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Efficient algorithms to generate candidate crystal structures with good stability properties can
play a key role in data-driven materials discovery. Here we show that a crystal diffusion variational
autoencoder (CDVAE) is capable of generating two-dimensional (2D) materials of high chemical
and structural diversity and formation energies mirroring the training structures. Specifically, we
train the CDVAE on 2615 2D materials with energy above the convex hull ∆Hhull < 0.3 eV/atom,
and generate 5003 materials that we relax using density functional theory (DFT). We also generate
14192 new crystals by systematic element substitution of the training structures. We find that the
generative model and lattice decoration approach are complementary and yield materials with similar
stability properties but very different crystal structures and chemical compositions. In total we find
11630 predicted new 2D materials, where 8599 of these have ∆Hhull < 0.3 eV/atom as the seed
structures, while 2004 are within 50 meV of the convex hull and could potentially be synthesized.
The relaxed atomic structures of all the materials are available in the open Computational 2D
Materials Database (C2DB). Our work establishes the CDVAE as an efficient and reliable crystal
generation machine, and significantly expands the space of 2D materials.

I. INTRODUCTION

The discovery of new materials that meet specific re-
quirements e.g. in terms stability, compatibility, or phys-
ical properties, is an exciting scientific challenge of great
relevance for our society. First-principles quantum me-
chanical calculations, e.g. based on density functional
theory (DFT)1, can predict the structure and proper-
ties of materials with high accuracy even before they are
made in the lab. However, a DFT code by itself is in-
sufficient for realising the paradigm of inverse materials
design.

Considering the vast number of possible materials and
the complexity of general structure-property relations, it
becomes clear that successful inverse design relies on the
following critical components: (i) automated execution
and management of large numbers of atomistic calcula-
tions, (ii) access to large amounts of relevant high qual-
ity materials data, and (iii) efficient algorithms that can
propose new candidate materials from data. In addition,
synthesis and characterisation experiments must be in-
cluded in the loop as well, but this aspect will not be
considered here.

Components (i) and (ii) are largely in place. Indeed,
the advent of workflow management engines for compu-
tational materials science2–6 have made it possible to
perform high-throughput (HT) computations for thou-
sands of materials with minimal human intervention7–22.
Atomic structures and basic materials properties from
such HT studies have been stored in computational
databases2,23–31, which together contain results of mil-
lions of DFT calculations. Complemented by experimen-
tal crystal structure databases, this makes a rich and
rapidly growing data source for materials science.

The main challenge concerns component (iii). In pre-

vious HT studies, the candidate materials to be explored
were mostly produced by lattice decoration of known ref-
erence materials. An obvious limitation of this approach
is that the resulting materials by construction will be sim-
ilar to the reference materials. In particular, the 3-tuple:
(space group, occupied Wyckoff positions, stoichiometry)
is invariant under element substitution.

Generative machine learning algorithms could poten-
tially broaden the diversity of candidate materials be-
yond the lattice decoration paradigm. However, design-
ing a successful generative model for periodic materials
has proved challenging due the problem of creating repre-
sentations of the lattice, atomic coordinates and elemen-
tal composition that are both invariant to translations
and rotations and is invertible32. The vast chemical space
of elements that can be present in inorganic crystals fur-
ther complicates the design of representations. There-
fore, previous implementations of generative models for
periodic materials have either been limited to a fixed sub-
set of chemical elements33–35 and/or a subset of possi-
ble crystal structures36,37. Recently, a general invertible
representation has been proposed38, which encodes the
material as a matrix of both real and reciprocal space
features, but is not invariant under translations and rota-
tions. Xie et al. developed a crystal diffusion variational
autoencoder (CDVAE) model39, which uses a generative
diffusion model to circumvent the need for an invertible
representation and employs an equivariant graph neural
network to ensure invariance (in fact, equivariance).

