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ABSTRACT

Machine learning of multi-dimensional potential energy surfaces, from purely ab initio datasets, has
seen substantial progress in the past years. Gaussian processes, a popular regression method, have
been very successful at producing realistic potential energy surfaces from sparse datasets allowing to
reduce the computational cost of highly accurate models. However, there are many choices one has to
take in the design of the kernel and the feature space which can substantially change the performance
and the characteristic of the model. In this study we explore different Gaussian processes set ups and,
more specifically, how the permutational invariance of the target surface is controlled through the
feature space selection.

1 Introduction

Machine learning (ML) has, as in many fields of sci-
ence, changed the tools we use to predict accurate multi-
dimensional potential energy surfaces (PESs) from elec-
tronic structure data. Evaluating accurate energies of
flexible molecules, that are required for quantum dy-
namics methods, at the accuracy of post Hartree–Fock
electronic structure methods is often too computationally
demanding for on the fly methods and has consequently
very restricted use1,2. Using ML methods gives us the
ability to use sparser datasets and infer accurate energies
in a universal approach since target function do not need
to have a “predefined” form. As opposed to analytical
fits where one requires an a priori knowledge of the func-
tion3–7, ML have the ability to learn general unknown
functions8.

Amongst the various ML methods, Gaussian processes
regression (GP) provides a solid framework for learning
continuous functions, such as PESs9–17. GPs are easier
to implement than other ML techniques like neural net-
works18 (NN) and also provide an error estimate of the
predicted function which can have useful properties in
applications to chemistry. Since the pattern of the target
function is heavily dependent on the feature space, it is
important to assess the impact that the choice of the coor-
dinate system has on the ability of a GP to build a latent

function, i.e. the predicted surface generated by the GP,
with accurate properties.

A key aspect of setting up GP is to define a feature space
for learning onto which we project the training set. A
few aspects of our target global PES should come into
consideration19: physical invariances (translational, rota-
tional and permutational), dimensionality (since kernels
will become more complex and harder to optimise for
large feature spaces) and, optionally, chemical intuition.
The latter has a direct relation to the complexity of the
pattern of the target function which, if simple along fea-
ture dimensions, can improve the performance of the
latent function. Expressing the molecular geometry us-
ing appropriate descriptors is then essential to produce
successful ML models and it should be able to create
physically invariant PESs.

In this paper, we focus on feature spaces derived from
global descriptors to reproduce symmetry in the PES.
Translational and rotational invariances are often easily
accounted for, while permutational invariances are harder
to handle20–23. There has been substantial progress in the
last years in developing permutationally invariant fitting
bases which are based on symmetrisation of monomials
to construct polynomials of interatomic distances: the
so-called PIP (permutational invariant polynomials) ap-
proach21,24–27 which is usually used in conjunction with
NN approaches, but have also been used in conjunction
with GPs28,29.
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Global descriptors of a water molecule for machine learning of potential energy surfaces

In ML, one needs to consider a “feature space” which
defines the input coordinates of the model as well as, in
most cases, a description of the geometry of the molecule.
Global descriptors of the molecular geometry are usu-
ally simple to derive but have no transferability. On the
other hand, local atomic descriptors are harder to derive
but are often used in ML learning as demonstrated by
NN approaches of Behler et al30,31, SOAP approaches by
Csànyi et al9,32 as well as others33,34. Local descriptors
are well studied and successful but we will not consider
them here since we only consider small molecular sys-
tems that do not suffer from global descriptors (they are
quite easy to define for small systems).

Performance of models can also be obtained by account-
ing for the physical invariance, within the training data
itself, by adding equivalent data points. An example of
this is Thompson et al35 where switching labels of the
hydrogens for the H + CH4 → H2 + CH3 reaction PES, a
large training set is obtained to improve the predicted en-
ergies. The training data “augmentation” can be done for
any non-permutationally variant feature spaces and has
two advantages: as ML methods tend to monotonically
improve with respect to training set size it allows us to
increase the performance with a small computational cost
and one can use feature spaces that are not too abstract.

With large sizes of training sets often used in literature,
feature space are often compared in terms of numerical
accuracy of the resulting method and, often, have a rather
obvious choice given the specific target functions that is
considered. There is however importance in understand-
ing how changing the feature space and the training set
can affect the GP performance through the change in the
log-marginal likelihood space. This is especially true as
GP are known to work well for sparser sets and often
used as they scale favourably with the size of the training
set36.

2 Gaussian Processes

A Gaussian process is a machine learning regression
method and is defined as a collection of random vari-
ables, any finite number of which have a joint Gaussian
distribution37. An essential part of a GP model is its
kernel function and its feature space which is the input
space of the GP.

