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Abstract
We propose a general rule for estimating the magnetic moments of Co2(cobalt)-based Heusler alloys,
especially when doped with late transition metals. We come up with a descriptor that can characterise both
pure Co2 YZ compounds and the doped ones with the chemical formula Co2 Y1−x Mx Z (M is the dopant)
using online data for magnetic moments of Heusler alloys with Co2 YZ structure and compressive sensing
approach. The newly proposed descriptor not only depends on the number of valence electrons of the
compound also it depends on the number of unoccupied d-electrons in the doping site. A comparison of
the performance of the proposed descriptor and the Slater-Pauling rule is made. Unlike the Slater-Pauling
rule, which is only effective for half-metallic Heusler compounds, our machine-learning approach is more
generic since it applies to any Co2 YZ Heusler compounds, regardless of whether they are half-metals or not.
We use this new rule to estimate the magnetic moments of a few yet-to-be-discovered Heusler compounds
and compare the results to density functional theory (DFT) based calculations. Finally, we use DFT and
machine learning investigations to prove their stability.
PACS numbers: 82.65.My, 82.20.Pm, 82.30.Lp, 82.65.Jv
Keywords: Heusler compounds, Compressed sensing, Machine learning, Magnetic moment
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I.

INTRODUCTION

Heusler compounds are important because of their potential application in the field of spintronics1–4 . Depending on the nature of of magnetic sub-lattices an Heusler alloy is called either half
Heusler compounds or full Heulser compounds5,6 . Half Heusler compounds have the chemical
formula XYZ while the full Heusler alloys have the chemical formula X2 YZ. Here X and Y are
the transition metal element while Z is an sp-element. Full Heusler compounds can have either L21
structure with atomic ordering of X[8c(1/4,1/4,1/4)], Y[4a(0,0,0)], Z[4b(1/2,1/2,1/2)], or inverse
Heusler alloys (also known as XA structure) where X atoms occupy 4a (0,0,0) and 4c (1/4,1/4,1/4)
positions while Y and Z atoms are found in 4b (1/2,1/2,1/2) and 4d (3/4,3/4,3/4) respectively7 .
Also, there could be of martensite phase with D0228–10 structure.
New stable Heusler alloys with relatively large magnetic moments and Curie temperatures are
of great interest to the materials research community working on related materials. To predict
the magnetic moment of a new Heusler compound one needs a guideline. Counting the number of
valance electrons is a simple way to estimate the magnetic moments of several Heusler compounds
using the much celebrated Slater-Pauling rule11–14 . For full Heusler alloys, this rule states that the
magnetic moment, M, per formula unit can be related to the number of valence electrons, Nv via
M = Nv − 24. For half Heusler compounds, the same rule predicts the magnetic per formula unit

to be M = Nv − 18. Despite of such a simplicity, Slater-Pauling (SP) rule is a great success.