In this work, we train a CDVAE39 on 2615 2D mate-
rials with formation energy up to 0.3 eV/atom from the
convex hull, and generate 10000 two-dimensional (2D)
crystals. We compare these structures to a set of 14192
2D crystals obtained by systematic lattice decoration of
the training structures. While Ref.39 assessed validity
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Figure 1: Workflow to generate candidate 2D materials using the CDVAE generative model (left branch) and lattice
decoration (right branch). The same set of 2615 materials is used to train the CDVAE model and as seed structures

for lattice decoration, respectively. Black numbers indicate the number of materials present at a given step of the
workflow while orange numbers indicate number of materials discarded.

and diversity of the generated crystals by means of qual-
itative measures, such as charge neutrality and minimum
bond distance, we here conduct a systematic, unbiased
quantitative analysis by performing full DFT-based re-
laxations and stability analysis of the generated struc-
tures. Compared to the crystals in the training set, the
structures generated by the CDVAE (after DFT relax-
ation) show similar formation energies but significant dif-
ferences in both composition and crystal structure. In
general, CDVAE seems able to produce more complex
materials without compromising stability.

As a direct test of the CDVAE model’s capacity to
learn the stability properties of the training structures,
we also train a CDVAE on materials lying at least 0.4
eV/atom above the hull. We find that the structures
generated by this model have significantly higher forma-
tion energies that those produced by the CDVAE trained
on the more stable materials.

In addition to providing a quantitative assessment of
the CDVAE, our work identifies no less than 8599 new
unique 2D materials with an energy above the convex hull
below 0.3 eV/atom many of which could potentially be
synthesised. The generated crystal structures are freely
available as part of the C2DB29.

II. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Crystal diffusion variational autoencoder

The CDVAE combines a variational autoencoder40 and
a diffusion model to generate new periodic materials.
The crystal is represented by a tuple consisting of the
atomic number of the N atoms, their respective coordi-
nates, and the unit cell basis vectors. CDVAE consist of
three networks: the encoder, a property predictor, and
the decoder. The encoder is a SE(3) equivariant periodic
graph neural network (PGNN), which encodes the ma-
terial onto a lower dimensional latent space from which
the property predictor predicts the number of atoms N ,
the lattice vectors, and the composition, which is the
fraction present of each element. The decoder is a noise
conditional score network diffusion model41 that takes a
structure with noise added to the atom types and coor-
dinates and learns to denoise it into the original stable
structure. Here the score is an estimate of the gradient
of the underlying probability distribution of the materi-
als and is predicted by another SE(3) equivariant PGNN.
The three networks are trained concurrently.

New materials can be generated after training by us-
ing the property predictor to sample the latent space.
A unit cell with the predicted basis vectors is then ini-
tialised with the predicted atoms placed at random po-
sitions. Using the decoder, the atom types and coordi-
nates of the initial random unit cell are then gradually
denoised into a material that is similar to the data distri-
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Figure 2: Heat map of the relative occurrence of each element in the 2D materials used to train (seed) the CDVAE
(LDP). The middle row shows the element substitutions for the LDP corresponding to PAB > 0.1. The relative

occurrence is shown in the last row.

bution of the training data. CDVAE utilizes that adding
noise to a stable material will likely decrease its stability
and, thus, by learning to denoise the noisy stable struc-
ture, the decoder learns to increase the stability of the
structure. Therefore CDVAE should be trained only on
stable materials. An in-depth description of CDVAE can
be found in Xie et al.39.

The set of materials used as training data for the CD-
VAE and seed structures for the lattice decoration proto-
col (LDP), respectively, consists of 2615 unique 2D mate-
rials from the C2DB29,31. As our aim is to discover new
stable materials we limited the initial set of materials to
the subset of C2DB with energy above the convex hull
∆Hhull < 0.3 eV/atom. This was done because both the
CDVAE (LDP) are more likely to generate stable mate-
rials when trained on (seeded by) stable materials. We
did not exclude dynamically unstable materials.

After training the CDVAE model, 10.000 structures
were generated of which 1106 failed CDVAE’s basic va-
lidity check (charge neutrality and bond lengths above
0.5 Å). Of the remaining 8894 structures, 3891 are dupli-
cate structures which are sorted out (see section IV for
more details) and the rest are relaxed using DFT.

