-Sham bands and thus the Kohn-Sham density matrix at the fixed
perturbed potentials leads to the perturbed Hubbard site occupations N?. The finite
difference x%, = AN?/Aa is used to compute the corresponding bare response function.
While the updated Kohn-Sham potentials can self-consistently screen the effect

of the perturbed Hubbard potentials, the bare response accounts for single-particle
bandstructure-only rehybridization between the Hubbard sites and their surroundings.
The resulting curvature in total energy due to these latter rehybridizations is not a
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measure of a self-interaction error to be corrected for with a Hubbard-term, and Eq. 9
thus removes this curvature from the computation of the Uj.

2.2.3.  Ab initio U-parameters in practice In the present implementation, the
unperturbed electronic structure is computed first, then the perturbation due to «y
is added, and the Kohn-Sham bands are updated yielding the bare response X9, for all
sites I, and finally this same simulation is continued allowing the Kohn-Sham potentials
to adjust yielding the response x; for all sites 1. The Spglib code [48] is used to identify
symmetrically equivalent Hubbard sites and the corresponding symmetry operations, so
that simulations only need to be performed for perturbations at nonequivalent sites and
the full y and x° response matrices can be obtained using symmetry operations.

To decouple the effect of the perturbation from its periodic images, the TM oxide
unit cells are repeated here into supercells separating the periodic site images by at
least ~8 A. Coccocioni and de Gironcoli [28] find that extending the Hubbard sites
by a fictitious background site for charge neutrality of the perturbations improves
convergence with respect to supercell size. The response function matrices y and y°
are thus extended by one row and one column, and the additional matrix elements are
determined by the charge neutrality requirement of the sums over each row and each
column of the matrices yielding zero. With this construction, the extended response
matrices now have a zero singular value and cannot be inverted. This zero singular
value is due to the fact that adding a constant offset to all Hubbard site potentials and
the background does not lead to any total energy curvature. Here, the Moore-Penrose
pseudo inverse is used instead of the matrix inverses in Eq. 9, such that this zero singular
value leads to a zero singular value for the pseudo inverse, correctly not affecting the
computed Uj.

After the U; have been computed in supercells, GGA+U optimizations of the
primitive cells with respect to atomic forces and unit cell stress are performed. Based
on the optimized structures new supercells are created to re-compute the Uy and then to
re-optimize the primitive cells again. Performing this relaxation and U; determination
cycle twice led to mean average TM oxide lattice constant changes < 1072 A, and thus
no further structural-dependence self-consistency cycles of the U; have been performed.

Generally, the U; are computed here from GGA+U calculations with all Hubbard
parameters set to zero, yielding the spurious energy curvatures to correct for. Some
of the considered TM oxides are incorrectly predicted as metallic at the GGA level.
For these oxides, GGA+U simulations are performed at a range of Hubbard parameters
U'mPut Jarge enough to open a bandgap, and, following the idea of Ref. [49], the computed
U; values are linearly extrapolated to U™ = () (see Table S1 for a list of all computed
Uy values, indicating which TM oxide cases are based on this extrapolation technique).

The values of the Hubbard-parameters U; determined via Eq. 9 have a dependence
on the choice of the projectors of the Kohn-Sham density matrix on the Hubbard sites.
The VASP code uses the projections of the Kohn-Sham pseudo wavefunctions onto
the PAW projector functions, which are non-zero only inside the augmentation spheres



Hubbard-corrected oxide formation enthalpies without adjustable parameters 9

around the ions [50, 51]. The DFT+U implementation in the Quantum Espresso plane-
wave pseudopotential DFT code, e.g., offers further choices for the definition of the
projection onto the Hubbard sites, such as the d-orbitals of free atoms with or without
orthogonalization with respect to the atomic orbital overlap between Hubbard sites [52].
Using the density functional perturbation implementation [53] in the Quantum Espresso
suite to computing x and x° with ultrasoft pseudopotentials [54] from the GBRV dataset
[55], the computed U for bulk Fe is about 7.0 eV and 5.5 eV with and without projector
orthogonalization, respectively. Similarly, U-parameters obtained from constraining
local occupations were found to depend strongly on TM ion muffin-tin sphere radii
[56]. These dependencies show the importance of determining the parameters U; with
the same projectors as are being used in the DF'T+U simulation.

Similarly large U-parameters for bulk Fe based on constrained DFT are reported
in Ref. [57], and also the VASP PAW implementation (without inter-site projector
overlap due to non-overlapping PAW augmentation spheres) finds a large value of
about 7.2 eV. Even only applying half this Hubbard-parameter strength in a GGA+U
simulation of bulk Fe leads to unphysical suppression of majority spin density of states
around the Fermi level (see Fig. 1) and the magnetization is spuriously driven towards
saturation. As the corresponding d-band shifts would deteriorate the description of,
e.g., transition metal surface chemistry [22], this example highlights that GGA+U
simulations of metallic systems with first-principles U-parameters should be avoided
because of potentially unphysical predictions.