It has been seen, nonetheless, that not all Heusler alloys agree with this straightforward counting criterion. The SP rule typically works for Heusler alloys with cubic structure and perfect
stoichometry and half-metallic nature. Away from full stoichiometry and half-metallic nature,
variations from the SP rule are frequently encountered. Particularly when the Heusler compounds
have lower symmetry because of non-stoichiometry.
Even for the stoichometric one with cubic structures, the SP rule often fails for Heusler alloys
with late transition metals, which is quite remarkable phenomenon as observed for example in
inverse Heusler alloys such as Fe2 CuAl15 .
To obtain new Heusler alloys with significant magnetic moment, a simple strategy is to alloy
the existing ones with other elements. The alloying can be done on either of X, Y or Z sites. In the
present work, we restrict the doping site to be Y-site or more precisely we consider the ones with
the chemical composition Co2Y1−x Mx Z,(M is the dopant).
In this work, we use machine learning techniques to critically examine the SP rule and propose a
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new general rule that can predict the magnetic moments Co2 based full Heusler alloys16 of the form
of both Co2 YZ and Co2 Y1−x Mx Z in an effective manner. Using a small dataset of the magnetic
moments of Co2 based Heusler alloys with L21 symmetry and using compressed sensing method,
we obtain a suitable low-dimensional descriptor for the magnetic moment. We particularly point
out that the incompatibility of the SP rule in the presence of late transition metals can be resolved
by introducing certain corrections to the original SP rule in terms number of unoccupied d-states
of the metal site that contains the late transition metal. It is worth noting that the importance
of unoccupied d-states was originally noticed in the fundamental work of Kübler et al.17 , which
correlates the magnetic moment to the localisation of the unoccupied minority d-band at the Y-site.
To show the performance of the current approach, we adopt the following strategy: We obtain
a three dimensional descriptor for magnetic moment of Heusler alloys with chemical formula
Co2 YZ and Co2 Y1−x Mx Z with cubic structure. Next, from the three-dimensional descriptor we
construct an effective two-dimensional descriptor which we refer as our general rule. To further
test the validity of such descriptor, we calculate the magnetic moments of few doped compounds
i,e Co2 Y1−x Mx Z material with such descriptor and compare them with the values obtained from
the density functional theory (DFT) based method as well as from the standard SP rule. Finally,
the stability of such compounds are again evaluated using similar compressed sensing approach.
The stability of these compounds are then re-verified with DFT approach.
The manuscript is organized as follows: Following a brief description of the computational
methods used in the study, we describe the data-set used, followed by the results and discussion
section, in which we formulate our general rule and demonstrate its predictability in comparison
to both the standard Slater-Pauling rule and the generalised one. Finally, we reach conclusions.

II.

COMPUTATIONAL METHODS
A.

Compressed sensing

We use the compressed sensing approach based method namely Sure Independence Screening
and Sparsifying Operator (SISSO)18–20 , which works in iterative manner. One of the advantage of
this method is that one can obtain mathematical formulation of the desired descriptors21–23 . Within
the current approach, the properties of interest, P1 ,P2 ....PN , can be expressed as linear functions of
candidate features, d1 ,d2 ....dM .
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The model and the descriptors are obtained by minimizing;
argmin||P − Dc||22 + λ ||C||0
C

(1)

Where ||c|| is the l0 norm of c. D is a N × M matrix known as sensing matrix. The vector c has Ω-non-zero components known as sparsity.

We construct the feature space with

the following operators H (m) ≡ {(+)(−)(∗)(/)(sqrt)(2 )(3 )(exp)(cbrt)} in the case magnetic

moment while for the case formation energy we use a large set operators given by H (m) ≡
{(+)(−)(∗)(/)(sqrt)(2 )(3 )(− 1)(log)(exp)(exp−)}. Within SISSO approach, the candidate fea-

tures are constructed as non-linear functions of the primary features Φ0 . The feature space Φn

(n=1,2,3..) is made by starting from a set of primary features given by Φ0 and then combining the
features generated in an iterative way using the operators mentioned in H (m) .
B.

Density functional theory (DFT)

The electronic structure calculations were performed using first-principles methods within the
frame-work of Density Functional Theory (DFT) with Perdew-Burke Ernzerhof exchange correlation energy functional24 based on a generalized gradient approximation. We used a projector augmented wave method as implemented in Vienna ab-initio simulation package (VASP )25 .
Kohn-Sham wave functions of the valence electrons were expanded in plane wave basis with energy cut-off of 450 eV. The augmentation charge cut-off was set to be 627.1 eV. The Brillouin
zone sampling was carried out using Monkhorst Pack grid of 7 × 7 × 7 k-points. Ionic relax-

ation was performed using conjugate-gradient method, until forces were reduced to within 0.01
eV/Angstrom.
III.

THE DATA-SET

The flow of this manuscript is shown in the Fig.1, which shows how the general rule that we
propose may be employed to identify novel Heusler compounds. We used data extracted from the
Heusler alloy database C-spin26 . We dataset contains the, structure, magnetic moment and formation energies of Co2 YZ type heusler alloys. Our data set consists of 72 Co2 -based full Heusler
alloys. The distribution of the magnetic moments and formation energies of these materials are
shown in the Fig2. The formation energy data has the mean at -0.22 eV and the standard deviation
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of 0.21, while the magnetic moment distribution has mean of 2.87 µB and standard deviation of
1.73. The data set contains both L21 (space group 225) and D022 (space group 139) types. To
obtain a proper ML model for the Heusler compounds doped on Y-site, we also considered few
new entries which are obtained by performing DFT calculations on the pure Heusler compounds
doped with TM atoms. We consider only seven new entries, out of which five correspond to
25%(Co2 Y0.75 M0.25 Z) doping while remaining two correspond to 50% (Co2 Y0.5 M0.5 Z) doping.
To obtain these data we consider the conventional cell for the L21 structure with 16 atoms and
substitute either one (for 25% doping) or two (for 50% doping) Y atoms with the dopant atom.
The relaxations are performed as described above.