B. Lattice decoration protocol

The lattice decoration protocol (LDP) substitutes the
atoms in the seed structures by atoms of similar chem-
ical nature. As a measure of chemical similarity we use
the probability matrix PAB introduced by Glawe et al.42,
which describes the likelihood that a stable material con-
taining a chemical element A remains stable after the
substitution A → B. Glawe et al. constructed this prob-
ability matrix based on an analysis of materials in the
Inorganic Crystal Structure Database43. We choose a

substitution probability of 10 % (PAB > 0.1), which gen-
erates the substitutions shown in Fig. 2. Based on these
substitution relations, we perform all possible single and
double substitutions for all seed structures. For example,
the seed structure MoS2 generates six MX2 structures
with M=Mo,W and X=O, S, Se (the seed structure itself
included). The total set of resulting materials are anal-
ysed for structures that share the same reduced formula
and space group. Such structures are considered as du-
plicate structures and are filtered out. After removal of
duplicates, we are left with 14192 unique 2D crystals (the
seed structures excluded) which are relaxed using DFT.

C. Workflow

Our workflow is illustrated in Fig. 1. Starting with the
initial set of 2D materials, we generate two new sets of
crystal structures using CDVAE and LDP, respectively.
Duplicate structures within each set are removed (see
section IV for more details). The now unique crystal
structures are relaxed using DFT calculations employing
the PBE xc-functional (see section IV for more details).
After the relaxation, any new duplicate structures are re-
moved again and as are materials that have relaxed into
non 2D structures (we refer to Ref.31 for details on the
dimensionality analysis). Finally the heat of formation,
∆H, and the energy above convex hull, ∆Hhull, are cal-
culated.

In Table I we report the success rates for the DFT
relaxations of the structures generated by CDVAE and
LDP, respectively, together with the average number of
relaxation steps and the average energy decrease from
the initial to the relaxed structure. All three parameters
are assumed to describe how close the initial structures
are to the final DFT relaxed structures - e.g. a structure



4

4 3 2 1 0 1
Heat of formation [eV/atom]

0

50

100

150

200

250

300
Co

un
t

a)
Thermodynamic stability

Hhull <  0.3 eV/atom, (2269)
Hhull  0.3 eV/atom, (804)

0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2
Energy above convex hull [eV/atom]

b)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Number of unique elements

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

H
hu

ll [
eV

/a
to

m
]

CDVAE generated

4 3 2 1 0 1
Heat of formation [eV/atom]

0

100

200

300

400

500

600

700

Co
un

t

c)
Thermodynamic stability

Hhull <  0.3 eV/atom, (6350)
Hhull  0.3 eV/atom, (2229)

0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2
Energy above convex hull [eV/atom]

d)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Number of unique elements

0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

H
hu

ll [
eV

/a
to

m
]

LDP generated

Figure 3: Histogram of the heat of formation and energy above convex hull for the DFT-relaxed structures resulting
from the CDVAE (a, b) and LDP (c, d) methods. The inset shows the energy above convex hull with respect to the

number of unique elements in the structure.

LDP CDVAE
Success rate 82 % 69 %
Avg. number of steps 40.1 55.5
Avg. energy decrease [eV/atom] 0.62 0.51

Table I: Summary statistics for the DFT relaxation of
the two methods for generating initial structures.

from a perfect generative method would only need one
relaxation step and the energy decrease would be zero.
As expected, neither LDP or CDVAE generate stable re-
laxed structures. However, while the LDP on average
requires less steps to relax, the CDVAE structures are
closer in energy to the relaxed structure. The fact that
the number of relaxation steps and reduction in energy
upon relaxation is comparable for LDP and CDVAE, sug-
gest that the CDVAE-generated crystals are as close to
relaxed structures as the LPD-generated structures.

We observe that the DFT relaxation fails for about 18
% of the LDP-generated and about 31 % of the CDVAE-
generated structures. The vast majority of these failures

are due to problems in converging the Kohn-Sham SCF
cycle. We suspect that a large fraction of the convergence
problems occur for materials with magnetic ground state
(all calculations are performed with spin polarisation).
This is supported by the fact that 30 % of the materials
containing one or more of the magnetic 3d-metals (V, Cr,
Mn, Fe, Co, Ni), fails due to convergence errors, while
this is only happens for 10 % of other materials.

