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Abstract

Overcoming the time scale limitations of atomistics can be achieved by switching from the state-
space representation of Molecular Dynamics (MD) to a statistical-mechanics-based representa-
tion in phase space, where approximations such as maximum-entropy or Gaussian phase packets
(GPP) evolve the atomistic ensemble in a time-coarsened fashion. In practice, this requires the
computation of expensive high-dimensional integrals over all of phase space of an atomistic en-
semble. This, in turn, is commonly accomplished efficiently by low-order numerical quadrature.
We show that numerical quadrature in this context, unfortunately, comes with a set of inherent
problems, which corrupt the accuracy of simulations—especially when dealing with crystal lat-
tices with imperfections. As a remedy, we demonstrate that Graph Neural Networks, trained on
Monte-Carlo data, can serve as a replacement for commonly used numerical quadrature rules,
overcoming their deficiencies and significantly improving the accuracy. This is showcased by
three benchmarks: the thermal expansion of copper, the martensitic phase transition of iron, and
the energy of grain boundaries. We illustrate the benefits of the proposed technique over classi-
cally used third- and fifth-order Gaussian quadrature, we highlight the impact on time-coarsened
atomistic predictions, andwe discuss the computational efficiency. The latter is of general impor-
tance when performing frequent evaluation of phase space or other high-dimensional integrals,
which is why the proposed framework promises applications beyond the scope of atomistics.

1. Introduction
Evaluating integrals in high-dimensional spaces is required in many engineering and scientific applications. High

dimensionality, sometimes involving millions or billions of dimensions, is usually an outcome of mathematical mod-
eling of complex systems. For example, high-dimensional spaces in quantum physics result from solving the multi-
particle Schrödinger equation [7, 31], where every particle adds to the dimension of the problem. Analogously in
the study of dynamical systems[15, 17, 81], the evolution of an ensemble of degrees of freedom is studied in the sys-
tem’s phase space. Considering, e.g., an ensemble of atoms, molecules, or particles in three-dimensional (3D) physical
space, each particle—characterized by its position and momentum vectors—adds six dimensions to the problem. Iden-
tifying reaction pathways in chemistry and molecular biology [32, 36] is another example, where the chemical master
equation (CME) is used to model the probabilities of discrete molecular species in the system [59], each of which
adds one dimension to the problem. Since there are thousands of proteins in a biological system, the number of di-
mensions of the system can be intractably large. Similar high-dimensional Fokker-Plank equations are used to study
the dynamics of polymeric fluids [72, 73], where each molecule in a polymer chain adds a dimension to the system.
Besides basic science and engineering, high-dimensional integrals are abundant in financial mathematics. The price
of financial derivatives is evaluated as an expectation value over a multi-dimensional space of hundreds of random
variables, which are the sources of uncertainty captured by a financial model [26, 52, 63]. Other relevant areas include
dynamic reinforcement learning [14, 28] and data mining techniques [18].

A key challenge in mechanics that fits into this context of high-dimensional spaces is the computational modeling
of atomic ensembles at finite temperature. In its nascent stages, Molecular Dynamics (MD) was used to simulate an
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Phase Space Integration

ensemble of hard spheres interacting via an interatomic potential [1], shortly followed by more complex potentials
for studying radiation damage [19] and dilute gases [54]. Coupled with thermostats [49] and barostats [51] to capture
ergodic thermal equilibrium distributions [65], MD has become a state-of-the-art technique for studying the mechanics
and thermodynamics, physics and chemistry of materials at nanometer length scales. However, the maximum time
scales accessible by MD are limited to microseconds on present-day computers, which prevents MD from simulating,
e.g., many slow-scale transport processes and associated physical and chemical properties [80]. Therefore, many
attempts have beenmade to accelerateMD simulations [12, 17, 43, 64, 74, 75]. In the following, we focus on statistical-
mechanics-based techniques, which aim to approximate the probability distribution of an atomic ensemble at finite
temperature. This class of methods includes diffusive molecular dynamics (DMD) [35], maximum-enttropy (max-ent)
[30], and Gaussian phase packets (GPP) [22] formulations. In the quasistatic limit, all those formulations converge
to the same problem of iteratively solving a set of coupled nonlinear equations to satisfy vanishing phase-averaged
physical and thermal forces at each atomic site. The phase averaging of forces and potential energy is performed by
integrating over the entire phase space.

All of the aforementioned applications involve the numerical computation of high-dimensional integrals and suffer
from the curse of dimensionality [5, 66], which states that the number of samples needed to approximate integrals with
a comparable accuracy increases exponentially with the dimension of the problem. Monte-Carlo methods have been
a natural choice for such problems because of their dimension-independent convergence of order O(n−1∕2), where n
equals the number of sampling points. However, it does not provide an accurate error estimate, and studies [61] sug-
gest that the coefficient multiplying the error bound might depend on the problem’s dimensionality. More efficient
schemes with better error estimates and convergence rates, such as Quasi Monte-Carlo (QMC) [46] and Randomized
Quasi Monte-Carlo (RQMC) [71], involve sampling over deterministic and randomly shifted points, respectively, from
low-discrepancy (e.g., Sobol) sequences [48], and also have a dimension-independent convergence order. The curse of
dimensionality can be avoided if the number of sampling points required to approximate an integral does not increase
exponentially with the dimension. This phenomenon is known as tractability in complexity theory. Many studies have
therefore focused on the tractability of numerical integration schemes [42, 60, 76]. Brownian bridge construction [8]
is a common technique in financial mathematics to reduce the effective dimension [77] of a problem by expressing
a function of multiple variables as a sum of multiple functions depending on chosen sets of those variables. This is
similar to the technique used in atomic ensembles with a short-range interaction, where the total energy of a system
can be written as a sum of the energies of individual atoms, which depend on the neighbors of the atoms [67]. Other
attempts to efficiently compute high-dimensional integrals involve the use of sparse grids [21, 26] in the phase space
and moment approaches [6], which show the asymptotic convergence of the upper and lower bounds of the integral
with increasing order of moments. Finally, works in the late 1990’s [13, 27] started suggesting that probability dis-
tributions in high dimensions have random points clustered around a lower-dimensional geometric shape, and hence
constructing such data points for machine learning is a simple alternative [20]. This property was coined as blessing
of dimensionality. However, finding such clusters in high dimensions is difficult Pestov [53], and hence the curse and
blessing of dimensionality are two sides of the same coin.