A promising direction for (at least partial) compensation of unphysical effects on
metallic electronic structures in DET+U is the DFT4+U+V approach [58], where also
inter-site Hubbard corrections, determined from the off-diagonal elements in (9), are
applied. The DFT+U+V method is implemented in Quantum Espresso, and for the
above orthogonalized projector case with an on-site Hubbard parameter of 7.0 eV,
the V-parameter between nearest neighboring sites is only ~0.3 eV, barely affecting
the electronic structure qualitatively and both GGA+U and GGA+U+V calculations
yielding a spuriously saturated, integer magnetization of ~3 Bohr magnetons per Fe
atom. Generally, the DFT4+U+V method can be extended to such off-diagonal Hubbard
terms between d- and p-projections, also on the same site [58], which could improve
suppression of unphysical effects of Hubbard-U on metallic systems, but here only on-
site Hubbard-corrections based on d-projections are considered and implemented. All
results presented in the following treat metallic phases without Hubbard corrections.

2.3. Reference data

2.3.1. TM oxide and metallic phases To find a model enabling the energetic
comparison of products and reactants with first-principles U-parameters rather than
average U-values, experimental formation enthalpies of transition metal oxides requiring
Hubbard corrections are used as training data with corrections as described below. The
formation enthalpies of 66 such TM oxides containing the TM ions V, Cr, Mn, Fe, Co,
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Ni, and Mo are taken from Ref. [59]. A Debye model fitting technique introduced and
benchmarked in Ref. [60] is used to determine 7" = 0 K enthalpies from the experimental
values at 298 K. Neglecting thermal expansion of the solid phases, the heat capacity at
constant pressure

() =y (1) / {“&du (10)

and the entropy

S(T) = / CP(TT//)dT’ (11)

are fitted numerically to match the T" = 298 K entropies and heat capacities provided
in Ref. [59] (¢,(298 K) and S(298 K) for ZnFe,O,4 taken from Ref. [61] due to unphysical
(298 K) in [59]), both for the TM oxides and the metallic reference phases, considering
the Debye temperature T and the pre-factor y as fitting parameters.

Here, the fitted Tp is furthermore employed to provide an experimental estimate of
the phonon zero-point energy Fyp per formula unit using that the Debye model density
of states is quadratic in the phonon frequency w below the Debye cut-off frequency
wp = kBTD / h:
wp
/w3dw = gNAkBTD. (12)
0

h9N
Epp — 2204
7P 9 (,(}]33

Ny is the number of atoms per formula unit, A the reduced Planck constant, and
kp Boltzmann’s constant. The respective enthalpy changes fOQQSch(T)dT and the
relatively small Eyp are subtracted from the formation enthalpies for each of the solid
product and reactant phases (for the metallic reactant phases considered here, the
enthalpy of formation at 298 K is zero by definition).

2.3.2. Oy reference  From the zero enthalpy reference of O, at standard conditions the
integral f;OQEK ¢,(T)dT is subtracted (heat capacity data valid in this temperature range
taken from Ref. [62]). For the remaining integral from 0 K to 90 K to be subtracted, a
constant ¢, = 5R/2 (R: molar gas constant) is assumed. Furthermore, the zero-point
energy of Oy as computed with the W4 quantum chemistry protocol is subtracted [46].

Assuming some degree of cancellation of pressure times volume (pV') terms between
solid reactants and products [60], pV terms are neglected for the solid phases. The
formation energy training targets are thus given as the experimental enthalpy differences
between the TM oxide and metallic phases and O, with heat capacity integrals and zero-
point energies subtracted for all phases, as described above.

2.3.3.  Ru oxide benchmarks As test cases outside the training and validation
data, two correlated Ru oxides with available experimental thermodynamic data are
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considered: CasRuO4 and YoRus0O7. The experimental enthalpy of CasRuO,4 at 1140 K
relative to 2Ca0O and RuO; is taken from Ref. [63]. The formation enthalpies of
Ca0O and RuO, and their entropies and heat capacity data for Debye model fits and
¢,(T) integration are taken from Ref. [59], so that Oy and solid Ca and Ru can be
used as reference phases (with zero-point energies from Debye model fits to data in
[59] subtracted from the Ca and Ru references and the same adjustments for O, as
described above). The Debye temperature of CagRuQOy is determined from the curvature
in low-temperature ¢,(7")/T measurements in Ref. [64] to be Th~418 K. The entropy
of CayRuOy is computed as S(298K) = 298K c,(T)/TdT, where ¢,(T') is taken from
Ref. [65] for CasRu;_,M,O4 with M € {Mn,Fe}. The estimated entropy at 298 K
is about 147 JK~'mol™!, irrespective of different small values of x < 1%. Given the
estimated Tp, the parameter y is fitted to yield the entropy at 298 K. In analogy to the
other solid phases, the integrated heat capacity and the Debye-model zero-point energy
are subtracted from the enthalpy of CasRuQO;,.