IV.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS
A.

Prediction of magnetic moments

Within the realm of Slater-Pauling rule, the magnetic moment is related to the number of valence electrons. The magnetic moment is given by, MSP = n↑ − n↓ = Nv − 2n↓ . Where Nv = n↑ + n↓

is the number of the valence electrons. As shown by Galanakis et al.5 , n↓ = 12 out of which 8
are d-electrons, 3 sp-electrons and 1 s-electron, thus giving the MSP = Nv − 24 rule for the Co2 YZ
compounds.

Using the magnetic moment dataset described above we first look for appropriate ML-model
via the compressed sensing approach within the framework of SISSO method. For this purpose,
we choose only the ones with L21 symmetry along side with the seven doped ones. This choice
comes from the fact that we are interested in developing an empirical formula for the magnetic
moment for the Heusler compounds that are cubic unlike the case of D022 which are tetragonal.
The newly added seven compounds which have mixed stoichiometry at Y site have slightly lower
symmetry than L21 , however they are still cubic (space group: Pm3̄m).
The first objective is to find a magnetic moment descriptor that can be used instead of the
Slater-Pauling rule.
To build up a machine learning model to predict the magnetic moment we need to select the
appropriate features. As for pure Co2 based Heusler compounds the magnetic moment can be
determined from the SP rule, MS = Nv − 24, we consider this itself as a feature. The other features

we consider are: the first ionization energy (IEY ) at the Y-site, Pauling electronegativity at Y-site
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(XPY ), the covalent radius of the Y-site (RcY ), atomic volume of the Y-site (VY ) and finally the
number of unoccupied d-electrons at the Y-site (NdY ). The target feature being the DFT-obtained
magnetic moments, MDFT . To build up a machine learning model with these features, particularly
when the Y-site is doped with transition metals we sought the help of Pearson correlation coefficient which is given by,
r(x, y) = p

∑ni=1 (xi − x̄)(yi − ȳ)
p
∑ni=1 (xi − x̄)2 ∑ni=1 (yi − ȳ)2

(2)

which is a measure of the linear correlation between two variables x and y, where x, y ∈ {IEY , XPY , RcY ,VY ,
NdY , MSP , MDFT }. If we look at the Fig.3 (a) where all Pearson correlation for only the undoped compounds are reported, we see MDFT is perfectly described by the MSP , the value of

r being 1. However, our goal is to identify a descriptor that can be uniformly used for samples that are doped, undoped, with, or without half-metallic features. For this purpose, we
show the Pearson correlation for dataset containing both the doped and undoped samples are
present in Fig.3 (b). In this case, we see that the most important descriptors are MSP , RcY
and NdY . But as RcY and NdY are highly correlated (r ∼ 0.98) we have to consider only one
among them. Considering the fact that the magnetic moment from a DFT calculation is given

by: µB × (Number of up electrons − Number of down electrons) which has somewhat similarity
to the number of unoccupied d-electrons, NdY , we choose NdY as a feature to fit the magnetic
moment data with machine learning models in addition to MSP . The primary feature space
Φ0 = {MSP , NdY } therefore contains only two features. We consider up to four iterations to

construct the feature spaces Φ1 , Φ2 , Φ3 and Φ4 and generate a total of 9006 features. In supple-

mental materials we report all the three descriptors (up to dimension three) that we obtain with the
SISSO-approach. In the tableI, we show the errors predicted by these three models. It can be seen
that all the metrics, RMSE, R2 and MaxAE (maximum absolute error) are better for for all three
SISSO-models in comparison to Slater-Pauling rule. As the data set is quite small, we check the
validity of this model with leave-one-out cross validation (LOOCV). We find that both the Root
Mean Square Error (RMSE) and Maximum Absolute Error (MaxAE) does not change in LOOCV.
In the following, we develop an effective model, which we refer to as a general rule, based on the
SISSO descriptor of dimension three, and use it to predict additional Heusler compounds created
by Y-site doping.
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B.