For efficient calculations of phase space integrals, current techniques in time-coarsened atomic simulations in-
volve the use of multivariable Gaussian quadrature rules [62]. The sampling points for such quadrature rules require
sequential shifting of the atoms of a cluster along the Cartesian axes and averaging over the energies of the individual
configurations with appropriate weights. The third-order quadrature rule is an efficient choice, leading to as much as
a ten-fold reduction in computation times compared to MD, without any practical loss of accuracy, in the example of
calculating surface properties of metals [56]. Higher-order quadrature rules are more accurate but are computation-
ally costly and hence reduce the overall computational efficiency of simulations. We later show that using a fifth-order
quadrature rule already gives computational times comparable to that ofMD.We further show that using such Gaussian
quadrature rules makes the energy computation inobjective with respect to proper rotations in the SO(3) orthogonal
group and leads to incorrect jumps in the energy profile along a deformation path when dealing with large deformations.
Such a non-physical behaviour limits the use of these time-coarsened atomistic techniques to simplistic scenarios. As a
remedy, we here present the use of an E(3) equivariant graph neural network (GNN) [4] to learn the phase averages of
the energy of an atomistic ensemble and its derivatives, using highly accurate Monte-Carlo data for training. The GNN
model, once trained offline, can be leveraged to simulate atomistic ensembles at finite temperature at a significantly
improved accuracy-to-cost ratio for diverse applications including amorphous microstructures, phase transitions, and
fracture.

The remainder of this contribution is structured as follows. Section 2 gives a brief overview of phase space av-
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eraging using Gaussian quadrature rules in the context of the GPP formalism for time-coarsened atomistics. Section
3 discusses the three prime issues when using quadrature rules: the frame dependence of the integrated energy, dis-
continuities in the energy during deformation, and the loss of accuracy. In Section 4 we describe the neural network
architecture used to address the aforementioned challenges, adapting the approach in Batzner et al. [4] for our purposes.
There, we also provide details of the Monte-Carlo integration scheme used to generate the training data. Section 5
presents results from the application of the trained GNN models to selected benchmark applications comparison with
MD results obtained using the Large-scale Atomic/Molecular Massively Parallel Simulator (LAMMPS) [70]. Finally,
we conclude this study in Section 6 along with a brief discussion of open challenges and possible extensions.

2. Approximating Phase Space Averages in Time-Coarsened Atomistics
We begin by briefly reviewing the framework of time-coarsened atomistics at finite temperature, from which

emerges the need to evaluate high-dimensional phase space integrals of the potential energy and of forces in the
atomic ensembles. More specifically, we consider the statistical-mechanics-based DMD [35], max-ent [30], and GPP
[22] frameworks, which aim at computing the statistically averaged mean motion of an ensemble of atoms over con-
siderably longer time scales than those accessible by MD. To this end, those techniques aim to replace the positions
q = {qi(t) ∶ i = 1,… , N} and momenta p = {pi(t) ∶ i = 1,… , N} of all N atoms in the ensemble by the time-
averaged mean positions q̄ = {q̄i ∶ i = 1,… , N}, mean momenta p̄ = {p̄i ∶ i = 1,… , N}, and the corresponding
statistical variances in positions and momenta, all of which evolve at significantly slower rates than q and p. For an
ergodic system in thermodynamic equilibrium, the link between the two representations is made through a probability
distribution function f (z, t), parameterized by the positions and momenta, which for simplicity we combine into the
phase space coordinate z = (p(t), q(t)) ∈ ℝ6N . Given that the ergodic assumption holds, time averages can be replaced
by phase space averages, so that we may write q̄ = ⟨q⟩ and p̄ = ⟨p⟩, where the phase average is defined as the phase
space integral

⟨⋅⟩ = 1
(t) ∫

ℝ6N

(⋅) f (z, t)dz (1)

with a partition function (t), ensuring that ⟨1⟩ = 1. Based positions and momenta, other relevant thermodynamic
quantities of interest at time t (such as atomic energies) can be obtained by the above phase averaging with respect to
the probability distribution function.

Since the three above frameworks (DMD, max-ent, and GPP) all converge to the same equations of motion in the
quasistatic limit, we here give a brief summary only of the (GPP) formulation of Gupta et al. [22]. Following Ma et al.
[38], the GPP formulation posits a multivariate Gaussian form of the probability distribution function for the phase
space coordinate z = (p, q). The covariance between positions and momenta of atoms are contained in the covariance
matrix

� = ⟨(z − z̄)⊗ (z − z̄)⟩ ∈ ℝ6N×6N . (2)

In the most general case, the covariances between positions and momenta of different atoms are non-zero. To render
the problem computationally tractable, an interatomic independent assumption (i.e., �ij = 0 for i ≠ j) is employed to
solve for the equilibrium configuration of a system approximated as an Einstein solid, while the interatomic correlations
responsible for nonequilibrium irreversible thermal transport must be modeled separately. Consequently, we limit
ourselves to independent Gaussian phase packets, which implies

f (z, t) =
N
∏

i=1
fi(zi, t) with fi(zi, t) =

1
i(t)

exp
[

−1
2
(

zi − z̄i(t)
)T �−1i (t)

(

zi − z̄i(t)
)

]

, (3)

where zi =
(

pi(t), qi(t)
)

∈ ℝ6 and i(t) are, respectively, the phase space coordinate and partition function of the itℎ
atom at time t.

Further assuming a hyperspherical shape of the atomic distribution function fi in six dimensions leads to vanishing
correlations of positions andmomenta in different directions. The only non-zero terms thus remaining in the covariance
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matrix are (with tr(⋅) denoting the trace of a matrix)

Ωi =
1
3
tr
(

�(p,p)i

)

, Σi =
1
3
tr
(

�(q, q)i

)

, and �i =
1
3
tr
(

�(p, q)i

)

, (4)

where we defined the covariance matrix, consisting of diagonal block matrices, as

�i =
(

�(p,p)i �(p,q)i
�(q,p)i �(q,q)i

)

. (5)

The set of parameters to be solved for each atom i = 1,… , N has become
(

p̄i, q̄i,Ωi,Σi, �i
)

. In the quasistatic limit,
mean momenta p̄i and mean thermal momenta �i vanish for every atom [22], while information about the momentum
variances Ω = {Ωi ∶ i = 1,… , N} is obtained from the type of thermodynamic process assumed to bring the system
to equilibrium (for an isothermal process, Ωi = mkBT holds for every atom i in a system at a constant temperature T ;
for an isentropic process, ΩiΣi = const. for each atom i). Consequently, we are left with four scalar equations in the
quasistatic limit:

⟨Fi⟩ = 0 and (6a)
Ωi
mi
+
⟨Fi(q) ⋅ (q − q̄)⟩

3
= 0, (6b)

whose solution is the set of average positions q̄ = {q̄i ∶ i = 1,… , N} and position variances Σ = {Σi ∶ i = 1,… , N}
for all atoms in equilibrium. Importantly, this admits decoupling the phase dynamics of thermal vibrations from
the slow mean motion of atoms, which is essential towards our objective of studying equilibrium properties at finite
temperature. Rather than resolving atomic motion at the femtosecond level, this approach tracks the effective atomic
parameters

(

p̄i, q̄i,Ωi,Σi, �i
)

over time (at significantly larger time scales than required for
(

pi, qi
)

in MD) and, in the
quasistatic limit, reduces to a set of equilibrium equations to be solved for the aforementioned effective parameters.