The experimental enthalpy of formation of Yo,Ru,O7 at 298 K is taken from Ref. [66].
Debye model fits for the corrections of Y and Ru are based on data in [59], and also Oy
is corrected analogously to the other oxide heats of formation. A low-temperature heat
capacity fit yielding a Debye temperature of 449 K for Y,Ru,0O7 is taken from Ref. [67].
Low and moderate-temperature heat capacity data from Refs. [68] and [66], respectively,
is used in the integral (11) to determine the entropy at 298 K of ~216 JK~'mol~! and
fit the parameter y of the Debye model for 7" = 0 extrapolation and subtraction of Ezp.
The resulting benchmark Ru oxide formation energies and the 3d-TM and Mo oxide
formation energies used for the model search are listed in Table S2 in the SI.

2.4. Model search

The ansatz for oxide formation energies in the model search used here is based on an
energy offset Eoq(Ur, pr) for every correlated site I:

Eform EGGA+U TM Odee Z Eof-f U[, p[

Nmetals

Z B, Ecca(metal number v) — %E(Oz), (13)

v=1
where the sum over v accounts for the Ny eta1s metallic references calculated at the GGA
level of theory and the factor 3, for the stoichiometric occurrence of these metals in the
oxide. v accounts for the stoichiometry of O in the oxide, and E(Os) is the corrected
value from Eq. 2. The offset at site [ is chosen to be of the form

Eo(Ur, pr) = —fGP (Z TTPIaZTT (r7) > : (14)

fap is a function of the sum of the elgenvalues of the projected density matrix for site
I and of the sum of the squares of these eigenvalues, ensuring rotational invariance of
the model. Sums of higher eigenvalue powers as additional arguments for fgp did not
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lead to improved models, and models depending on higher eigenvalue powers hence are
not presented in the following.

As fop has no explicit site-dependence, site indices I are dropped in the following
from the density matrices and Hubbard parameters for simplicity, noting that evaluating
a model always corresponds to a sum over all correlated sites [ in the oxide. Starting
with the initial guess

& (Z Trp”, ZTr(p"f) = " Trp” =) Tr(p7), (15)

corresponding to E.g(U, p) equaling the density matrix-dependent part Ey (U, p) (Eq. 6)
of the DFT+U functional (3), genetic programming [69, 70] is used to evolve generations
of programs { f&p} with the gplearn code [71].

As a measure of fitness for ranking the models f&p, the Akaike information criterion
(AIC) [72] is implemented:

AIC = —28 + 20, (16)

where £ is the maximum of the log-likelihood function for the considered model and ® is
the number of free parameters. Under the assumption of n normally and independently
distributed observations a;, the maximum log-likelihood of a corresponding Gaussian
regression model can be written as [73]:

Loomar = — [In(276?) + 1], (17)

with

&Lli ai = b\’ (18)
T n — eV ’

b; are the model predictions. Choosing a different energy unit than eV for normalization
in Eq. 18 merely leads to a constant offset of the AIC, not affecting the relative ranking of
the models. With decreasing 62, i.e., with increasing goodness of fit, the term —2£,o1mal
in the AIC (16) decreases. The term 2®, on the other hand, is an overfit penalty for
the number of parameters of the model. The selection strategy is thus to prefer models
with small AIC.

The observations are experimental oxide formation energies and the computed
values from Eq. 13 the model predictions, both normalized for each oxide as described
in the following. The more atoms there are per formula unit, the larger typically the
error in the predicted formation energy of the compound. Cohesive energies of solids
that are well described within the GGA, e.g., have typical errors of 0.1 eV-0.2 eV per
atom [12, 13]. The considered oxides have a relatively wide range of ratios x of number
of atoms N, per formula unit to Hubbard-corrected sites Ny per formula unit ranging
from 2 to 8, and oxides with larger k typically will have a larger GGA contribution to the
error in the predicted formation energy per formula unit. If a; and b; were normalized by
dividing by Ny or by number of formula units, residual errors for oxides with larger ratio
k or larger formula units would be weighted more strongly in Eq. 18, respectively. The