Formulation of a general rule for predicting the magnetic moments of Co2 YZ & Co2 Y1−x Mx Z

compounds:

In the supplemental material, we show all the three descriptors we obtained. If we define the
ratio r =

MSP
NdY ,

we can simplify the 3D descriptor (supplemental materials, Table-I) by ignoring the

second term which has very small coefficient (∼ 10−5 ). We also ignore the fact that the coefficients
in front of the first and last term are slightly bigger than unity. We round them up to 1, as this allows
to reformulate the our new rule in an compact fashion.
3

0
MSP
= NdY (1 − e−r ) + MSP e−r

(3)

Although this new rule gives slightly higher error with respect to the original 3D SISSO descriptor, it is more handy to use. In the table II, we show the magnetic moments of Co2 Y1−x Mx Z
compounds obtained from SP rule as well our descriptors. Finally both the approaches are compared with ground truth values: which in this case are the ones obtained from the DFT calculations
are made. In all cases, the results are shown for the case x = 0.25. The alloys are still cubic with
space group Pm3m(no 221). One would therefore expect similar kind of crystal field split of the
0 =M
0
d-levels. We define two metrics δ SP = MDFT − MSP and δ MSP
DFT − MSP using which we

demonstrate the robustness of our proposed descriptor. Here MDFT is the magnetic moment ob-

0 is the magnetic moment obtained by our model. It can be seen that for
tained by DFT and MSP

doping with the early transition metals such as Cr,V and Ti, the magnetic moments obtained from
0 are almost same and very close to the results obtained via DFT. But as soon as
both MSP and MSP

we introduce the late transition metals such as Ni, Cu and Zn, MSP fails miserably. The descriptor
0 gives much better results in these cases. Our main result is that: The number
proposed by us, MSP

of unoccupied electrons plays an important role. To account the magnetic moments properly particularly when the doping is done with late transition metal, the original Slater-Pauling rule has to
be corrected. The correction should involve the number of unoccupied d-electrons in the dopant
site. It is worth to mention here that to account the magnetic moments of the half-metallic Heusler
compounds with Y-site occupied by late TM atoms, Skaftouros et al.27 has proposed the so called
generalized Slater-Pauling rules which states that for the case when Y site is occupied by a late
TM atom, SP rule would read MSP = Nv − 28. This criterion, however, only applies when the late

TM has entirely filled the Y site. In the current study, we can see that this rule does not work for
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Co2 Zn0.25 Mn0.75 P or Co2 Cu0.25 Mn0.75 P. This can be understood by looking the table-II.
In the Fig.4, we show the correlation plots between the DFT-obtained magnetic moment and
the ones that obtained from the model. Alongside with the data shown in the table-II, it can
be understood that the standard SP rule fails badly for the materials like Co2 Zn0.5 Mn0.5 Si and
Co2 Cu0.5 Mn0.5 Sn, while the general one works pretty well. It can be also that even MSP = Nv −

28 does not suit well for these compounds. To understand how simply counting the number of

valence electrons is not sufficient we compare the density of states (DOS) of the Y-sites of both
Co2 MnSi and Co2 Zn0.5 Mn0.5 Si in the Fig.5. As can be seen (also quite expected), the DOS
exhibits characteristics that are a result of more than just the rigid shift caused by an increase in
the number of valence electrons. Particularly if we look the DOS of the unoccupied part of the
Y-site for the undoped case (total DOS of the 4 Mn atoms of the conventional cell) to the doped
case (total DOS of the 4 Mn atoms and 4 Zn atoms), this can be seen clearly. It is interesting
to note here that, if we look at the total DOS (see the supplemental material), it can be seen that
Co2 Zn0.5 Mn0.5 Si is almost half-metallic, but neither MSP = Nv − 24 nor MSP = Nv − 28 work for
it. The worst performance of the new model is for Co2 Cu0.25 Mn0.75 Sn where the actual moment