Kernel functions associate a numerical value to the “sim-
ilarity” of any two given points and are often dependent
on optimisable hyperparameters to make them flexible.
For example, a general kernel evaluation from the Matérn
kernel class↓ for two vectors over the feature space, X
and X′, is given by

K(X,X′) = σ2 21−ν

Γ(ν)

(
√

2ν
d

ρ

)ν
Kν

(
√

2ν
d

ρ

)
+ λ2

(1)

where Γ is the gamma function, Kν is the modified
Bessel function of the second kind of degree ν, ρ are
length scales and d is the Euclidean distance in fea-
ture space |X −X′|. The ρ hyperparameter (each fea-
ture dimension would have a specific ρ when using an
anisotropic kernel) is optimised by the GP while the ν
parameter is not optimised and defines the smoothness of
the kernel37. At the infinitely smooth limit of the Matérn
kernel, when ν →∞, one obtains the radial basis func-
tion (RBF) kernel:

K(X,X′) = σ2 exp
(
− |X−X′|

ρ2
)

(2)

To produce at least twice-differentiable latent functions
(this is of particular interest for PES modelling since
twice-differentiable ensures continuous atomistic forces
and Hessians which is expected from the true physics
of the problem), we will consider Matérn (ν = 2.5) and
RBF kernels as the two extremes of the Matérn class.

At a set of query point, forming a matrix Xp of size
Np × Nfeatures, a GP model predicts a Gaussian distri-
bution with a mean (sometimes called the latent func-
tion), here denoted y(Xp), and a variance, here denoted
∆(Xp), which is associated to the model confidence. For
a set of prediction points, Xp, the predicted distribution
are given by37:

y(Xp) = Kpt K
−1
tt y

∆(Xp) = Kpp −Kpt K
−1
tt Ktp

(3)

where the kernel matrices are subscripted with the ma-
trices they evaluate (p for query points and t for train-
ing) and the ijth element of the matrix Knm is given by
K(Xn,i,Xm,j). A common meter to define the confi-
dence in a model prediction, used in the ML community,
is the ∆95% confidence interval which is given as y±2∆.

Optimising a GP is performed by varying the hyperpa-
rameters of its kernel. One can design different loss and
regularisation functions or take a Bayesian approach and
optimise the hyperparameters by maximising (or more
commonly by minimising the negative) the log-marginal
likelihood (LML) defined as37

LML = −1

2
yTK−1tt y − 1

2
log|Ktt| −

n

2
log(2π) (4)

where Ktt is the covariance matrix of the training set
to itself. The terms on the LHS of equation 4 can be
understood as a fit, a regularisation and a normalisation
term respectively37.

One can also design, outside of the Bayesian approach, a
series of loss and regularisation functions to optimise the
kernel hyperparameters. These would produce hypersur-
faces which, like the LML, could be studied with respect
to changes in feature space and training data. However,
we will not cover these alternative surfaces in this work.

↓ To allow further flexibility, multiply it by a constant kernel (CK) and sum a White Kernel (WK) noise.
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Global descriptors of a water molecule for machine learning of potential energy surfaces

3 Methodology

A initial set of water geometries was sampled from
the Boltzmann distribution using a Metropolis–Hastings
scheme at a temperature that allowed samples up to 0.3
mHa above the equilibrium energy. Agglomerative clus-
tering38 is used to segregate data points with respect to
their euclidean distance and, finally, a training set of 24
geometries calculated at UHF/aug-cc-pVDZ using the
Q-Chem software39 is created by sampling each cluster
at random.

GPs using Matérn (ν = 2.5) kernels, scaled by a CK
and with an added WK, and different feature spaces
are then trained with the same training set using the
GMIN suite40–42 and visualised using disconnectivity
graphs43–45: given the relatively low dimensionality of
the LML, 5D with our choice of kernel, we pick very
large bounds for the hyperparameters with length scales
and amplitude ranging from 105 to 10−5 and the noise
ranging from unity to 10−5. Steps are computationally
quite cheap and a full exploration of the landscape is
ensured. Each minimum is then associated to a model
and, unless specified, we use the lowest minimum on the
LML as the best model.

The performance of the latent functions resulting from
the differently trained GPs are assessed with the mean ab-
solute error (MAE) on two distinct Boltzmann distributed
testing sets also calculated at UHF/aug-cc-pVDZ sam-
pled from a Metropolis–Hastings scheme at different
temperatures. The first testing set, the “low energy” set,
consists of 500 geometries near equilibrium with no data
at higher energies than training data while the second
testing set, the “high energy” set, consists of 500 differ-
ent geometries stretching further away and with some
data in the extrapolation regime.

In order to represent the steps and decisions one has to
take when learning data with GPs, we define a chart in
figure 1. As the methodology above states, some of the
decisions are not changed in this paper: this is the case
for D1 and D2↓ since the training data is fixed, and D5
and D6 since we only use LML and MAEs as means of
selecting hyperparameters and test our models. However,
the D3 and D4 are explored with different feature space
and kernels tested.