Hubbard-corrected oxide formation enthalpies without adjustable parameters 13

Table 1. Complexity weights w; for variables, numerical coefficients, and mathematical operations in
the programs. Divisions have higher weight than additions and multiplications, to favor mathematical
simplicity of the programs. The variables are var; = >._Trp? and var, = >._Tr(p?)?, both with a
weight of one. No weight is assigned for taking the square root of these variables. Other powers of
the variables can only be expressed as products (or divisions) with corresponding penalty weights for
multiplications and variable occurrences.

variable integer non-integer coeff. add, subtract multiply divide

j 1 2 3 4 5 6
w; 1 0 2 1 1 2

fé&p could potentially be trained to compensate for relatively large GGA contributions to
the errors, which is undesired. If a; and b; instead included a factor 1/Na, the Eog(U, p)
would have a small relative weight for oxides with large ratio x. As a compromise,
the experimental and computed oxide formation energies per formula unit are divided
by v/Na, ensuring that all E.g(U, p) have appreciable, balanced relative weight in the
residuals a; —b;. With these normalized residuals a; —b;, the correspondingly normalized
mean-absolute error (MAE) is defined:

- 1 <
ABEyiag = E; la; — by, (19)

which will be presented in addition to the model AIC in Sec. 3.
The complexity term 2® in Eq. 16 is generalized to not only account for and penalize
the number of numerical parameters, but also mathematical operations:

¢ = Z’wj%'- (20)

w; is a weight for a mathematical operation, variable, or numerical coefficient (see
Tab. 1) and ¢, the corresponding occurrence in the considered model (or program) fép.

Using the resulting AIC as a fitness function evaluated on a random selection for
each of the programs of half of the 66 TM oxide reference data, k-tournament selection
[74] is employed as implemented in the gplearn code [71]. In this procedure, k programs
out of the current generation (here k=25 out of a total population size of 100 per
generation) are randomly selected, from which the program with lowest AIC is selected
for crossover and mutation operations (operations named in analogy to biological genetic
evolution). With 70% probability, the winner from a second k-tournament is used
for crossover of terms between the two programs, or with 25% probability, random
mutations are performed as described in Ref. [71], and the resulting new program
becomes part of the next generation. With 5% probability, the tournament winner
is promoted to the next generation unchanged. The initial generation consists of 30
copies of program (15) and 70 randomly generated f&p, and the programs are evolved
for 10° generations.

Beginning from the last generation, 10° further generations are evolved, where
now all programs in each generation are optimized numerically (using the Nelder-Mead
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Figure 3. Results of the genetic programming model search. The AIC (Eq. 16) and the residual error
ABEyag (Eq. 19) vws. model complexity ® (Eq. 20) are shown. In the equations describing the models,
Tr is short for the trace over the d-orbital degrees of freedom and the sum over the collinear spin degree
of freedom o. Only the models with lowest AIC for a given complexity and with an AIC<112 are
shown. The model with lowest AIC is highlighted with red color.

simplex algorithm [75, 76] as implemented in scipy [77]) and simplified symbolically
(using the sympy code [78]) in addition to the genetic operations. Fractions in programs
are normalized to equivalent fractions so that the coefficient of the lowest power in
the variables in the denominator is one. To constrain the search space for the final
10° generations, a numerically large penalty is added to the AIC for models that do
not vanish for integer density matrix eigenvalues, i.e., where Ep vanishes, the DFT
and DFT+U energy functionals coincide, and thus no correction term for total energy
comparison is required. A modified version of the gplearn code with unique weights
for mathematical operations, coefficients, and variables and integrated symbolic and
numerical optimization can be found on-line [79].

3. Results and discussion

From the constrained genetic programming search for models vanishing for integer
density matrix eigenvalues, the programs with lowest AIC at a given complexity from
the 10° generations are shown in Fig. 3. All models found satisfying this constraint
contain the factor >~ _Trp” — Tr(p?)?, which vanishes for integer eigenvalues of p°.
The simplest program is to subtract Ey from the GGA+4U total energy, yielding
a relatively high AEyag of about 0.5 eV. Multiplying this model with a pre-factor
increases the complexity ® to 6. The resulting model 1.17 - (3~ Trp” — Tr(p?)?) lowers
AEyag by only 6 meV, while the AIC increases by almost 6, thus identifying this model
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as an overfit. Significant improvements of the AIC and A Eyag are achieved by programs

further multiplying Eog by />, Tr(p?)? or Y, Tr(p?)?/ >_, Trp?, respectively.
The program with lowest AIC and hence optimal goodness of fit vs. complexity
trade-off yields the correction term

>, Trpf — Tr(pf)?
1+2 (3, Trpf — Tr(p§)%)

where the site index [ is not suppressed to emphasize that this model with site-specific

EPN Uy, p1) = 1.86 Uy

(21)

U; Hubbard parameter strength is to be subtracted from GGA+U total energies for
every Hubbard-corrected site I in the system.