D. Thermodynamic stability

A histogram of the heat of formation and the energy
above the convex hull for the (DFT-relaxed) structures
resulting from the CDVAE and LDP are shown in Fig.
3. The distributions of both ∆H and ∆Hhull obtained
for the two structure generation methods are remarkably
similar. For example, 73.8 % of the CDVAE materials
have ∆Hhull below 0.3 eV/atom (as the training data)
while this is the case for 74.0 % of the LDP materials. It
should, however, be noted that the smaller success rate
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Figure 4: Kernel density estimate showing the
distribution of the convex hull energies for the stable

and unstable CDVAE generated dataset as well as their
training data.

of the DFT relaxation of the CDVAE generated materi-
als could influence these statistics as it likely that many
of the structures which could not be converged would
have resulted in unstable structures. The inset of Fig.
3 shows how the energy above the convex hull is dis-
tributed depending on the number of different elements
in the structure. First of all it is evident that CDVAE is
able to create structures with a larger number of unique
elements than is present in the training data (5 unique
elements is the maximum in the seed structures), while
LDP is limited to the stoichiometries present in the seed
materials. However, generally the thermodynamic sta-
bility is lower for the materials with larger number of
unique elements. Examples of some of the most stable
CDVAE generated structures is shown in Fig. 5. The
material Zr2CCl2 shown in c) is one of the 22 materials
which are found both by the CDVAE and LDP method.

To predict whether a given 2D material can be synthe-
sized is a complex problem that involves many factors.
Often the size of ∆Hhull is used a soft criterion for synthe-
sizability as it determines the material’s thermodynamic
stability relative to other competing phases (this crite-
rion neglects growth kinetics and substrate interactions
both of which can be important for 2D materials). A
previous study of 700 polymorphs in 41 common inor-
ganic bulk material systems showed that a threshold of
∆Hhull < 0.1 eV/atom will exclude 26% of the known
synthesized polymorphs44. We also note that the T-
phase of MoS2 was synthesised both as a monolayer45

and a layered bulk46, despite having ∆Hhull = 0.18
eV/atom47. These examples demonstrate that many of
the predicted 2D materials with ∆Hhull < 50 meV/atom
(2004) or even ∆Hhull < 100 meV/atom (3400), are likely
to be synthesizable.

While the ∆Hhull-distributions in Fig. 3 are clearly
peaked close to zero they also have a tail of less stable

materials. In particular, about 26 % of the materials
have ∆Hhull > 0.3 eV/atom (the threshold to select the
training structures). A natural question to ask is then
to what extent the structures produced by the CDVAE
are in fact biased towards high stability structures? To
answer this question, we trained a CDVAE model on 988
2D materials with a ∆Hhull > 0.4 eV/atom and used it
to generate another 10.000 structures from which we ran-
domly selected 1000 non-duplicate structures, which we
relaxed following the same workflow as described before.
The distribution of the energy above the convex hull of
the relaxed structures for both the stable and unstable
CDVAE models are shown in Fig. 4 together with the
distribution of their respective training sets. We clearly
see that the CDVAE model trained to generate unstable
materials produces structures that are significantly fur-
ther from the convex hull than the stable model. This
illustrates that CDVAE successfully learns the chemistry
of the materials in the training data.

E. Structural diversity

Having established the capability of the CDVAE to
produce materials with good stability properties, we now
turn to its ability to generate crystals of high chemical
and structural diversity. While the LDP is restricted to
stoichiometries and crystal structures already present in
the seed structures, the CDVAE (in principle) has no
such limitations. Fig. 2 shows the relative occurrence of
each element in the seed/training structures. The corre-
sponding plots for the materials generated by LDP and
CDVAE (after relaxation) are shown in Fig. 1 in the
Supplemental Information. Both LDP and CDVAE pro-
duces diverse compositions with elements covering most
of the periodic table. However, CDVAE has a signifi-
cantly higher occurrence of oxygen and chalcogens (S and
Se) as well as halogens (Cl, Br and I). This trend is also
present for the materials prior to relaxation and, thus
does not originate from a potential higher DFT conver-
gence rate for these elements. Instead, the six elements
are also more prevalent, albeit slightly, in the seed struc-
tures which could indicate an overfitting of the model.