4 Results

The function we are trying to model with a GP is the
true UHF/aug-cc-pVDZ surface, shown in figure 2. The
PES is rather simple and exhibits a single minimum. The
projection of the surface along the stretches of the two
O-H bonds is the most interesting as it is symmetric due
to the permutational invariance of the water molecule.

The ability of a GP model to replicate this symmetry is
easily seen on the plot of the latent function.

Start

Generate dataD1

Select data
for trainingD2

Select
feature spaceD3

Select
kernelD4

Optimise
kernelD5

Test
GP modelD6

Random generation,
MD sampling,

...
M1

Clustering,
Symmetrising,

...
M2

Molecular structure,
Physical constraints,

...
M3

GMIN, sklearn,
LOOCVM4

MAE, MAE,
Latent functionM5

Large amount
of data
X,y

O1

Training data
χ = {X,y}O2

Optimised
hyperparametersO3

Optimised GPO4

Accurate PES modelO4

Methods Process Output

Start
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Select data
for trainingD2

Select
feature spaceD3

Select
kernelD4
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GP modelD6
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Random generation,
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...
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...
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Molecular structure,
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...
M3
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RMSE, MAE,
Latent functionM5

Large amount
of data
X,y

O1

Training data
χ = {X,y}O2

Optimised
hyperparametersO3

Optimised GPO4

Accurate PES modelO4

Figure 1: Flowchart that schematically explains the dif-
ferent levels of the GP setups where choices of methods
and GP kernels, feature space and so on. We define "M"
as methods, "D" as decisions and "O" as outputs.

Obtaining accurate models for such a simple surface is
not a hard task with methods that are available today
and one can produce, using semi-empirical models, sub-
µHa accuracy water potentials46. Closer to ML appli-
cations, sub-0.1 eV (0.1 eV ≈ 4 mHa) are commonly
reported47,48 often with rather large training sets (equiva-
lent to > 6 grid points per degree of freedom↓ ) and with
allowed stretches of around 0.2 Å. More recently, sub-
mHa ML potentials with around 100 training geometries
for a single water molecule have also been reported using
novel method in quantum computing49.

In this study, we do not aim to produce PES models
which are more accurate than the current best published
ML potentials. We are instead interested in the Bayesian
optimisation of GP models for sparse and high energy
data. Our errors are rather large but are only compared
to one another to measure the ability of the various GP
schemes at reproducing target patterns.

↓ Although we do explore some of the methods in M2 which do affect what the training data is.
↓ In this study we use 24 geometries which equate to less than 3 grid points per degree of freedom.
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Global descriptors of a water molecule for machine learning of potential energy surfaces
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Figure 2: The true surface of the PES at UHF/aug-cc-
pVDZ of a single water molecule in the gas phase. One
can see the rather simple PES spanned along the two
O-H bond stretches, here plotted between 0.4 and 3.0
Å. A water molecule is drawn on the right to show the
labelling which is used in later sections.

4.1 Internuclear distances

The first feature space we consider is the set
of internuclear distances (ID), given by X =
[rO−H1

, rO−H2
, rH1−H1

]. The resulting latent function
has a large error on the testing sets with 8.0 mHa and
37.0 mHa. The GP latent function misses the symmetry
of the PES with very different length scales for the two
bonds which are permutationally invariant.
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Figure 3: Predicted PES by a GP trained on the ID feature
space alongside the disconnectivity graph of the LML
function. Black dots represent training data and magenta
contours are isovalue of the covariance function for one
training point selected at random.

A way to understand the ability of the GP to predict the
surface from the sparse data, is to see how far a data
point “influences” the prediction (this is controlled by
the length scale hyperparameter). In figure 3, we plot
magenta contours which represent isovalues of the co-
variance function from a selected point. The further they
stretch the more “information” is carried over from the
training data to the GP model.

A common projection of the internuclear distances used
in ML-PESs, is the Morse-transformation defined as
X̃i = exp(−(Xi −X0)/α) for i = 1, 2, 3 (5)

where α and X0 are Morse parameters that control the
projection. The choice of the latter can be derived from
chemistry or, more generally, can be defined for all in-
ternuclear distances as a set of optimal parameters. We
have, in a different study50, addressed the way one can
find optimal parameters.

