
 1 

Leveraging Low-Fidelity Data to Improve Machine Learning of Sparse 

High-Fidelity Thermal Conductivity Data via Transfer Learning 

Zeyu Liu1,2, Meng Jiang3, Tengfei Luo1,4* 

 

1Department of Aerospace and Mechanical Engineering, University of Notre Dame, Notre Dame, Indiana, 

46556, United States 

2Department of Applied Physics, School of Physics and Electronics, Hunan University, Changsha 410082, 

China 

3Department of Computer Science and Engineering, University of Notre Dame, Notre Dame, Indiana, 

46556, United States 

4Department of Chemical and Biomolecular Engineering, University of Notre Dame, Notre Dame, Indiana, 

46556, United States 

* Corresponding emails: tluo@nd.edu  

 

Abstract: Lattice thermal conductivity (TC) of semiconductors is crucial for various applications, 

ranging from microelectronics to thermoelectrics. Data-driven approach can potentially establish 

the critical composition-property relationship needed for fast screening of candidates with 

desirable TC, but the small number of available data remains the main challenge. TC can be 

efficiently calculated using empirical models, but they have inferior accuracy compared to the 

more resource-demanding first-principles calculations. Here, we demonstrate the use of transfer 

learning (TL) to improve the machine learning models trained on small but high-fidelity TC data 

from experiments and first-principles calculations, by leveraging a large but low-fidelity data 

generated from empirical TC models, where the trainings on high- and low-fidelity TC data are 

treated as different but related tasks. TL improves the model accuracy by as much as 23% in R2 
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and reduces the average factor difference by as much as 30%. Using the TL model, a large 

semiconductor database is screened, and several candidates with room temperature TC > 350 

W/mK are identified and further verified using first-principles simulations. This study 

demonstrates that TL can leverage big low-fidelity data as a proxy task to improve models for the 

target task with high-fidelity but small data. Such a capability of TL may have important 

implications to materials informatics in general. 
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Main 

Lattice thermal conductivity (TC) is a critical material property of semiconductors, impacting a 

wide range of applications, such as electronics thermal management,1,2 thermoelectrics,3,4 and 

thermal barrier coatings.5 Low TC, for example, is of great interest for thermoelectric energy 

conversion, since the figure-of-merit is inversely proportional to TC. On the other hand, high TC 

is desirable for better electronics cooling to improve device reliability and performance. 

Identifying materials with desirable TC has mainly relied on physics-guided search, which is 

usually very time-consuming. Despite recent successes in achieving low6–9 and high TC10–14  in 

materials from physics-guided studies, the ability to fast-screen a large number of candidates for 

desired TC is highly valuable especially if design constraints are imposed on other properties (e.g., 

low TC but high temperature stability for thermal barrier coating, and high TC with given lattice 

constants for electronics substrates). For developing new materials, the state-of-the-art method to 

predict TC is first-principles lattice dynamics combined with solving the phonon Boltzmann 

transport equation (BTE), which can be of high accuracy.14–18   These calculations, however, can 

take a significant amount of time and computational resources as various parameters (e.g., 

pseudopotential selection, force constants cutoff, reciprocal space convergence, high-order phonon 

scattering, phonon renormalization) need to be carefully tuned to obtain reliable results. As a result, 

despite the high-fidelity of the first-principles calculations, the number of bulk semiconductor TC 

calculated using such a method is still limited.  

 

Empirical methods can be leveraged for fast screening of the TC of a large number of 

semiconductors.19 One example is using the Slack model with Debye temperature and Grüneisen 

parameters as input to predict TC. Recently, Toher et al. developed an Automatic Gibbs Library 
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(AGL) to calculate the Debye temperature and Grüneisen parameters from first-principles, which 

are then used for high-throughput calculations of TC using the Slack model.20 This effort has led 

to a relatively large dataset of semiconductor lattice TC with 1,567 materials, but the fidelity of 

such predicted TC is relatively low with apparent underestimation of the values.20  However, since 

the AGL TC is calculated using a physical model, it should contain some meaningful composition-

property relationships.  

 

Data-driven machine learning (ML) methods provide another route to predict material TC.21–23 

Pioneer works includes a Bayesian optimization search based on 101 TC data from first-principles 

simulations for ultralow TC compounds by Seko et al.24 Chen et al. later utilized experimentally 

available TC data for 100 semiconductors to train ML models and recursive feature elimination is 

applied to find the relevant descriptors.25 However, the training data in these prior studies are 

relatively small, although with high fidelity. The small data can lead to biased coverage in the 

chemical space, and thus may restrict extrapolation capability of the trained ML models. For 

instance, there were only 8 materials out of 100 with TC over 100 W/mK in Chen’s work,25 

potentially limiting the model’s ability to screen high TC materials.  

 

It would be ideal if one can leverage both the small but high-fidelity data and big but low-fidelity 

data to train ML models to increase the prediction accuracy and the range of applicability. Transfer 

learning (TL) is a ML scheme to overcome small data problems,26 and it has been successfully 

applied in a few materials informatics studies. TL leverages knowledge based on a larger dataset 

of a proxy property and then transfers it to improve the ML model performance for a target 

property with a much smaller dataset.23,27–31 In a previous study, Liu et al. used ~1400 electronic 
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bandgap data from first-principles calculations to train a neural network, and its weights were used 

as initial parameters in training another neural network with 134 phonon bandgap data.29 It was 

proven that the accuracy measured by mean absolute errors of prediction could be reduced by 65% 

for the target phonon property via such a TL strategy. It was noted that the first-principles 

electronic bandgap data were inaccurate due to the well-known density functional theory bandgap 

underestimation issue.32 However, the first-principles calculations for phonon properties have been 

proven to have high-fidelity, and the trained TL model turned out to be highly accurate. Therefore, 

TL can be a potential technique to leverage big, low-fidelity data to help improve ML models 

trained with small but high-fidelity data.     