Substituting Σi = kBT ∕m!2i recovers the DMD [35] and max-ent[30] frameworks, where !i is the Einstein fre-
quency for the vibration of atom i about its mean position. The system of equations in (6) can also be interpreted as
stationarity conditions, aiming to find the minimizer of the Helmholtz free energy of the system, defined by

 (q̄,Ω,Σ) = E(q̄,Ω,Σ) −
N
∑

i=1

ΩiSi
kBmi

, (7)

where Si = −kB⟨ln fi⟩ is the Boltzmann entropy of the itℎ atom, and we introduced the internal energy of the system
as the average total Hamiltonian:

E(q̄,
,Σ) =
N
∑

i=1

3Ωi
2mi

+ ⟨Vi(q)⟩. (8)

Here, V (q) is the total potential energy of the system, typically defined via interatomic potentials (as in this study).
As the interatomic potentials involve, in general, intricate multi-body functions of atomic positions, evaluating the
integrals required for the phase average of V (q) and its derivatives is not possible analytically. Instead, the state of the
art is to use numerical Gaussian quadrature, introducing approximations of the type

⟨Vi(q)⟩ = ∫Γ
Vi(q)

nN
∏

j=1
exp

[

−
|qj − q̄j|2

2Σj

]

dqj ≈

(

1
√

�

)3nN NQP
∑

p=1
WPVi(qP ), (9)

where nN is the number of atoms in the itℎ cluster (i.e., atom i and its interacting neighbors based on the potential
cut-off),NQP is the number of quadrature points, andWP is the weight of the P th quadrature point at qP = q̄+

√

2ΣxP
with xP ∈ ℝ3nN in 3D. A list of sampling weights and quadrature point locations for different orders was provided by
Stroud [62]. For the reader’s convenience, we reproduce in Tab. 1 a list of quadrature points xP and weightsWP for
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P WP x1 x2 ⋯ xn P WP x1 x2 ⋯ xn
1 �r∕2n

√

r 0 0 0 n + 1 �r∕2n −
√

r 0 0 0
2 �r∕2n 0

√

r 0 0 n + 2 �r∕2n 0 −
√

r 0 0
⋯ ⋯ ⋯ ⋯ ⋯ ⋯
n �r∕2n 0 0 0

√

r 2n �r∕2n 0 0 0 −
√

r

Table 1
Quadrature weights and sampling points for the third-order Gaussian quadrature for n scalar variables [62] (r = n

2
). The

scalar perturbations {x1,… , xn} must be applied independently in each of the three Cartesian directions.

the most commonly used third-order Gaussian quadrature rule [2, 29, 40]. For integrating over n scalar variables, this
quadrature requires sampling over NQP = 2n points, for which each atom of the cluster is perturbed to the left and
right of its mean position along the Cartesian axes by ±

√

r. The more accurate fifth-order quadrature rule requires
sampling over NQP = 2n2 + 1 points. Therefore, for an interatomic potential that captures many-body interactions
of a large number of atomic neighbors, the fifth-order quadrature becomes slightly more accurate but comes with a
significant computational overhead.

3. Problems with Gaussian Quadrature Rules
The Gaussian quadrature rules discussed above come with detrimental shortcomings, which limits the accuracy

of statistical-mechanics-based atomistic simulations, especially those involving complex crystal lattices or those with
defects. We here discuss the mathematical origin of those problems and also present simple examples, in which they
can be easily identified. Each of the subsequent subsections is dedicated to a separate problem. We begin in Section
3.1 by discussing the frame dependence of phase-averaged energy (i.e., the inobjectivity of the phase space average)
with respect to rotations, followed by energy discontinuities due to neighborhood changes under large deformations in
Section 3.2. Finally Section 3.3 presents an example of an interatomic potential, where third-order quadrature is simply
insufficient to capture atomic interactions. In each of the examples, we compare results obtained using the third- and
fifth-order quadrature rules to those obtained from MD simulations.

3.1. Inobjectivity with respect to proper rotations
The principle of material frame indifference (or objectivity), which is well-known in continuum mechanics [65],

states that the internal energy density of a continuummaterial should be invariant to any rotationR ∈ SO(3) of the ma-
terial. Although relevant even for atomistic scenarios, this principle is not commonly a concern in MD-based studies,
because interatomic potentials (based on relative atomic positions) are usually by definition frame-indifferent. More-
over, MD simulations involve initializing atomic velocities along random directions, evolving them and the atomic
positions according to Hamiltonian-based interatomic interactions and time averaging over O(104) or even more time
steps to record average thermodynamic quantities. Over such a large number of timesteps, a large number of instanta-
neous snapshots of the ensemble is sampled, so that initializing ensembles with different initial orientations has only
a negligible effect. Therefore, time-averaged MD quantities (such as the internal energy, which is the phase-averaged
Hamiltonian) are typically frame-indifferent. However, we show here that this is not the case for phase space-averaged
quantities when using Gaussian quadrature rules. For simplicity, we restrict our example to 2D rotations, though the
analogous applies in 3D.

We consider a copper single-crystal, whose {110} plane coincides with the x-y-plane, resulting in an infinite
periodic lattice of 4-symmetry in the bulk. If this crystal lattice is rotated by an arbitrary angle, its mean potential
energy ⟨V ⟩ and the internal energyE = ⟨⟩ at an arbitrary temperature is unaffected by the rotation, hence confirming
frame indifference. The values of ⟨V ⟩ and E at temperatures of 300 K and 500 K are obtained from MD, using a
simulation cell of 10 × 10 × 10 unit cells, consisting of 4000 atoms and relaxing the average atomic energies with the
isentropic (NPH) ensemble and a Langevin thermostat. Alternatively, we compute E at 300 K and 500 K from (8),
using the GPP framework introduced in Section 2. To check for frame indifference, we rotate the lattice in the x-y-plane
in 100 steps from � = 0 to �∕2 and relax each crystal at fixed temperature, using the third- and fifth-order quadrature
rules for the phase space integrals. Fig. 1(a) shows the relative error in the computed internal energy E (comparing
the GPP result of the rotated crystal to the MD reference value) as a function of the rotation angle �. Results indicate
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significant errors in the GPP-computed values and, more importantly, strong variations of the energy with the crystal
orientation—hence indicating a lack of material frame indifference.

Figure 1: Relative error of the relaxed internal energy for bulk copper, compared against the corresponding values from
MD, as a function of the lattice rotation angle � for third- and fifth-order quadrature rules in the GPP phase space averages.
Black and red colors correspond to 300 K and 500 K, respectively. Insets show schematics of a pure copper single-crystal
slab rotated by � = 0, �∕6, �∕3, and �∕2 with respect to the horizontal x-axis.