The PES projected on this feature space, denoted MID
here, is “simplified”: the bond stretches are expanded in
the steep, nuclear repulsion, regions of the PES at short
bond lengths and are contracted in the slowly changing
regions towards bond dissociation. The MID feature
space, here projected using α = 2.0 and X0 = 0.0, does
not improve on the ID feature space with similar large
errors on the testing sets. The MID latent function also
misses the symmetry in the latent function.
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1.5

2.5
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H
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-76.0

-75.8
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MAE: 7.7/37.9 mHa

epsilon

3
6

7

Figure 4: Predicted PES by a GP trained on the MID
feature space alongside the disconnectivity graph of the
LML function. Black dots represent training data and
magenta contours are isovalue of the covariance function.

Simple feature space do not easily reproduce the sym-
metry of the PES with very sparse sets. One needs to
consider baking the symmetry into the feature space or
into the training data to improve the modelling.

4.2 Fundamental invariants

We now consider the enforcement of symmetry using
mathematical considerations, and start by projecting the
training set on the coefficients of the fundamental in-
variant polynomials (FI feature space) obtained from so
called primary and secondary invariants24. Fundamental
invariants are the minimal basis that spans the PIPs51,52

and they can be obtained using algebra software like Sin-
gular53 which provide, for a triatomic specifically, an
alternative 3D feature space for learning. The feature
space being completely invariant w.r.t. same atom per-
mutations, we are guaranteed to produce a symmetrical
PES. However, despite describing a correctly permuta-
tionally invariant surface, the FI-based model is about
as performant as the ID-based one with MAEs of 8.0 /
38.1 mHa and of 7.4/ 37.2 mHa, respectively, given for
both low and high energy testing sets mentioned in the
previous section.
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Global descriptors of a water molecule for machine learning of potential energy surfaces
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Figure 5: Predicted PES by a GP trained on the FI feature
space alongside the disconnectivity graph of the LML
function. Black dots represent training data and magenta
contours are isovalue of the covariance function.

The main reason for FIs to not perform well is that the
space where data was sampled is greatly compressed
and, despite having a potentially good description of the
region of feature space near data where the model is
learned. This is seen in the projected FI ellipse that takes
a crescent shape in the O-H bond length space giving
a quite bad range of influence along the x = y direc-
tion despite a good range on the perpendicular direction.
Gaussian process optimise compressed sets badly and
typically go into an over fitting regime making an overall
PES which only describes the energy well near the sam-
pled data. Given the different power of the polynomials
of the FI feature dimensions, one could also consider to
make them “power-consistent” by taking the nth root of
the polynomial: for example for the FI of AB2 molecules
one would take the square root of f1 = X2

O−H1
+X2

O−H2
.

This does not however improve the performance of the
latent function for this training set.

For sparse training sets, the FI feature dimensions seem
to have a surface that is not well-fitted by the latent func-
tion of the Gaussian process. Moreover, the number of
FIs greatly increases with the number of atoms: for AB3

type molecule the 6 MID feature space would have 6 fea-
ture dimensions against 15 for the FI feature space and,
for even larger molecules of type A2B4 one would need
122 dimensions in the FI space against only 15 features
for the MID space (this would be the case for a water
dimer for example).

4.3 Normal modes

Fitting global PESs to normal modes appears to be a
sensible choice as they describe, to a truncated Taylor ap-
proximation, a “simpler” surface around the equilibrium
geometry54–56. Solving the eigenvalue problem of the
mass-weighted Hessian around a symmetrical geometry
(C2v for the water molecule) yields Cartesian displace-
ment vectors that describe motions of the molecule which
correspond to irreducible representations. This allows

us to construct a feature space with symmetry from a
chemical perspective rather than a mathematical one (as
done for FIs).

We first define the mass-weighted Hessian of the energy
E, as

HMW = M



∂2E
∂ξ1∂ξ1

∂2E
∂ξ1∂ξ2

. . . ∂2E
∂ξ1∂ξ3N

∂2E
∂ξ2∂ξ1

∂2E
∂ξ2∂ξ2

. . . ∂2E
∂ξ2∂ξ3N

...
...

. . .
...

∂2E
∂ξ3N∂ξ1

∂2E
∂ξ3N∂ξ2

. . . ∂2E
∂ξN∂ξ3N


M

(6)
where M is a diagonal matrix with the diagonal
terms given by Mii = m

1/2
i and ξi are the Carte-

sian coordinates labelled as ξ1, ξ2, ξ3, ξ4 . . . ξ3N =
∆x1,∆y1,∆z1,∆x2 . . .∆zN where one labels the N
atoms for the ∆s and the 3N coordinates for the ξ. An
important step to obtain a feature space, is to project
the translation and rotations out of the Hessian. This
can be done by generating the translation and rotation
mass-weighted vectors and then performing a Schmidt
orthogonalisation to produce 3N − 6 mass-weighted vec-
tors↓ which are orthogonal to the translations and rota-
tions. The latter form the matrix D, and considering
the eigenvalue problem of the projected mass-weighted
Hessian,

D†HMWD vi = λi vi (7)

one gets the eigenvectors, vi, which we will call “normal
modes” and the eigenvalues, λi, which give the normal
modes vibrational frequencies. The NM coefficients that
one uses to create a feature space are the projection of the
Cartesian displacements on the 3N − 6 normal modes:


v1
v2
...

v3N−6

 = U−1 D†M ∆q (8)

where ∆q = q−qeq is a 3N vector of the Cartesian dis-
placements from the equilibrium geometry, U−1 is the
inverse of the matrix whose columns are the eigenvectors
of the projected mass-weighted Hessian of equation 7.