is 4.2µB , while the predicted value is about 3.5 µB , which is however close to the one obtains with
SP rule. This corresponds to the maximum absolute error of 0.64 µB as shown in the Fig.4.
From the Eq.3, it can be seen that for when NdY is very large, r is very small (close to zero)
0 −→ M
and MSP
SP (See also the supplemental materials, Figure-1). This is the case when Y-site

does not contain any late TM. The conventional SP rule works well even when doping is done with
early transition metals such as Ti or Cr as can be seen from the table-II.

C.

Stability check for the predicted materials

Finally, we check the doped materials which are proposed in the table-II, are they stable or not.
For that we again use the compressed sensing method described above. This time, we consider
the whole data set, i,e both L21 and D022. As we have non-cubic materials as well, we use more
number of primary features to train the model. We choose six primary features: atomic number(Z),
ionization energy(IE), the Pauling electro-negativity(χ), covalent radius (r), the number of valence
electrons (N) and the atomic volume. In this particular case we use both L21 and D022 database
of formation energies.
We employ a somewhat higher dimensional descriptor to accurately predict the formation en8

ergy. This time, we constructed a four dimensional descriptor. Because a higher dimensional
descriptor is employed, there is a risk of overfitting, thus we undertake cross validation (CV).
We split the data into test and training set and perform a six-fold cross validation. 80% of the
data were used for training and 20% for the testing. In the Fig.6, we show the root mean square
error (RMSE) for test-CV. The error decreases with the dimension and for the four dimensional
descriptor the CV-error is small enough (0.03 eV/f.u). In the Fig.7, we show the performance of
the above descriptor in terms of describing the DFT data set. The descriptor works well with the
DFT values. We can see that R2 values for the training and testing sets are very close by showing
the effectiveness of the model.
In table-III, we compare the stability of a few doped Heusler alloys as predicted by DFT to
what we expected using the four-dimesnional descriptor that was obtained as explained above.
The DFT-formation energies are calculated via28,29 ,
1
∆E f = ECo2Y1−x Mx Z − (2µCo + (1 − x)µY + xµM + µZ )
4

(4)

In the above equation, the first term is the total energy of the Heusler compound Co2 Y1−x Mx Z
while the second term consists of the sum of the chemical potentials of its various constituents.
In the case of the doped compounds, it is important to provide the results for just those with
appreciable magnetic moments, thus we chose the compounds based on that criterion. We choose
Co2 MnP as the parent compound and consider the cases when fractional substitution by other
transition metals that lead to significant moment. We see that the compounds predicted in the
table-II are quite stable from the point view of the formation energy calculated by DFT-based
approach as well as from the compressed sensing method.

V.

CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, we suggest a general rule for forecasting the magnetic moments of Co2 -based
full-Heusler alloys. Using online magnetic moment data for Co2 -based Heusler compounds and
a compressed sensing technique, we arrived at a magnetic moment descriptor that depends not
only on the number of valence electrons in the unit cell, but also on the number of unoccupied
d-electrons of the doping site. We show that this formula works well for both regular L21 Heusler
compounds and doped Heuslers with slightly lower symmetry (Pm3̄m). Most importantly, unlike
9

Slater-Pauling rule which is accurate only at the half-metallic limit, this new rule works for any
Co2 -based Heusler compound. We show that the performance of this new rule is quite impressive
in the case when the Heusler compound is doped with the late transition metals. .
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Method
Slater-Pauling
SISSO-model-1D
SISSO-model-2D
SISSO-model-3D
General rule

RMSE
1.35
0.5
0.35
0.19
0.35

R2 MaxAE
0.68 6.4
0.92 1.9
0.96 0.76
0.99 0.58
0.96 0.64

TABLE I: Comparison of errors for the magnetic moments obtained by different models:
Slater-Pauling, SISSO-models of different dimesnions and finally a 2D model model which is
referred as general rule.