The cause of the observed variations lies in the quadrature rules, whose perturbations xP (tabulated in Tab. 1) are
typically applied along the same directions defined by the Cartesian axes, irrespective of the orientation of the crystal
lattice. This leads to different average internal energy values for differently rotated samples. Assume that a rotation
matrix R ∈ SO(3) maps the set of mean atomic positions {q̄1,… , q̄N} to {q̄′1,… , q̄′N} = {Rq̄1,… ,Rq̄N}. Using
Eq. (9) without the quadrature approximation (and denoting by Rq̄ the vector of all rotated positions, in an abuse of
notation), the average potential energy of the itℎ atom in the rotated crystal follows as

⟨Vi⟩(Rq̄,Σ) = ∫Γ
Vi(Rq)

nN
∏

j=1
exp

[

−
|Rqj −Rq̄j|2

2Σj

]

dRqj ≈

(

1
√

�

)3nN NQP
∑

p=1
WPVi(RqP ) (10)

since the potential energy depends only on the interatomic distances (Vi(Rq) = Vi(q)) and R is a pure rotation, so

⟨Vi⟩(Rq̄,Σ) = ⟨Vi⟩(q̄,Σ). (11)

However, when applying the quadrature rule in (9) for fixed quadrature perturbations xP , the approximated average
energy (denoted by ⟨Vi⟩ℎ) is evaluated as

⟨Vi⟩
ℎ(Rq̄,Σ) =

(

1
√

�

)3nN NQP
∑

p=1
WPV (Rq̄ +

√

2ΣxP ) ≠

(

1
√

�

)3nN NQP
∑

p=1
WPV (q̄ +

√

2ΣxP ). (12)
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One may argue that rotating the quadrature perturbations xP with the same rotation matrix such that x′P = RxP can
be a simple solution to make the phase-averaged energies invariant to rotations. However, this solution is physically
infeasible for general cases. Information of crystal rotations during large deformations is physically meaningful only
for perfect atomic neighborhoods. In the vicinity of lattice defects (such as grain boundaries and dislocations) there
is no unique optimal choice for the set of Cartesian axes defining the quadrature perturbations. Moreover, the crystal
symmetry directions for bulk atomic neighborhoods also change if the crystal undergoes phase transitions, as we show
in Section 5.2. An extreme case of the aforementioned problem are amorphous solids, where the task of identifying
specific perturbation directions is impossible. This, in summary, shows that conventional Gauss quadrature rules
applied to phase space averages in (9) render the computed energetic quantities (and all derived quantities such as
atomic forces) inobjective or frame-dependent.

3.2. Discontinuity at the cutoff radius
When undergoing large deformations, atomic coordination numbers (i.e., the numbers of interacting neighbors)

may change. Here, we show that the effect of atoms entering and leaving the cutoff radius of an atom in a statistically
averaged sense is captured poorly by using quadrature sampling points for neighbors identified using the respective
mean positions. In an MD simulation, this issue is tackled by updating the Verlet neighbor list after a specified number
of time steps, which is significantly less than the number of time steps over which averages are computed. Therefore,
some atoms which are at mean distances larger than the potential’s cut-off radius also contribute to each other’s energy
in a time-averaged sense. In the GPP andmax-ent approaches, this effect can be described by considering the Gaussian
sphere of influence of every atom, which is centered around its mean position q̄ and has a width determined by its
position variance Σ. As shown in the inset of Fig. 2(a), 24 third-nearest neighbor atoms, whose mean positions fall
outside the cut-off radius of the central atom (colored red) but which have a non-zero intersection of their Gaussian
spheres of influence, should contribute to the central atom’s energy with some non-zero probability. However, if the
neighbors are identified only based on the mean positions of the atoms, the contribution of such neighbors are not
accounted for in the calculation of phase averages.

The effect becomes visible when computing the phase-averaged Hamiltonian of FCC iron at 300 K and 500 K as
a function of an applied hydrostatic compressive strain. Interatomic interactions are modeled using the potential by
Meyer and Entel [41], which has two minima corresponding to the FCC and BCC phases of iron. The 0 K lattice
spacing for the FCC phase is 3.61Å. The third-nearest neighbors of an atom in a bulk environment lie right outside the
cut-off radius at this spacing, and their effect is ignored as explained above. The quadrature rules sample the effect of
only 12 nearest and 6 second-nearest neighbors. As the crystal is compressed, 24 third-nearest neighbors are identified
to move inside the cut-off radius abruptly, at an approximate strain value of 2.7 × 10−3. As a consequence, a sudden
drop in the phase-averaged energy is observed at this strain level in Fig. 2. For reference MD simulations, we again
use a fully periodic simulation cell of 10 × 10 × 10 unit cells initialized in the FCC phase, from which we obtain time-
averaged energies using the NVT ensemble. Approximately 40 neighbors per atom are recorded for all strain values
and, hence, MD values do not show the jump that is present in the GPP calculations.

Theoretically, each atom in the ensemble has a probability density for its instantaneous position, which asymptot-
ically tends to zero only at infinite distances. Hence, all atoms have some (although infinitesimal for faraway atoms)
effect on a certain atom’s energy, and the average potential energy can be most accurately defined as

⟨Vi(q)⟩ = ∫Γ
Vi(q)

N
∏

j=1
exp

[

−
|qj − q̄j|2

2Σj

]

dqj , (13)

where the product now extends over all N atoms in the ensemble. To properly approximate the average potential
energy, confidence intervals can be defined, which impose a tolerance on the approximation. For example, we may
define confidence intervals as

|q̄i − q̄j| ≥ rc + g(Σi,Σj) s.t. P (|qi − qj| ≤ rc) = �, (14)

where rc is the cut-off radius of the potential, g(Σi,Σj) is some function of the position variance of atom i and its
neighbor j, and � > 0 is a small value. Physically, the confidence interval of � implies that those atoms for which the
probability of falling within rcut of atom i is less than or equal to � are not considered in nN . For sufficiently small �,
the contribution of atoms which are close to the boundaries of a sphere of radius rcut are accounted for in the phase
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(a) (b)

Figure 2: Relaxed internal energy per atom in bulk iron in the FCC phase, using the Meyer and Entel [41] potential, as a
function of the hydrostatic compressive strain �, obtained from the GPP framework with third- and fifth-order quadrature
rules, and in comparison with MD values. Black and red colors correspond to 300 K and 500 K, respectively. Insets (a) and
(b) illustrate the stages right before and after the third nearest neighbors are considered as neighbors of the red-colored
central atom.

average. Hence, the cut-off distance for mean positions (and consequently the coordination number of atom i) becomes
a function of the position variances of the atoms and the confidence interval. This leads to the approximation

⟨Vi(q)⟩ = ∫Γ
Vi(q)

N
∏

j=1
exp

[

−
|qj − q̄j|2

2Σj

]

dqj ≈ ∫Γ
Vi(q)

nN (q̄i,q̄j ,Σi,Σj ,�)
∏

j=1
exp

[

−
|qj − q̄j|2

2Σj

]

dqj , (15)

where nN (q̄i, q̄j ,Σi,Σj , �) denotes the number of neighbors as a function of the mean atomic positions, position vari-
ances, and probability value � chosen. By contrast, if only the cut-off of the interatomic potential (which is valid for
0 K) and the mean positions of the atoms are used to define nN , this eliminates the dependence of the coordination
number on the atoms’ position variances. Thus, results from Eq. 13 are not the same as those evaluated with nN (q̄i, q̄j),
i.e.,

⟨Vi(q)⟩ ≈ ∫ ⋯∫Γ
Vi(q)

nN (q̄i,q̄j ,Σi,Σj ,�)
∏

j=1
exp

[

−
|qj − q̄j|2

2Σj

]

dqj ≠ ∫ ⋯∫Γ
Vi(q)

nN (q̄i,q̄j )
∏

j=1
exp

[

−
|qj − q̄j|2

2Σj

]

dqj .