↓ One would only produce 3N − 5 vectors for a linear molecule.
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Global descriptors of a water molecule for machine learning of potential energy surfaces
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Figure 6: Normal modes of vibration of the water
molecule with their respective energy curves shown by
the black lines. The bending mode v1 is shown again on
a different scale with a red line as it has a much flatter
energy curve. Finally, the blue energy profile for the
v2 normal mode is the Morse-transformed normal mode
which is discussed further below (the equilibrium ge-
ometry, when Morse transformed, has a coefficient of 1
instead of 0 and the blue line is hence also shifted).

The NM trained GP produces a non-symmetrical PES
model with a longer range description than ID and MID
models, as seen on figure 7. GP trained on normal modes
coefficients show latent functions that seem to agree with
the general concept of normal modes: each length scale
is optimised to values that are proportional to the eigen-
value of each normal mode. Displacements along v2
produce “symmetrical” results in figure 7(a) despite the
symmetrised training set only ensuring that the v2 feature
dimension is symmetrical. The absence of symmetry
along the v1 feature dimension is not relevant as moving
along it moves the entire water geometry in a symmetrical
manner and thus is, by definition, symmetrical.
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-75.6
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-75.2

Figure 7: Latent functions trained on normal mode coef-
ficients. Since unlike bond lengths, MID and FI feature
space all share 2 dimensions which can be projected on
one another each normal mode has contribution from all
degrees of freedom, one cannot associate the plot along
v1/v2 to a plot along rO-H1 /rO-H1 . For this reason it is
hard to truly understand how the normal mode feature
space affects the latent function at a long range where it
seems to lack accuracy.

In terms of accuracy, the NM projection performs as
badly, if not worse, to the previous feature spaces for the
low energy testing set with a MAE of 12.68 mHa. For
the higher energy Boltzmann distribution, the NM fea-
ture space performs better with an MAE of 33.06 mHa,
showing the longer range description, but is still inaccu-
rate. Although it seem counter-intuitive that NMs, a local
descriptor of the molecular geometry, only improves the
MAE of the previous training sets at long range one has
to remember that the performance at long range is an ex-
trapolation problem that is mostly affected by the length
scale hyperparameters of the Gaussian process which
allows those testing points to be predicted “using” the
training data (a short length scale would prevent that and
predict for any extrapolated point to be equal to the mean
of the training set).

The Morse transformation of the normal modes (MNM),
see figure 6, does not improve the model and still pro-
duces large MAEs of 5.5/20.8 mHa on the testing sets.
The GP latent function trained on the MNM feature space
are not visually different from the ones shown in figure 7
and are not represented here.

4.4 Non-local normal modes

Normal modes are by definition a local simplification
of the PES: the Taylor expansion truncated at the sec-
ond order becomes less accurate as we move away from
equilibrium. In terms of feature space design, it is not im-
portant that the true surface deviates from the harmonic
approximation since we do not simply fit a quadratic
curve but we do learn the true value of the PES. It is
however important, in keeping with the idea of learning
simple surface, to understand that normal modes being
local do provide a PES that can be rather complex when
projected onto the normal modes away from equilibrium.
One can define the latter as “local”, although this is a
redundant label given their definition from equation 8,
and one can wonder if there was a definition of “general”
normal modes that would require to specify that these
were indeed the sub-family of local normal modes.

For the water molecule we consider, the breakdown of
the simplicity of the PES along the normal modes can be
seen with the bending mode of the water molecule. As
the angle changes, moving along the symmetrical stretch-
ing of the water molecule become less and less quadratic
and the multidimensional surface along those stretching
is non-trivial. Taking this further one could imagine a
molecule that has a low barrier between two equilibria
for which one wants to build a PES: which normal modes
are more relevant for the overall PES ? It is hard to argue
in general that both local normal modes of the equilibria
are equivalent. Moreover, how relevant are the normal
modes of the equilibria around the TS? We try to address
this by considering a feature space that uses a general
expression of normal modes, generated on the fly, on
which to project the training data.
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Global descriptors of a water molecule for machine learning of potential energy surfaces

Since the position of a data point is expressed by a pro-
jection which itself depends on the position, ∆q which
we will assume is projected onto a one dimensional vari-
able x, a general normal mode projection would modify
equation 8 as

v = U−1 D†M∆q

w = U−1(x) D†(x) M∆q
(9)

where, to reiterate, ∆q is the 3N vector of the Cartesian
displacement from the equilibrium↓. In the definition of
equation 9, the projection matrices U−1 and D† depend
on the variable x which is some function of the molecular
geometry.