The next more complex model in Fig. 3 has a non-integer and numerically optimized
coefficient in the denominator (leading to a complexity increase of 2), but the optimized
coefficient is almost an integer, and the model is approximately equal to (21), and the
AIC increases. The most complex model in Fig. 3 further has slightly different numerical
coefficients for Y Trp” and (3, Trp”)? in the denominator, which increases the AIC,
identifying a tendency towards overfitting. Eq. 21 is thus the model identified as optimal
for computing offsets to GGA+U total energies for comparison at different U-values,
including (U = 0) GGA total energies.

ESP' only depends on the density matrices through the difference A = " Trp” —
Tr(p?)?, and this dependence is depicted in Fig. 4a. The model can be considered a
rescaling of Fy. For differences 0 < A < 1.36, E;jgt is increased over Ey, while for
larger differences, it is decreased relative to Ey.

In Fig. 4b, the performance of the model is compared to GGA+U calculations with
average, fitted U-values. The average U-values are taken from the Materials Project [9]
and are listed in Tab. S3. Constant energy offsets for each TM species are fitted to the
binary 3d and Mo oxide heats of formation, following the procedure in Ref. [36]. With the
seven different TM ions considered and with the empirical, fitted U-values and energy
offsets, there are thus effectively 14 fitting parameters. E°F' with the first-principles,
site-dependent U-values and thus significantly fewer degrees of freedom (through its
functional form and numerical coefficient) leads to similar residual errors in comparison
to the experimental benchmarks, showing generally good agreement (experimental and
computed TM oxide heats of formation listed in Tab. S2). With the similar quality
of prediction for these bulk oxide formation benchmark cases, the method presented
here holds the promise of enabling predictions of TM oxide formation energies and
other reactions energies between transition metals and their oxides where experimental
benchmark data for fitting is lacking.

The heats of formation of the ruthenates CasRuO, and Y3;RuyO; serve here as
well-defined benchmark cases; other Ru oxides, such as RuO,, CaRuO3, SrRuOs3, and
SroRuOy are not considered here, as these oxides are metallic [80] (SroRuQy is metallic
at temperatures below ~130 K and superconducting below ~1 K [81]) and should thus
not be treated at the GGA+U level of theory. As there are only two Hubbard-corrected
Ru oxides considered here, no energy offset nor average U-value is fitted for Ru, but only
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Figure 4. Functional form of the model E°R' (21) with lowest AIC found (a): The solid red line shows
the model (in units of the site-dependent Hubbard parameter) in dependence of the physically possible
range of > Trp® —Tr(p?)? for d-subshell occupations. The dashed blue line shows the ratio ngft /Eu.
For >~ Trp? — Tr(p°)? = 1.36 this scaling function has a value of one where Esgt exactly cancels Fy .
Performance of the model for predicting heat of formation for the 66 benchmark TM oxides (b): parity
plot of the predicted oxide formation energies divided by the number of Hubbard-corrected sites ws.
experimental references (red symbols). For comparison, the predictions from GGA+U simulations with
average, fitted U-parameters and fitted metal references is shown (blue symbols). The symbol shapes
indicate the ionic species of the Hubbard-corrected sites.

opt

the first-principles U-value approach based on E ;" is applied to compute the Ru oxide
heats of formation. Calculation of the experimental benchmark values is explained in
Sec. 2.3.3.

CasRuOy is an insulator at ambient conditions [82]. With powder diffraction-
based structural refinements of the Pbca-phase at 295 K from Ref. [83] as a starting
guess, the structure of CasRuQy is optimized iteratively at the GGA+U level with
self-consistent U-parameters as described in Sec. 2.2.3. Antiferromagnetic order with a
propagation vector of (1,0, 0) (corresponding to the A-centered mode [83]) is considered
(the energy of the B-centered mode with propagation vector (0, 1,0) is found to be within
~10~* eV /atom and is thus energetically almost indistinguishable from the A-centered
phase within the accuracy of the simulations, allowing the lattice to relax for both the
A- and B-centered modes). A Hubbard-parameter strength URUa4.5 eV is calculated
with Eq. 9. With the corresponding GGA+U total energy of CasRuO, and GGA total
energies for the reactants and applying corrections (2) and (21), a heat of formation of
—2.29 eV /atom is predicted, which is in good agreement with the experimental result
of —2.35 eV /atom.