13

FIG. 1: The schematics of the workflow to predict new Heusler alloys using a new general rule
proposed by us.
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Compound
MSP
Co2 Ti0.25 Mn0.75 P 5.25
Co2 Cr0.25 Mn0.75 P 5.75
Co2 V0.25 Mn0.75 P 5.50
Co2 Fe0.25 Mn0.75 P 6.25
Co2 Ni0.25 Mn0.75 P 6.75
Co2 Cu0.25 Mn0.75 P 7.00
Co2 Zn0.25 Mn0.75 P 7.25

0
MSP
MDFT
5.20 5.11
5.73 5.77
5.50 5.50
5.93 6.15
5.55 4.86
5.20 4.50
4.8 4.75

δ MSP
-0.14
-0.02
0.00
-0.10
-1.89
-2.50
-2.50

0
δ MSP
-0.09
0.04
0.00
0.20
-0.69
-0.69
-0.46

Co2 Ti0.25 Mn0.75 As 5.25 5.21
Co2 Zn0.25 Mn0.75 As 7.25 4.73

5.23
4.73

-0.05 -0.04
-2.52 0.00

Co2 Ti0.25 Mn0.75 Sb 5.25 5.20
Co2 Zn0.25 Mn0.75 Sb 7.25 4.72

5.21
4.79

-0.04 -0.01
-2.46 -0.07

Co2 Zn0.5 Mn0.5 Si
Co2 Cu0.5 Mn0.5 Sn

3.06
2.97

-4.44 -0.35
-4.03 -0.22

7.5
7.0

2.71
2.75

TABLE II: Comparison between the magnetic moments obtained from the different approaches
for Co2Y1−x Mx Z Heusler alloys. Here MSP refers to the standard Slater-Pauling rule
(MSP = Nv − 24).

Compound
MDFT (µB ) Formation energy (DFT)(eV/atom) Formation energy (SISSO)(eV/atom)
Co2 Fe0.25 Mn0.75 P
6.15
-0.23
-0.33
Co2 Ti0.25 Mn0.75 P
5.11
-0.31
-0.38
Co2 Cr0.25 Mn0.75 P
5.77
-0.23
-0.32
Co2 V0.25 Mn0.75 P
5.50
-0.34
-0.35

TABLE III: Formability of some selected Co2Y1−x Mx Z Heusler alloys. A comparison with DFT
is also illustrated.
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(a) Formation Energy

(b) Magnetic moment

FIG. 2: Distribution of (a)formation energy (b)magnetic moment data.
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FIG. 3: Correlation between the DFT-obtained magnetic moment data with different features (a)
for the undoped Heusler compounds (b)considering both doped and undoped compounds.
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FIG. 4: Magnetic moments obtained different models such as Slater-Pauling (MSP ) and the
0 ) are compared with the DFT-obtained magnetic moment data.
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FIG. 5: Density of states of the Y site for Co2 MnSi and Co2 Zn0.5 Mn0.5 Si (in both cases, the
number of atoms are same). The Fermi energy is at 0 eV.
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FIG. 6: Test-RMSE of the six-fold cross validation with the dimension of the descriptor for the
formation energy.
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FIG. 7: Performance of the SISSO-learned 4D descriptor for the formation energy.
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Table 1: Descriptors identified by SISSO with error analysis for the case of magnetic moment
Dimesnion
1
2
3

Descriptor
(MSP /exp((MSP /exp(NdY ))))
1.2 ∗ (MSP /exp((MSP /(NdY )2 ))) + 0.007 ∗ ((MSP /((NdY − MSP ) − MSP )))3
1.03 ∗ (NdY + (MSP /exp((MSP /NdY )))) + 0.00003 ∗ exp((NdY /(MSP + (MSP − NdY ))))
−1.01 ∗ (NdY /exp(((MSP /NdY ))3 ))
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Figure 1: Plot of the exponential factors: e−r and e−r used in the Eqn.3 of the manuscript. r = Nd
.
Y
It can be seen that the exponential factors are close to 1 for small values of r (large values of NdY )
0 ∼ M for early TM doped compounds.
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Figure 2: Total density of states of Co2 Zn0.5 Mn0.5 Si. It can be seen that the material is almost
half-metallic, yet neither version of SP rule work for it.
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