One obvious problem with such a projection is that it is a
arduous task to build a projection back to the Cartesian
space (as it is the case for FI projections). This would
only affect some applications and creating a feature space
onto which a GP can learn is still possible.

These new normal modes effectively remove a DOF since
the bending normal mode, w1, will always project onto
zero as it is “centred” at all times, i.e. the amount by
which it moves from the original geometry, is completely
absorbed into the x variable. This is easily solved by
swapping the fixed bending mode coefficient by the coor-
dinate and use the [x,w2, w3], where wi is the coefficient
of the projection onto the wi non-local normal mode,
coordinates for learning. This can be seen as a general
approach to use one DOF for evaluating the remaining
3N − 7 feature dimensions as general normal modes and
thus forming a complete 3N − 6 dimensions space on
which to learn.
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[Å]

0.5

1.5

2.5

r O
-H

2
[Å
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Figure 8: Latent functions trained on non-local normal
mode coefficients. The description seems more local than
the NM GP whose latent function is shown in figure 7.

The NLNM feature space is still struggling with the
sparse data and not reproducing an accurate model of

the PES. Both the MAEs, 8.3/38 mHa for the testing sets,
and the latent function of the NLNM GP are very similar
to the ID and MID sets.

The LMLs of all three “flavours” of NM-based feature
space present similarly complex landscapes for NM and
NLNM as seen in figure 9. On the other hand, the NLNM
landscape is much simpler suggesting that the model is
likely to not be stable. This is surprising since the model
found is not accurate and additional data would not im-
prove the most likely model by defining it with better
hyperparameters.

epsilon 13

15

16

19

NM

epsilon

7

8

10

11
1213

MNM

epsilon

6

7

NLNM

Figure 9: LML disconnectivity graphs for the original
NM feature space, as well as the Morse transformed and
the NLNM feature spaces.

The stability of each LML surface with respect to addi-
tional data is not a straightforward matter. One would
expect that LMLs follow the catastrophe theory (where
changes to nonlinear systems cause sudden changes to
the attracting power of local minima). With each datum,
local minima merge until a single minimum of the LML
is seen. This does not to be always the case.

4.5 Symmetrising training data

We will consider here the MID, NM and NLNM feature
spaces, which miss the PES symmetry in the dimension.
For a water molecule with two equivalent protons, new
training data can be added by a simple proton permuta-
tion which is not equivalent in the feature space but is
equivalent in molecular properties↓ . We assess the per-
formance improvement of GP trained on the MID feature
space.

We write the original training set as χ = {XMID,y}
and the symmetrised training set as χ = {XMID ∪
Xsymm

MID ,y ∪ y}↓ , which we will call symmMID. The
GP trained with the symmMID set shows, in figure 10,
the symmetry appearing in the latent function.

↓ In the case of multiple equilibria we assume that the functions should project onto the same curvilinear space and that it would not
matter which equilibria is taken as the one to build the ∆q.

↓ We will call this process symmetrising the training set.
↓ Technically this notation is not correct as the sets are ordered. We use this symbol to mean that the new matrix of N×N dimensions

is given by

XMID ∪Xsymm
MID =

XMID

Xsymm
MID

 and y =

y
y

 (10)
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Figure 10: Projected latent functions along the two O-H
stretches (these do not correspond directly to the used
feature dimensions) for the original training set and the
symmetrised training sets. The respective MAE on the
two Boltzmann-weighted testing sets are of 7.2 / 37.2
mHa and 1.58 / 3.16 mHa respectively which shows a
great improvement of the performance of the Gaussian
process. Moreover, the latent function describes a sym-
metrical PES from the non-symmetrical feature space.
The magenta lines are isovalue contours of the kernel
function.

The much longer length scale of the optimised GP kernel
(as discussed in figure 10) improves the model substan-
tially. One could assume, that it is simply the case of
increasing the training set size that allows the GP trained
with symmMID to improve on the MID learning. We
thus assess the effect of the size of the training set on the
GP by the symmetrised data points sequentially.