Y2Ru,07 has pyrochlore structure (spacegroup Fid3m [84]) and is an insulator with
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Figure 5. VESTA [87] rendition of the pyrochlore crystal structure of YoRuzO7. Gray spheres
represent Y and red spheres O. The octahedra show the coordination of the Hubbard-corrected Ru-sites,
with green and blue color for the two different magnetic moment orientations used in the collinear-spin
GGA+U simulation, respectively. The dashed lines indicate the primitive magnetic unit cell.

magnetic frustration and Curie-Weiss-like behavior above ~100 K [85]. Below ~76 K,
Y,Ru,07 shows antiferromagnetic, non-collinear spin ordering [86]. Here, the magnetic
structure of YoRuy07 is approximated with collinear spins, and different spin orderings
in a supercell containing eight formula units as depicted in Fig. 5 were compared
energetically at the GGA+U level. The low-energy antiferromagnetic phase used in
the following is depicted in Fig. 5 (dashed lines indicate the primitive magnetic cell
containing four formula units). After iterative structural optimization and computation
of the first-principles Hubbard-parameter strength, a parameter UR"~4.3 eV is found.
The computed heat of formation is —2.36 eV /atom, comparing well to the experimental
estimate of —2.44 eV/atom. This <0.1 eV/atom error is within the range of errors
found in Ref. [14] for the heat of formation of oxides not containing transition metal
ions (and thus not requiring Hubbard corrections) with a fitted Oy gas reference, and
within the range of GGA reaction energy errors involving metallic TM phases in general
[12, 13, 22]. While oxidation state-specific TM references fitted to experiments can
reduce per atom oxide reaction energy errors significantly [39], having established here
an approach to correcting mixed GGA and GGA+U total energy differences with site-
specific, first-principles Hubbard parameters, which leads to errors typical for GGA-only
estimates for reaction energies without localization errors, will enable oxide reaction
energy predictions in the absence of experimental reference data.

4. Conclusion

The presented approach enables the prediction of transition metal oxide formation
energies and other reaction energies involving oxide and metallic phases with Hubbard
corrections computed from first principles. Comparison of total energies from
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Hamiltonians with different Hubbard parameter strengths including U = 0 is facilitated
with a site-projected density matrix-dependent model, that was found through genetic
programming against experimental transition metal oxide formation energies. This
mathematically simple model does not involve fitting parameters to be adjusted to
transition metal ion types or oxidation states. Unlike previous Hubbard-corrected
approaches to TM oxide heat of formation prediction requiring experimental benchmark
data to fit energetic corrections and average Hubbard strengths, the method presented
here can thus also be used to compute transition metal oxide reaction energies when
such experimental fitting targets are lacking, which will be of particular importance for
oxide interfaces and defect chemistry.
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1. Computed transition metal oxide U-parameters and magnetic ordering

Oxide Mag. | Spg. | Transition metal sites with U-parameters [eV]

BaV30g NM 21 |V, 4k: 3982 V, 8I: 3.935

CasVoO7 | NM | 2 |V, 2i: 4771 V, 2 4.544

Ca3V208 NM 2 V, 2. 4.332

CaVy0gq NM 12 V, 4i: 4.746

Mgo V207 NM 2 V, 2i: 4637 V, 2i: 4.434

MgV,04 NM 8 V, 2a: 4.788 'V, 2a: 4.700

NagVOy NM 31 |V, 2a: 4374

NasVo07 | NM | 15 |V, 8f: 4.362 V, 8f: 4361 V, 8f: 4.348 V, 8f: 4.323

NaVOs; NM 15 |V, 8f: 4.573

Vo03* AFM | 15 |V, 8f: 6.027

V505 NM 59 V, 4de: 4.819

VO AFM | 166 |V, 3a: 5.836

VO * AFM | 136 |V, 2b: 5.387

CaCro0y FM 62 | Cr, 4¢: 5.150 Cr, 4¢: 5.105

Cry03 FM 167 | Cr, 12¢: 5.424

CrOs3 FM 40 | Cr, 4b: 5.644

Cs9CrOy NM 62 Cr, 4c: 4.306

CuCro0Oy4* FM 227 | Cr, 16¢: 7.156

KsCrOy NM 62 | Cr, 4c: 4.294

MgCry0y4 FM 227 | Cr, 16d: 4.899

NayCrOy NM 63 Cr, 4c: 4.611

NaCrOo FM 166 | Cr, 3a: 4.612

ZnCroOy FM 227 | Cr, 16¢: 4.938

MnoOs5 FM 61 Mn, 4a: 6.025 Mn, 4b: 5.130 Mn, 8c: 5.362 Mn, 8c: 5.346
Mn, 8c:  5.258

MnsTiOy4 FM 95 Mn, 4b: 3.769 Mn, 4c: 3.591

MngOy FM 141 | Mn, 4b: 4.347 Mn, 8c: 4.624

MnAlyOy4 FM 227 | Mn, 8a: 2.845

MnO AFM | 166 | Mn, 3a: 3.382

MnOg AFM | 87 | Mn, 4h: 4.786

MnTiOg FM 148 | Mn, 6¢: 3.789

Table S1: Continued on next page.