(16)

3.3. Insufficient accuracy
To demonstrate the inaccuracy incurred by the phase space quadrature rule, we show a particular example, where

the third-order quadrature rule fails to approximate the phase space integral with sufficient accuracy, leading to spurious
results. Fig. 3 shows the thermal expansion of bulk aluminium, using the interatomic potential developed by Mishin
et al. [45]. Average Hamiltonian values obtained from the GPP framework using third- and fifth-order quadrature
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(a) (b)

Figure 3: (a) Relaxed average internal energy for bulk aluminium, calculated using the potential of Mishin et al. [45], as a
function of temperature obtained from the GPP framework with third- and fifth-order quadrature rules, and in comparison
with MD values. (b) Helmholtz free energy landscape as a function of the FCC lattice spacing and positional entropy for
bulk aluminium at 500 K with third- and fifth-order quadrature rules.

rules are shown as a function of temperature from 100 K to 800 K, along-with MD values obtained using an NPH
ensemble with a Langevin thermostat. Third-order quadrature calculations deviate significantly from the MD values
above 300 K, while the fifth-order quadrature results continue to agree well. Fig. 3 shows the Helmholtz free-energy
landscape as a function of the lattice spacing and the positional entropy (SΣ = lnΣ∕2) [22] at 500 K for the third- and
fifth-order quadrature rules. As shown, the third-order energy landscape even displays a spurious minimum, which is
a consequence solely of the inaccurate energy sampling by the Gaussian quadrature rule in phase space.

4. Machine learning-based quadrature surrogate models
Motivated by the above shortcomings of Gaussian quadrature rules, we explore an alternative strategy in machine

learning-based surrogate models. The universal approximation theorem for neural networks proves that multi-layer
perceptrons (MLPs) with at least a single hidden layer and arbitrary width are universal function approximators and
can be used to approximate any nonlinear continuous functional (such as the sought phase space integration of smooth
interatomic potentials, mapping from a function space to the real numbers) under mild conditions [9, 37]. In our
case, the challenge is to approximate the average potential energy ⟨V ⟩ along with its partial derivatives with respect
to mean atomic positions (q̄) and position variances (Σ), which represent the physical forces ⟨F ⟩ and thermal forces
⟨F ⋅ (q− q̄)⟩, respectively, required for simulations. Given an interatomic potential V as a function of the instantaneous
atomic positions q, we seek to train a neural network to learn the phase-averaged potential energy landscape ⟨V ⟩(q̄,�)
as a function of the mean atomic positions q̄ and the position variances � along with the multi-dimensional partial
derivatives. To this end, we use MLPs as approximators to the sought phase space averages, effectively replacing
expensive ‘online’ quadrature rule computations during the simulations by a simple forward evaluation of an ‘offline’
trained neural network.

Any sufficiently large MLP can approximate the sought mapping from mean atomic positions and position vari-
ances to the phase space average of the potential energy and the associated forces to any degree of accuracy if given
enough training data and an optimizer that can identify the optimal parametrization of the network. However, expe-
rience has shown that under the more realistic assumption of limited resources (e.g., data and computing time) and
typically considered gradient-based optimizers, inducing an inductive bias into the network architecture can drasti-
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cally improve the performance of deep learning architectures [33]. Inductive bias refers to specific assumptions on
the structure of the data which can be incorporated into the architecture of the chosen deep-learning framework—
the classical example being the translation-equivariant convolutional layers in a convolutional neural network, which
are well-suited for image classification problems. In the latter, features of interest are typically not associated with a
specific (absolute) pixel location [10]. Similarly, in atomistic scenarios, quantities of interest are not associated with
individual atomic positions, rotations of atomic clusters, and ordering of input variables. In earlier attempts for ML-
based interatomic potentials, this was achieved by mapping the information of atomic positions to a set of structural
parameters/descriptors that encode the local environment of an atom [50]. High-dimensional regression models are
then used to map the structural descriptors onto the potential energy landscape [44].

4.1. Equivariant graph neural networks
Convolutional neural networks can be understood as a specific instance of a GNN that operates on a regular 2D

grid. GNNs in their general form can operate on an arbitrary graph structure, represented by a set of nodes and edges.
This is often a useful abstract representation of data structures found in physical systems—for further details of GNNs
and their general functionality we refer to [79]. We here exploit the analogy with atomic ensembles, in which each
atom is represented as a node and the pairwise interactions between atoms are the corresponding edges between nodes.
Unlike standard MLPs, GNNs possess intrinsic biases well-suited towards such graph structures. Most notably, GNNs
typically contain a permutation-invariant aggregation operator over adjacent node features, and thus any arbitrary
permutation of the graph nodes (i.e., input order of the atoms) is invariant to the prediction of the network, allowing it
to focus on the structure of the graph. In the context of molecular chemistry, the overall energy of a molecule should
also be invariant to translations, rotations, and reflections of the overall molecule. This implies that the GNN operator
should be invariant to E(3) group isometries. Harmonic Networks [78], SchNet [58] and Tensor field networks [68] are
examples of GNN networks that incorporate translational and rotational invariance. This can most easily be achieved
by considering relative interatomic distances as input to the GNN [57], while invariance with respect to reflections can
be ensured by a simple selection rule [4].

Though such networks respect the physically motivated invariance of such operations with respect to scalar quan-
tities such as the energy, research has shown that the possibility of learning internal geometric representations that
behave equivariant to rotations and reflections can be beneficial for training and generalization. This may furthermore
be desirable for predicted tensorial quantities such as force vectors (which may be derived from the predicted energy),
as those should rotate consistently with the atomic ensemble. This can be achieved, among others, by constructing a
convolutional filter as a product of (fixed) SO(3)-equivariant spherical harmonics and a rotationally invariant (learn-
able) radial function, which thus inherits SO(3)-equivariance (see [69] for further details). Motivated by their reported
success in developing interatomic potentials [4], we consider such architectures and adjust them to our scenario.

4.2. Application to the GPP formalism
We consider the recent NequIP framework [4] as the base for our sought GNN surrogate model. The original

framework was designed to build interatomic potentials for MD. We here extend the general approach but adapt it to
approximate the phase space integral of the energy, ⟨V ⟩, and the associated forces for a given interatomic potential V .
The thus-obtained quadrature surrogate is included in our GPP framework—thereby shifting the computational com-
plexity of the quadrature computation to an offline training procedure, while inference during simulations is drastically
reduced. In addition to the mean atomic positions q̄, we consider the positional variances � of atoms as an additional
continuous (scalar) node feature, which is passed to our model with q̄.