4.5.1 Fully symmetrised training data

Before considering the progression, we will shortly dis-
cuss the GP that produces the symmetrical PES seen in
figure 10(b). Although it might seem obvious at first
that a dataset containing all data points related by sym-
metry creates symmetry in the resulting function, it is
not obvious that a GP without explicit symmetry will
optimise to models that produce symmetrical latent func-
tions. However, in terms of the LML surface the effect of
symmetrising the training set allows one to rewrite, due
to the kernel function properties, the covariance of the
training set to itself is as a block matrix of the form

K(X ∪Xsymm,X ∪Xsymm) =[
K(X,X) K(X,Xsymm)

K(X,Xsymm) K(Xsymm,Xsymm)

]
(11)

For general centro-symmetric molecules ABn, the con-
sequence on the LML is that the gradient along the 3
length scales of the MID feature space is of the form
∂ρLML = [g0, g0, g1]. The LML is also convex along
the ρ0 = ρ1 direction ensuring that all minima have equal
ρ0 and ρ1 hyperparameters. In addition, with the fact that,
along the two equivalent feature dimensions, each sample
in the MID feature space [X̃0, X̃1] also has a sample with
[X̃1, X̃0], this implies that GP latent functions are indeed
symmetrical as we see in figure 10.

4.5.2 Partially symmetrised training data

Along the changes in the LML landscape shown in figure
12, there is not a correspondence of lowest minima on
the LML to model with lowest MAE. For this particu-
lar training data, one has two minima that are similar in
terms of error: the one with the lowest error is only lower
on the LML landscape when the set is fully symmetrised
while the rest of the partial training sets partial training
set always select the slightly less performant model. One
can follow, as data is added to the training set, each min-
ima and its corresponding hyperparameters. It results
that longer length scales of the model lower the MAE
and as shown on figure 11 only the last training set picks
the longer length scale model.

It can also be said that the sharp change in length scales
and MAEs shown in figure 11 is also a telling sign of
multiple competing minima on the LML as we expect
additional data to smoothly change the LML of the GP
and not produce sharp switches of global minimum.

← X X ∪Xsymm →
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(a) MAEs

← X X ∪Xsymm →
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-1.5
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g(
ρ
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an

d
lo

g(
ρ

1)

(b) Optimised ρ0/ρ1

Figure 11: Evolution of the performance and the hyper-
parameters of Gaussian process model as data points are
added to the training set and the MID set tends to the
symmMID set. One can see that the improvement on
the MAE is mostly slow (barely seen on the scale of the
sharp drop at symmMID) but then sharply drops from >
5 mHa to below chemical accuracy for the low energy
Boltzmann testing set (shown in blue) and from > 35
mHa to < 4 mHa for the high energy Boltzmann testing
set (shown in red). The overall drop in MAE for each set
is represented by the double-headed arrows next to their
respective axes. In the second panel, one can see that
the sharp drop in MAEs are accompanied and explained
by a sharp increase in the length scale of the best model
selected by the Gaussian process.

It is rather unexpected to see a sharp change in perfor-
mance and even more so a sharp change in hyperparame-
ters as we expect additional data to smoothly change the
log-marginal likelihood of the Gaussian process. How-
ever, upon closer investigation, one can follow the best
model selected in the symmMID set when removing data
points. It is then not a different minimum on the log-
marginal likelihood but just a sharp change in the scoring
of those. This “better” model starts in very similar length
scales to the best model for the MID set in figure 11(b)
and then proceeds to smoothly evolve towards the symm-
MID best model (this can be seen in the shaded models
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in figure 11). Moreover, one can also follow the smooth
change in the best model for sub-symmetrical training
sets to the final symmMID and find the equivalent model
which, as it is lower scoring on the log-marginal likeli-
hood, is not selected.
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Figure 12: Disconnecitivity graphs of the LML surfaces
for GP trained with Matérn (ν = 2.5) kernels. The red
bars represent the same LML interval to give a sense of
the gaps between different minima and the different TSs
and N is the total number of points in the training data.

The same is seen for other kernel, such as the RBF seen in
figure 13 where the LML landscape is also unstable with
changing in the training data. For the latter, one essen-
tially observes a similar, and expected, trend to the one
in figure 11 with length hyperparameters getting larger
w.r.t. number of samples in the training set. However,
given the much shorter length scales seen with the RBF
kernel, the MAEs are more susceptible to the data than
the actual model which is rather over fitted.
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Figure 13: Disconnecitivity graphs of the LML surfaces
for GP trained with RBF kernels where N is the total
number of points in the training data..

It has to be noted that the effect is not purely an artefact
of the data points ordering and it can be replicated by dif-
ferent orderings of the MID to symmMID evolution with
sometimes the sharp drop appearing one point earlier
(still without completely equal length scales however).
This can be considered as a dependence on the impor-
tance of the last few data points. If they are very similar
to other points in the training set they might not have a
large impact on the landscape and allow the change from
first to second model to happen earlier.
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Figure 14: Two latent function of Gaussian processes
trained along the way of the original training set, MID,
tending to symmMID. The graphs have an additional 5
data points, in panel (a), and 15 data points, in panel
(b). One can see that the symmetry of the resulting PES
is improving as more data is present in the training set
but it does remain only partially symmetric. The slow
symmetrisation is also seen in the second panel of figure
11 where ρ0 and ρ1, after an initial regime where selected
models have quite different, start to converge to the same
value.