2 SI: Hubbard-corrected oxide formation enthalpies without adjustable parameters
Oxide Mag. | Spg. | Transition metal sites with U-parameters [eV]
CagFesO5* | FM 62 | Fe, 4b: 7.640 Fe, 4c: 7.036
CaFeoO4* FM 62 | Fe, 4c: 7.534 Fe, 4c¢: 7.486
CuFesOy4* FM 227 | Fe, 16d: 8.421
CuFeOs* FM 166 | Fe, 3b: 7.303
Fe O3 AFM | 167 | Fe, 12¢: 7.921
FeoTiO4* FM 74 | Fe, 4d: 7.366 Fe, 4de: 7.246
Fe30y4 FiM | 166 | Fe, 3b: 8.289 Fe, 6c: 7.836 Fe, 9e: 8.316
FeAlyOy4* FM 227 | Fe, 8b: 8.917
FeO* AFM | 139 | Fe, 2a: 6.373
FeTiOg* FM 148 | Fe, 6¢: 7.683
LiFeO5* FM 141 | Fe, 4a: 7.373
NaFeO» FM 166 | Fe, 3b: 7.233
ZnFesO4* FM 227 | Fe, 16d: 7.537
Co304 AFM | 227 | Co, 8a: 6.718 Co, 16d: 6.558
CoAl,Oy4 FM 227 | Co, 8b: 4.637
CoO AFM | 160 | Co, 3a: 6.842
CoTiOg FM 148 | Co, 6¢: 6.997
NiAlyOy FM 74 | Ni, 4e: 3.171
NiO AFM | 225 | Ni, 4b: 3.293
NiTiO3 FM 148 | Ni, 6¢: 3.578
BaMoOy NM 88 | Mo, 4b: 2.282
CaMoOy4 NM 88 | Mo, 4b: 2.479
CsaMoOy NM 62 | Mo, 4¢: 2.222
MgMoQOy NM 12 | Mo, 4¢g: 2.546 Mo, 4i: 2.532
MoOs* AFM | 136 | Mo, 2a: 3.340
MoOg3 NM 14 | Mo, 4e: 2.604 Mo, 4e: 2.603
NasMooO7 | NM 64 | Mo, 8e: 2.833 Mo, 8f: 2.515
NasMoOy NM 227 | Mo, 8a: 2.448
SrMoOy NM 88 | Mo, 4b: 2.457
FeCryO4* FM 227 | Fe, 8a: 8873 Cr, 16d: 5.384
CoCre0y FM 227 | Co, 8b: 5.468 Cr, 16¢: 5.020
NiCraO4* FM 141 | Ni, 4b: 3.552 Cr, 8c: 5.444
MnFesO4* FM 74 Fe, 4a: 6.379 Mn,4d: 2.857 Fe, 4e: 7.578
MnMoOy4 FM 12 | Mo, 4¢g: 2.671 Mn, 4h: 3.881 Mn,4:: 3.972 Mo, 4¢: 2.636
CoFesO4* FM 227 | Co, 8a: 6.099 Fe, 16d: 7.654
FeMoOy* FM 12 | Mo, 4g: 2.808 Fe, 4h: 6.808 Fe, 4i: 8.471 Mo, 4i: 2.545
CasRuO4* | AFM 61 Ru, 4a: 4.472
YoRupO7* | AFMT | 227 | Ru, 16d: 4.286

Table S1: Continued from previous page. Transition metal site-dependent U-parameters and

GGA+U magnetic ordering (Mag.): ferromagnetic (FM), antiferromagnetic (AFM), ferrimagnetic
(FiM), or (treated as) non-magnetic (NM). Crystallographic space group numbers (Spg.) according
to the International Tables for Crystallography [1]. * GGA (PBE [2]) electronic structure metallic
or with vanishing bandgap: U-parameters computed from linear extrapolation to GGA+U =0 from
gapped GGA+U electronic structures. All other U-parameters obtained from GGA calculations.
f Frustrated magnetism in Y,RupO7 approximated with supercell with net zero magnetic moment.