To compute the training data for the phase space average (i.e., average energies and corresponding forces), we rely
on a highly accurateMonte-Carlo integration schemewith theMetropolis algorithm [23]. Accordingly, we approximate
Eq. (9) as

⟨Vi⟩ ≈
1

NMP

NMP
∑

p=1
Vi(qp), (17)

where NMP is the number of uncorrelated sampling points. A sequence of these sampling points is generated with
the GPP probability density of every atom being the acceptance probability density, as shown in (3). This ensures that
our Monte-Carlo scheme executes an importance sampling over the phase space of atomic positions weighted by the
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relevant probability density [17]. To ensure uncorrelated samples, we discard 3n samples between every two sampling
points, where n is the number of atoms in the cluster.

In finding the optimal training protocol, we observed that training data generated from amorphously displaced
atoms resulted in accelerated loss convergence compared to training data generated from uniform deformations of
crystalline structures. Therefore, we proceed as follows. Given an interatomic potential, we obtain the relaxed mean
lattice spacing and relaxed position variance of an atom in the bulk over a range of temperatures from 100 K to 500 K
in steps of 50 K, using the third-order Gaussian quadrature. This serves as a rough estimate of the relaxed lattice
spacing at different temperatures, while the actual phase-averaged energy and forces for training and validation data
are obtained from the Monte-Carlo sampling scheme. At every temperature, independent atomic clusters are generated
with q̄ and SΣ defined using the corresponding relaxed lattice parameter and bulk position variances. A Gaussian noise
of  (q̄, rc∕50) is applied to the mean positions, and  (SΣ, 0.25) is applied to the positional entropies of all atoms
in the cluster to generate different data points. Metropolis based Monte-Carlo sampling is then applied to clusters
generated in this fashion. We use the actual position variances Σ = exp(2SΣ) instead of the positional entropies SΣ
as the node features and additionally normalize them by their root mean square (RMS) values, as this was observed to
increase training stability. Note that as in the original NequIP framework [4], the predicted energies are scaled to zero
mean and unit variance. Physical and thermal forces are computed from the learned average potential energy landscape
(Ê) as

⟨Fij⟩ = −
)Êi
)q̄j

,

⟨F th
ij ⟩ =

⟨Fij ⋅ (qj − q̄j)⟩
2Σj

=
)Êi
)Σj

. (18)

where Fij and F th
ij denote, respectively, the force and thermal force on atom j due to atom i, and Vi is the potential

energy of atom i.
In the GPP framework, we consider independent atomic clusters to solve Eqs. (6) at every atomic site by calcu-

lating the effect of all interacting neighbors of that particular site. Therefore, we treat the entire atomic ensemble as
a collection of N independent graphs—each graph consisting of an atom i as the central atom, which is connected
to its neighbors, thus corresponding to a star graph. As we are only interested in the phase space average energy of
the central atom, we collect the node feature of the central atom after four message passings (convolutional layers) to
predict a single scalar quantity, which is the phase-averaged potential energy ⟨Vi⟩ of the central atom i. First-order
derivatives are computed using a backward pass through the graph. We use the combined mean-squared-error (MSE)
of the energy, physical forces, and thermal forces as the loss function without additional (relative) scaling of the loss
terms. Consequently, the loss function can be written as

i =
(

⟨V ⟩i − Êi
)2 + 1

3ni

ni
∑

j=1

‖

‖

‖

‖

‖

⟨F ij⟩ +
)Êi
)q̄j

‖

‖

‖

‖

‖

2

+ 1
ni

ni
∑

j=1

(

⟨Fij ⋅ (qj − q̄j)⟩
2Σj

−
)Êi
)Σj

)2

(19)

where Ê represents the predicted potential energy landscape, ni is the number of atoms, and i is the loss for the itℎ
data point. The total loss is computed as the average over all data points. This constitutes the training setup for the
E(3)-equivariant GNN, which is used within the GPP framework for time-coarsened atomistic simulations—replacing
the costly and inaccurate Gaussian quadrature in phase space to calculate forces and thermal forces on all atoms in the
ensemble. A detailed summary of the GPP implementation was provided by Gupta et al. [22].

Table 2 summarizes the dataset size, training hyperparameters, and validation metrics for the computed energy,
forces, and thermal forces of the three models we will be comparing in Section 5. Apart from those mentioned there,
all hyperparameters (including the number of convolutional layers, radial network basis, learning rate, activation func-
tions, and optimizer choice) were kept to be the same as in Batzner et al. [4].

5. Results
In this section, we present simulation results obtained from the GPP methodology combined with both Gaussian

quadrature and GNN based phase-space averaging techniques for time-coarsened atomistics. These results illustrate
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Dataset
size

Tensor
rank (l)

No. of
node
features

Radial
cutoff
(Å)

Batch
size

⟨V ⟩ (meV) ⟨F⟩(meV/Å)
⟨F th

⟩(meV/Å2)
MAE RMSE MAE RMSE MAE RMSE

Cu 5 × 105 1 64 4.5 32 0.613 0.749 0.110 0.237 0.764 1.46
Fe 1 × 106 1 64 4.4 32 0.269 0.378 0.189 0.360 0.362 0.551
Al 2.5 × 105 1 64 6.4 32 0.313 0.396 0.0734 0.162 0.232 0.807

Table 2
Maximum absolute error (MAE) and root mean square error (RMSE) of the potential energy, force, and thermal force
along with training hyperparameters for phase-averaged Cu using the EFS potential [11], Fe based on the Meyer-Entel
potential [41], and Al using the Mishin potential [45]. Errors are computed over the validation set, which makes up 10%
of each dataset.

the efficiency and accuracy of the GNN model as compared to third- and fifth-order Gaussian quadrature rules (and
compared to reference data obtained from MD). A key advantage of the GPP technique as opposed to MD is its ability
to compute quasistatic properties from atomistics without the need for costly MD simulations and subsequent time
averaging. Instead, a single quasistatic relaxation step is sufficient (relaxing both atomic forces and thermal forces
simultaneously) to arrive at finite-temperature average quantities such as internal energies. This is demonstrated in our
examples. In Section 5.1, we start with the simple example of simulating the thermal expansion of bulk copper, using
the extended Finnis-Sinclair [11] potential. We compare the lattice parameter and average Hamiltonian as functions of
temperature with MD data. As a second example, we show the Helmholtz free energy variation along the Bain path for
the temperature-driven martensitic transformation in bulk iron, using theMeyer-Entel [41] potential in Section 5.2. For
reference, the obtained data will be compared to MD results obtained from thermodynamic integration [16]. Finally, in
Section 5.3 we compare the compare the free energy of samples with grain boundaries in aluminum and FCC iron. We
demonstrate that the GNN-based phase space quadrature within the GPP simulation framework proves to be a robust
and accurate technique, alleviating the issues discussed in Section 3.