4.6 Symmetrising NM-based feature spaces

Despite normal modes transforming according to the irre-
ducible representation, since we do differentiate between

↓ If one looks at figure 2 these are the H1 and H2 labels.
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each hydrogen in the water molecule, a hydrogen permu-
tation yields very different displacements, ∆q. These
displacements do not project in a meaningful way on
the normal modes coefficients since the labels are ex-
changed↓. However, by switching the hydrogens in the
equilibrium geometry as well, one can obtain useful pro-
jections of the displacements and thus, unlike the FI
feature space, still increase the size of the training set
without added computational cost. This correspond to
symmetrising training data by permuting atoms and then
apply a C2 rotation (or a σv reflection) of the geometry.

The last point seems to imply that hydrogens are swapped
twice but this is only due to our computational perspec-
tive and need for labelling. In a physical sense all we
need is a C2 operation on the molecule which allows
us to understand how normal mode coefficients are af-
fected through the C2v character table (since we use a
C2v equilibrium geometry). Both the bending and sym-
metrical stretching are permutationally invariant normal
modes (A1 in the character table) that do not have dif-
ferent coefficients upon swapping of hydrogens. On the
other hand, the asymmetrical stretching is B1 meaning
that the permutation of hydrogens leads to an inversion
of its coefficients. The resulting symmetrised normal
modes coefficients for the data point in the normal mode
coefficients feature space [v1, v2, v3] is simply given by
[v1, v2,−v3].
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Figure 15: Latent functions of GP trained on the NM
feature space with the symmetrised data. One can see
that compared to panel (b) in figure 7, the symmetrised
set restores the symmetry of the PES. Moreover, one can
see the first magenta isovalue contour corresponding to
0.75σ2 covariance extending much further away.

The resulting GP model is surprisingly still much worse
than other symmetrised GP models. Since the NM fea-
ture space was improved by the NLNM description, one
expects the same to happen with symmetrised training
data for the latter. The same reasoning is applied to
the NLNM feature space with the feature dimensions
[x,w2, w3] being equivalent to [x,w2,−w3] under per-
mutational invariance.
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Figure 16: Latent functions trained on non-local normal
mode coefficients with the symmetrised training data.
The usual isovalue contours of the kernel function are not
seen as they extend past the plotted area.

The NLNM feature space is a large improvement on the
local description of the PES and the MAE does become
similar to the symmetrised training data projected onto
the MID feature space. However, the “high energy” test-
ing set, is not described as well.

5 Conclusion

Feature spaces onto which GPs are trained can consid-
erably change the ability of the latter to learn complex
surfaces when using sparse training data. For the spe-
cific case of surfaces with known properties, such as
invariance w.r.t. explicit coordinate change, the coor-
dinate transformation that produces spaces which are
themselves invariant can be extremely powerful for large
training sets but can also fail to accurately reproduce the
true target surface as the training data is projected onto
heavily distorted feature space. Moreover, these invari-
ants spaces grow exponentially larger in complexity with
system size impeding considerably the ability to use ML
models.

We also notice that when optimising GPs though LML
maximisation, one often finds multiple minima on the sur-
face and it is worth exploring models produced by each
minima and not the global one only. Bayesian “scoring”
is not always equivalent to GP model performance. It is
preferable to use the LML to find stable hyperparameter
which define a model that can scored with a different
metric.

Increasing the size of the training data, especially if it
can be done without additional calculations, is very ef-
ficient. For PES models, only molecules where same
atom permutations exist can produce “new data” when
training on feature spaces without explicit permutational
invariance. Although this is not a big restriction as one
often finds equivalent atoms in molecules. Moreover,
for centro-symmetric ABn molecules, GPs with “sym-
metrised” training sets are guaranteed to produce symmet-
rical models on feature spaces without explicit invariance
when optimised using the Bayesian LML maximisation.
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It is thus often appropriate to consider feature spaces for
regression problems with care and not treat the latter as
a “black box method”. In terms of kernels, one expects
the Matérn class of kernels to be the most suited to PES
modelling. However, one could consider more complex
kernels that include convolutions or compositions that
have summed kernels other than noise, for example two
with different ν parameters. Moreover, one could have
explored more exotic noise kernels than a white noise
that assumes homogenous noise in the data. We have
seen that one can improve GP models with regularisation
induced by weighted white kernels57. A step further, one
could consider to leave the choice of kernel to the ML
model itself using method that are able to explore a space
of kernels and pick the most suited one58.
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