See main article for details.
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2. Transition metal oxide formation energies

Oxide AEGp | AEmetret | AFexp Oxide AEGp | AEmetret | AFexp
V] | V] | [eV] V] | V] | [eV]
BaV;0q -23.637 -23.795 -23.361 Fes O3 -8.887 -8.751 -8.563
Cas Vo 0Oy -31.463 -31.311 -31.896 FeoTiOy -15.720 -15.880 -15.476
Ca3Vy0g -38.401 -37.846 -39.079 Fe30y4 -11.806 -11.442 -11.603
CaV304 -23.812 -23.867 -24.074 FeAlyOy -18.819 -18.556 -20.378
MgoVoOr -28.947 -28.789 -29.316 FeO -2.719 -2.829 -2.715
MgV50g -22.402 -22.309 -22.726 FeTiO3 -13.141 -13.081 -12.789
NazVOy -17.842 -17.914 -19.020 LiFeOq -7.831 -7.697 -7.973
NayVoOr -29.829 -29.575 -30.216 NaFeO, -7.303 -7.167 -7.219
NaVOs; -11.559 -11.690 -12.296 ZnFe; 0y -12.270 -12.068 -12.163
V203 -12.793 -12.811 -12.643 Co304 -9.357 -9.419 -9.405
V505 -15.761 -15.849 -16.011 CoAl;,Oy -18.997 -19.185 -20.253
VO -4.275 -4.370 -4.483 CoO -2.510 -2.453 -2.484
VOq -7.417 -7.421 -7.413 CoTiOg3 -12.639 -12.597 -12.544
CaCry0y -18.892 -18.822 -19.001 NiAl5Oy4 -18.596 -18.959 -19.979
Cry03 -11.915 -12.012 -11.810 NiO -2.280 -2.496 -2.496
CrOs -5.094 -5.040 -6.076 NiTiOs3 -12.339 -12.576 -12.482
Cs9CrOy -14.711 -14.537 -14.674 BaMoOy4 -16.289 -15.700 -15.428
CuCrs04 -13.629 -13.570 -13.431 CaMoOy -16.128 -15.630 -15.989
KyCrOy4 -14.617 -14.438 -14.309 CsoMoOy4 -15.941 -15.314 -15.562
MgCraOy -18.364 -18.382 -18.438 MgMoQOy -14.752 -14.266 -14.461
NayCrOy -13.981 -13.916 -13.746 MoOs -5.515 -6.056 -6.104
NaCrOs -8.954 -9.021 -9.100 MoOs -8.166 -7.779 -7.694
ZnCrs0y -15.947 -15.874 -16.099 NasMoyO7 | -24.103 -23.062 -24.359
MnyO3 -10.317 -10.063 -9.912 NasMoOy -15.409 -14.887 -15.168
MnyTiO4 -17.782 -18.117 -18.068 SrMoQy4 -16.292 -15.780 -16.009
Mn3Oy4 -14.302 -14.256 -14.329 FeCryOy -15.333 -14.496 -14.913
MnAl,O4 -20.128 -20.507 -21.782 CoCry0y -14.843 -14.974 -14.917
MnO -3.542 -3.898 -3.968 NiCry0Oy4 -13.883 -14.289 -14.282
MnO, -5.936 -5.461 -5.377 MnFe;0y -12.366 -12.007 -12.707
MnTiO3 -13.940 -14.245 -14.051 MnMoOy -12.401 -12.380 -12.310
CagFeyO5 -21.974 -21.439 -22.120 CoFeqOy -11.153 -11.094 -11.295
CaFegOy -15.382 -15.108 -15.348 FeMoOy4 -11.374 -11.229 -11.057
CuFes Oy -10.167 -9.759 -10.032 CasRuOy -16.018 — -16.458
CuFeOqy -5.348 -5.204 -5.285 YoRusO7 -25.954 — -26.847

Table S2: Transition metal oxide formation energies per formula unit computed using the pre-
sented genetic programming (GP) model with site-dependent U-parameters, using fitted metallic
references (metref) and site-independent U-parameters, and as measured experimentally (exp).
CayRuOy experimental formation enthalpy from [3]; low-temperature and moderate temperature
thermodynamic data from [4] and [5], respectively, used for extrapolation to 0 K. YoRu2O7 for-
mation enthalpy from [6] and low-temperature and moderate temperature thermodynamic data
from [6-8]. Thermodynamic data for Oy from [9]. Quantum chemistry corrections and zero-point
energy of Oz from [10]. Thermodynamic corrections for ZnFe;Oy4 from [11]. All other experimental
thermodynamic data from [12]. Zero-point energies Ezp subtracted from experimental energies.
Ezp for solids from Debye model fits. See main article for details.
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SI: Hubbard-corrected oxide formation enthalpies without adjustable parameters

Average, site-independent U-parameters from the Materials Project

Transition metal ion | U-parameter [eV]
\Y 3.25

Cr 3.7

Mn 3.9

Fe 5.3

Co 3.32

Ni 6.2

Mo 4.3

Table S3: Average fitted, site-independent (and thus also oxidation state-independent) U-parameters
used in the Materials Project [13].
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