5.1. Thermal expansion of copper
In Fig. 4 we show the lattice parameter a and the average Hamiltonian/internal energy E per atom for bulk copper

from 100 K to 800 K. The shown data were obtained from the GPP framework with various quadrature types as well
as fromMD. For MD simulations, we use a fully periodic 10×10×10 unit cell box and relax the box dimensions over
the duration of 10 ns (107 time steps at a step size of 1 fs), using the NPH ensemble with the Langevin thermostat
in LAMMPS. By comparison, GPP simulations require only a single cluster (an atom with its interacting neighbors),
for which relaxation finds the equilibrium bulk configuration. As seen in Fig. 4, the GNN-based GPP values for the
internal energy stay within 0.32%, and those for the lattice parameter stay within 0.13% of the reference MD values up
to temperatures as high as 800K. Deviations betweenGPP andMD are observed to increase with temperature in general
due to missing interatomic correlations in the independent GPP ansatz (3) and limited quadrature sampling accuracy.
This is expected and inherent in all comparable time-coarsened atomistic frameworks. Using GNN models trained
with high-quality Monte-Carlo data results in deviations that arise solely from the missing information of interatomic
correlations in the statisticalmechanics-based ansatz for the probability distribution, but not from numerical quadrature.
Data obtained from the same GPP framework with third- and fifth-order Gaussian quadrature display large errors at
significantly lower temperatures.

5.2. Martensitic phase transition in iron
The martensitic BCC-to-FCC phase transition in iron is one of the most well known temperature-driven transitions

in structural metals—which we use in this section to demonstrate that the inobjectivity and discontinuity issues of
quadrature rules (discussed in Section 3) make the GPP framework inapplicable for scenarios involving phase tran-
sitions. The transition from the BCC (�-iron/ferrite) to the FCC (
-iron/austenite) phase has been experimentally
observed [34] to occur at a temperature of 1173 K. However, only few interatomic potentials capture this � ↔ 

transition. As confirmed by Meiser and Urbassek [39], the Meyer-Entel [41] potential is the only EAM potential that
shows the existence of two energy minima corresponding to the ferrite and austenite phases of iron. Others include
the MEAM potential by Lee et al. [34] and a bond-order potential by Müller et al. [47]. In the following, we use the
EAM potential of Meyer and Entel [41].

Fig. 5(a) shows the Helmholtz free energy difference between the BCC and FCC phases per atom for bulk iron
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Figure 4: Lattice parameter a and average Hamiltonian E as a function of temperature for copper modeled by the EFS
potential [11], comparing results obtained from the GPP framework with third- and fifth-order Gaussian quadrature and
from the proposed GNN-based approximator as well as from MD.

as a function of temperature. This data was obtained from relaxing separately a single atom cluster in the BCC and
FCC phases (thus mimicking an infinite crystal) from 100 K to 800 K, using the GPP framework. For reference, we
compute the same free energies via MD, using a 10×10×10 simulation cell in LAMMPS with the NPH ensemble and
a Langevin thermostat. It is important to note that we use a cubic box in LAMMPS, so that the lattice structure does
not by itself show the � → 
 transition with increasing temperature. (Such a transition can be observed if a triclinic box
is used instead [41].) The temperature at which the shown energy difference changes sign is the critical temperature
of the phase transition. As seen in Fig. 5(a), the third-order quadrature rule gives values close to MD values, when the
exact cutoff radius of the Meyer-Entel potential is used. However, it severely miscalculates the energy difference, when
a slightly larger cutoff is used (see the curves labeled Q3∗ and Q5∗). Moreover, it shows the BCC phase to be stable
across the whole temperature range. This happens due to erroneously computed contributions from 24 third-nearest
neighbors in the FCC phase, which lie marginally outside the true potential cutoff. The fifth-order quadrature does
predict the transition but deviates considerably from the MD values. Our GNN model yields energy difference values
significantly closer to those obtained from MD and also correctly captures the contribution of atoms lying slightly
outside the true potential cutoff.

We proceed to compute the free energy along the Bain path [3] at 300 K for an FCC to BCC transition and vice
versa. Although not close to the actual reaction pathway for the martensitic phase transition, we consider the Bain
path, since it is a simple triaxial strain parametrization that clearly allows us to demonstrate the limitations of Gaussian
quadrature rules. A volume-preserving Bain transformation is achieved by expanding an FCC lattice along the [100]
and [010] directions by approximately 12% and contracting along the [001] direction by approximately 21% [55]. As
the volume of the atomic unit cell in the two phases is not the same, the actual strain values imposed to transform an
FCC lattice at zero pressure to a BCC lattice at zero pressure deviate slightly from the values mentioned above. The
values are identified for 300 K using the lattice vectors obtained from the individual thermal expansion of the two
phases. For the third-order quadrature and GNN calculations, the 
 → � transition is characterized by

FQ3

→� =

⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

1 + 0.1046� 0 0
0 1 + 0.1046� 0
0 0 1 − 0.2173�

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

, FGNN

→� =

⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

1 + 0.1109� 0 0
0 1 + 0.1109� 0
0 0 1 − 0.2145�

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

,
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while the reverse � → 
 transition follows

FQ3
�→
 =

⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

1 − 0.0947� 0 0
0 1 − 0.0947� 0
0 0 1 + 0.2775�

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

, FGNN
�→
 =

⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

1 − 0.0998� 0 0
0 1 − 0.0998� 0
0 0 1 + 0.2730�

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

.

Difference between GNN and Q3 stem from differences in the relaxed lattice spacing obtained from both approaches.
For both the 
 → � and � → 
 transitions we compute the free energy at 100 increments of the strain parameter �
along the Bain path.

For the GPP simulations, we initialize an atomic cluster in the relaxed FCC lattice spacing at 300 K and impose
the displacement gradient to transform it into a zero-pressure relaxed BCC state in 101 uniform strain increments. The
position vectors of all atoms are frozen at every straining step, imposing an affine deformation of the lattice, and a
thermal relaxation is performed at each strain level by iteratively solving Eq. (6b). For MD simulations, we parallelly
initialize 101 simulation boxes of 10 × 10 × 10 unit cells and populate them with atoms generated according to the
relaxed lattice vectors at the different strain increments. For every simulation box, we use the NVT ensemble with a
Langevin thermostat and the fix ti/spring command in LAMMPS. While doing the Frenkel-Ladd path integration, the
previously computed ⟨|Δq|2⟩ values are used to find the spring constants for the Einstein crystal approximation. Long
equilibration times of 10 ns are used to obtain accurate time averages, while the thermodynamic switching between
the original system and the quasi-harmonic approximation is performed in 1 ns. The analogous procedure is used
to parameterize the (reverse) BCC to FCC transition in 101 uniformly spaced steps. The results are summarized
in Fig. 5(b), where � is the reaction coordinate (strain parameter) defined such that � = 0 to 1 corresponds to the
martensitic transition from FCC to BCC iron, and � = 1 to 2 represents the reverse transition.
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Figure 5: (a) Helmholtz free energy difference betweeen the BCC and FCC phases of iron vs. temperature, as obtained
from the GNN-based model, third- and fifth-order Gaussian quadrature, and from MD. Solid lines indicate computations
using the exact cutoff radius of the Meyer-Entel potential, while dashed lines show computations with a slightly larger
cutoff radius. (b) Helmholtz free energy along the Bain path (vs. the compressive strain parameter �) at 300 K, shifted
by the Helmholtz free energy of the FCC phase.