The CDVAE generates significantly different chemical
compositions and crystal structures as compared to the
seed structures and those generated by the LDP. Fig.
6 shows the relative frequencies of stoichiometry, space
group number and occupied Wyckoff positions, respec-
tively. Only the most common classes of the seed struc-
tures are shown. We find 239 unique stoichiometries
among the CDVAE-generated materials, while there is
only 87 and 103 unique stoichiometries in the seed struc-
tures and LDP-generated structures, respectively. The
higher number of unique stoichiometries in the LDP-
generated structures than in the seed structures is due
to new stoichiometries being created when two differ-
ent elements are substituted by the same element, or
when an element is being substituted with an element
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Figure 5: (a-g) Examples of CDVAE generated materials with negative convex hull energies. (h, i) Examples of
CDVAE generated stable materials with the new discovered combination of stoichiometry ABC2D2, space group

number 25 and occupied Wyckoff positions a,b,c,d.

already present in the seed material. For example, the
seed materials Te2Cu4O12 (stoichiometry AB2C6) be-
comes Cu4S14 (stoichiometry A2B7) under the double
substitution O→S and Te→S. The significantly larger

number of unique stoichiometries generated by CDVAE
compared to the LDP shows that the former is able to
produce new classes of structures that are not present in
the training data.
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The CDVAE tends to generate rather complex, low-
symmetry structures, which is illustrated by the large
fraction of materials with space group number 1. More-
over, the average number of different elements in the unit
cell is 4.0 for the CDVAE generated materials while it is
only 2.6 for the C2DB seed structures. The larger num-
ber of different elements is part of the reason for the
higher fraction of materials with low symmetry. This

tendency of CDVAE to generate structures with more
complex composition is also noted by Xie et al., who
attributes this to a non-Gaussian distribution of the un-
derlying structure of the materials. Thus, when CDVAE
generates new materials it samples from a Gaussian dis-
tribution N (0, 1) from which it predicts the number of
atoms and composition. However if N (0, 1) is not repre-
sentative of the latent space, out of distribution materi-
als can be generated. For materials discovery this could,
however, be advantageous as this makes CDVAE able to
generate new crystal types which are not present in the
training data.

To give a global overview of the structural distribution
of the three data sets, a t-SNE embedding is shown in
Fig. 7. The t-SNE analysis is made for 2500 materials
sampled randomly from each data set. Here the structure
is represented as a tuple given by the space group, occu-
pied Wyckoff positions, and stoichiometry, where each
is one-hot encoded before the t-SNE embedding. We
see that most of the training data form clear clusters,
which represent the most common stoichiometries, space
group and Wyckoff positions. The LDP generated ma-
terials mostly follow the same pattern as the seed struc-
tures. However, the CDVAE generated structures are
more spread out, which is partly due to the large vari-
ation in their stoichiometries, while a few clusters ap-
pear due to the large fraction of low symmetry materials
with space group number 1. One noteworthy example
is the cluster of CDVAE generated materials with stoi-
chiometry ABC2D2, space group number 25 and occu-
pied Wyckoff positions a,b,c,d. For this specific combi-
nation, CDVAE discovered 123 new materials of which
30 lies within 50 meV of the convex hull, while there is
no examples of such materials in the training set nor in
the LDP generated structures. Two of the most stable
discovered materials of this type can be seen in Fig. 5 (h,
i). The new class of structures have broken out-of-plane
symmetry either due to the outermost atoms (b) or the
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innermost atoms (a). The fact that the CDVAE is able
to generate new classes of stable materials, which are not
present in the training data, is very promising and a clear
advantage of deep generative models compared to lattice
decoration protocols.

III. CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, we have successfully employed a deep
generative model in combination with a systematic lattice
decoration protocol (LDP) to generate more than 8500
unique 2D crystals with formation energies (∆H) within
0.3 eV/atom of the convex hull. Out of these, more than
2000 have ∆H within 50 meV/atom of the convex hull,
and could potentially be synthesized. This represents at
least a doubling of the known stable 2D materials.

In addition to the very significant expansion of the
known space of 2D materials, our work provides a quan-
titative assessment of the crystal diffusion variational au-
toencoder (CDVAE)39, and establishes its excellent per-
formance with respect to the two key criteria: ability to
learn the stability properties of the training structures,
and ability to generate crystals with high chemical and
structural diversity. In fact, only 25% of the generated
materials had ∆Hhull above the 0.3 eV/atom threshold
used to select the training structures, and the stoichiome-
tries of the generated materials span 239 types versus 87
present in the training structures. Generally, the crystal
structures generated by CDVAE have higher complex-
ity and lower symmetries than the training structures.
We found the method of lattice decoration to be comple-
mentary to the CDVAE generator with the two methods
yielding only 22 common crystals out of the 11630 struc-
tures generated in total. While the LDP is limited to
the structural blueprint of the seed materials, CDVAE is
able to generate new classes of materials, which are not
present in the initial data set. This is promising for an
autonomous materials discovery method as it adds new
genes to pool of trial materials and thus goes beyond the
lattice decoration paradigm.

The fact that CDVAE is comparable to lattice decora-
tion (with substitution by chemically similar elements) in
terms of stability while producing new and diverse crystal
structures, is a testimony to the prospect of using deep
generative models in materials discovery.

All the structures are available in the C2DB
database47, and their basic properties will also be made
available as the execution of the C2DB property workflow
proceeds.

IV. METHOD

A. Workflow

To set up and manage the workflow we use the Atomic
Simulation Recipes5, which has implemented tools for

DFT relaxation, duplicate removal, dimensionality check,
and for calculating the thermodynamic properties. The
DFT calculations are performed using the GPAW code48

with the PBE xc-functional, a plane wave cut-off energy
of 800 eV and a k -point density of at least 4 Å. The
relaxation is stopped when the maximum force is below
0.01 eV/Å and the maximum stress is below 0.002 eV/Å3.

The duplicate removal recipe finds duplicate struc-
tures using the root mean square distance (RMSD)
between the structures which is calculated using the
Python library pymatgen49. We consider structures
to be duplicate if RMSD< 0.3 Å and only keep the
structure with the lowest heat of formation. See Ref.31

for more information. For the initial LDP generated
materials (before the DFT relaxation) a more crude
duplicate sorting of the structures is employed, where
two materials with the same reduced formula and space
group are considered duplicates.

To determine the convex hull we use as reference
databases the C2DB as well as a database of refer-
ence structures comprising 9590 elementary, binary, and
ternary crystals that all lie within 20 meV of the con-
vex hull in the Open Quantum Materials Database
(OQMD)25. These reference structures were relaxed us-
ing the VASP50 code at the PBE level (PBE+U for se-
lected transition metal oxides) as part of the OQMD
project. Since we use the GPAW code to relax and evalu-
ate the energy of the 2D materials, we have re-calculated
the total energy of the reference structures (without re-
optimisation) using the GPAW code.

B. CDVAE

CDVAE is designed to generate 3D bulk crystals,
where the unit cell is periodic in all three directions.
This introduces a problem when generating 2D materi-
als, which are non-periodic in one direction. We solve this
issue by introducing an artificial periodicity in the non-
periodic direction with a lattice vector which is an order
of magnitude larger than those in the periodic directions.
This ensures that the graph networks only connect atoms
in the 2D layer and thus CDVAE learns to generate 2D
materials. When training the model, we used 70 % of
the materials in the training set, while 15 % was used for
validation and 15 % for test. We used the same hyperpa-
rameters as employed by Xie et al. for their MP-20 data
set. See Ref.39 for more information.
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Figure 1: Heat map of the relative occurrence of each element in the CVAE and LDP generated and relaxed data set.
The bottom number is the relative occurrence.
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