The data obtained from third-order quadrature display striking discontinuities and jumps along the free energy path.
Moreover, the free energy per atom of the martensite phase (� = 1) obtained after transforming from the FCC phase
is different from an independently initialized lattice in the BCC phase. This is due to the orientational relationships
(001)fcc ∥ (001)bcc and [100]fcc ∥ [110]bcc for the Bain path, and the quadrature rule’s lack of frame indifference with
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respect to SO(3) rotations, as described in Section 3.1. In addition, the transition from FCC to BCC and vice versa also
shows discontinuities in the free energy. This stems from the fact that the number of neighbors with mean positions
inside the cutoff radius changes from 18 to 26 at � = 0.26 and returns to 18 at � = 1.96 during the reverse transition.
Free energy data generated with the GNN model, on the other hand, are free of discontinuities and approximate well
the MD data.

Aside from the level of inaccuracy, the existence of discontinuities in the free energy landscape renders the GPP
framework with Gaussian quadrature not applicable for problems involving phase transitions, because finding energy
barriers and minimum energy pathways for transitions via techniques such as the Nudged Elastic Band (NEB) [25]
or the Dimer methods [24] requires the existence of a smooth energy landscape to search for saddle points. The
presented GNNmodel, by contrast, allows for the efficient use of the GPP framework for accurately approximating the
transformation energy landscape without costly MD calculations, as illustrated here for the martensitic transformation
in iron.

5.3. Grain boundary energies
To illustrate the performance of the GNN-based GPP simulations, our last example computes the internal energy of

FCC samples containing symmetricΣ5[310](001) grain boundaries. We perform these simulations for both aluminium,
using the Mishin [45] potential, and for iron in its FCC phase, using the Meyer-Entel [41] potential. The sample is set
up with periodic boundaries in all three dimensions, as shown in Fig. 6(a), resulting in two identical grain boundary
planes: one in the center of the sample and the other one at its boundary. The lattice spacing used to generate the FCC
crystals on both sides of the grain boundary is the relaxed bulk lattice spacing at the corresponding temperature. All
of the samples have a total of 1280 atoms. For MD validation, we construct equivalent geometries in LAMMPS, with
relaxed bulk lattice parameters obtained from prior MD runs. Samples in MD were relaxed for 107 time steps with the
NVE ensemble and a Langevin thermostat.

(a) (b)

Figure 6: (a) The Σ5(310)[001] FCC grain boundary sample used for energy calculations. Periodic boundary conditions
are used in all three dimensions, resulting in two grain boundaries: one in the center of the sample and another one at its
boundary. (b) Sample with a relaxed FCC iron grain boundary at 300 K with atoms color-coded according to their average
Hamiltonians.

Fig. 7(a) shows the computed potential energy of the aluminum samples across a wide range of temperatures, as
obtained from the GPP framework with both GNN-based phase space averaging and Gaussian quadrature as well as
from MD for reference. The third-order quadrature produces a spurious jump in the internal energy at around 500 K,
while the GNN-basedmodel is robust and fairly accurate up to temperatures as high as 800 K.We note that the accuracy
of simulations that use the GNN models can further be increased by training the model with a higher number of data
points. As shown in Table 2, significantly less training data points were used for the Mishin potential, which leads to
the deviations from MD values in Fig. 7(a).

Knowing that the Meyer-Entel potential for iron was trained with a large number of samples, we also compute
grain boundary energies for iron in its FCC phase to confirm the desired effect of using a larger number of data points.
Fig. 7(b) shows the internal energies of iron grain boundary samples computed using the GNN-based model for and
the reference MD values, both based on the Meyer-Entel potential. (A relaxed grain boundary sample at 300 K is
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shown in Fig. 6(b), where the atoms are color-coded with their averaged Hamiltonians.) The data in Fig. 7(b) indeed
confirm that using a larger number of training points leads to more accurate predictions, as the agreement with MD is
considerably improved as compared to Fig. 7(a) and the third-order quadrature results.

(a) (b)

Figure 7: (a) Relaxed internal energy of aluminum grain boundary samples with the Mishin potential [45], using third-
order quadrature and GNN-based model and the comparison with MD data. (b) Relaxed internal energy of FCC iron grain
boundary samples with the Meyer-Entel potential [41], using the GNN-based model and the comparison with MD data.

6. Conclusion
We have shown how high-dimensional phase space integrals, which appear ubiquitously in time-coarsened atom-

istic techniques such as DMD, max-ent and GPP, can be efficiently and accurately approximated by graph neural
networks (GNN). We have demonstrated that the classically used alternative, viz. the use of Gaussian quadrature rules,
comes with detrimental problems: (i) such rules lack frame indifference, so that results depend on rigid-body crystal
rotations; (ii) challenges associated with the definition of atomic neighborhoods in the presence of statistical variations
and cutoff radii; and (iii) a general lack of accuracy leading to fictitious energy minima. As a remedy for those issues,
we have trained equivariant GNNs based on highly accurate Monte-Carlo integration data, which predict the phase-
space-averaged energy of an atomic cluster and the associated atomic forces. By combining this data-driven approach
with a Gaussian phase packet (GPP) formalism for time-coarsened atomistics, we train surrogate phase space integra-
tors, which—for given atomic mean positions {q̄} and displacement variances {Σ}—predict the mean potential energy
⟨V ⟩ and mean atomic forces. These, in turn, are used within the GPP framework (assuming interatomic independence
and spherical Gaussian displacement variances) to simulate atomistic ensembles at finite temperature in a quasistatic
fashion, thus bypassing costly MD simulations and the associated long-time averaging required to obtain converged
phase space average data.

To validate and showcase the advantages of the trained GNN over the classically used quadrature rules, we have
presented three benchmarks. First, simulating the thermal expansion of copper revealed superior accuracy of the GNN-
based formulation compared to third- and fifth-order Gaussian quadrature rules over the entire range of temperatures
studied (in comparison to MD). Second, we have studied the martensitic phase transition of pure iron, computing the
free energy difference between the ferritic and austenitic phases as well as the energy landscape along the Bain path.
Results showed that Gaussian quadrature is inapplicable in this scenario, while the GNN-based formulation provides a
good match with MD data. Third, the general applicability of the GNN-based formulation within a GPP framework to
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simulate crystalline atomic ensembles with defects was illustrated by computing the energy of a symmetric tilt grain
boundary. Again, the GNN data provided superior accuracy over Gaussian quadrature, as verified in comparison with
MD.

In summary, we have presented an accurate and efficient data-driven method to compute high-dimensional phase
space integrals, which overcomes the limitations of Gaussian quadrature. The latter is the de-facto standard technique
used across time-coarsened atomistics as well as other statistical mechanics-based multiscale modeling techniques.
Therefore, the presented approach offers applicability beyond our specific focus on GPP-based time-coarsened atom-
istics.
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