 

In this work, we demonstrate the ability to use the TL strategy to improve the ML model accuracy 

trained with 170 high-fidelity TC data by leveraging 1,567 low-fidelity AGL TC as the proxy data. 

The 170 TC data combine experimentally measured values and those from first-principles lattice 

dynamics calculations from the literature. These two sets of data are different but related as they 

should both contain information of the structure-property relationship. Using the 1,567 AGL TC 

data, a deep neutral network (DNN) is first trained. TL is then applied to transfer the knowledge 

on the composition/structure-property relationship learned from the AGL data to the training using 

the 170 high-fidelity data (Fig. 1). TL is shown to improve the DNN model accuracy from R2 = 

0.667 to as high as 0.833 and reduces the average factor difference (AFD) from 2.18 to as low as 

1.52. Using the TL model, all semiconductors in the Materials Project database33 are screened, 

and several candidates with room temperature TC > 350 W/mK are identified, which are further 

verified using first-principles calculations. Our results demonstrate that TL can leverage big, low-
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fidelity data as a proxy to improve models for the target task with high-fidelity but small data. 

Such a capability of TL may have important implications to materials informatics in general. 

  

 

Figure 1. Workflow of TL. Schematics of the TL workflow using the big but low-fidelity AGL TC as the 

proxy task and transferring the learned knowledge to constructing a DNN model for the target task with 

high-fidelity but small data.  

 

Results  

For 101 semiconductors, TC values are available in both the AGL dataset and the high-fidelity 

dataset. We compare those TC values in a parity plot in Fig. 2a. The first observation is that there 
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is a general positive correlation between the AGL data and the high-fidelity data, i.e., 

semiconductors with higher TC in reality also generally have higher TC in the AGL dataset. This 

suggests that the AGL TC dataset has encoded meaningful composition-property relation, which 

may be learnable by ML. However, AGL can underestimate the TC, especially for those with TC > 

100 W/mK. On the other hand, the high-fidelity TC dataset spans over four orders of magnitude, 

even though with small data, indicating a sparse dataset (Fig. 2b). In comparison, the AGL dataset 

has a much narrower TC distribution centered around a low mean value (~3.5 W/mK) as shown in 

Fig. 2c. However, if we examine the representations of the semiconductors available in either 

dataset in a t-SNE plot (Fig. 2d), which visualizes the distribution of the high-dimensional data in 

a low-dimensional manifold,34 it can be seen that the materials with high-fidelity TC cover a much 

smaller configuration space than those from the AGL dataset. Thus, building a ML model based 

on the small high-fidelity dataset will likely introduce large sampling bias. As a result, the ability 

to leverage the AGL dataset may help achieve ML models that are more generally applicable.  

 

 

Figure 2. Analysis of high- and low-fidelity datasets. a, The comparison between the low-fidelity AGL 

TC dataset and the high-fidelity TC dataset from experiments and first-principles calculations. AGL can 

sometimes underestimate TC by more than one order of magnitude especially in the high TC region. b,c, 
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TC data distribution in the high-fidelity and AGL datasets. High-fidelity data is sparse, while the AGL is 

more narrowly distributed. d, A t-SNE visualization of the coverage of the configuration space by the 

descriptors of materials available in the high-fidelity dataset (red) and in the AGL dataset (blue). The AGL 

dataset covers a much larger configuration space than the high-fidelity dataset.  

 

ML model for proxy task: Each semiconductor is represented using a 65-dimension vector which 

concatenates element-level compositional descriptors and crystalline structure descriptors (see 

Method). We first pre-train DNNs with the 1,567 AGL TC data with three hidden layers in a shot-

gun approach,28 the numbers of neurons in the layers of DNNs are randomized (see Method). A 

total of 91 shotgun models are separately trained with the AGL TC data using PyTorch35. The 

model regression performance metrics are evaluated in the five-fold cross-validation process – the 

predictions of each validation dataset are assembled and compared to the ground truth. For each 

model, 15 five-fold cross-validations each with a different random training-validation data split 

are performed. The total of 15 evaluated performance metrics are then averaged, and the standard 

deviation is used to account for the error bar. It should be noted that considering the wide span of 

orders of magnitude of TC, the logarithmic scale (log!" 𝜅#) is usually used in place of the absolute 

TC value as the label for model performance assessment as did in other TC studies.25,36–38 The 

average factor difference (AFD),36 defined as AFD = 10$, where 𝑎 = !
%
	∑ | log!" 𝜅&'()*+,() −%

log!" 𝜅,'-,. | (n is the index of the data point) is employed to quantify the average order of 

magnitude derivation of the model prediction from the ground truth. The DNN model prediction 

of the validation sets is shown against the AGL data in Fig. 3a, and a high prediction accuracy of 

R2 is 0.848 obtained with the corresponding AFD calculated to be 1.32 (or equivalently the mean 

absolute error (MAE) of log!" 𝜅# is 0.121). It should also be noted that all R2 values reported here 

are calculated after the TC values are converted from the log scale back to the linear scale, which 
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we deem as a fairer way of characterizing the model accuracy. The model parameters, including 

weights and biases, of the DNNs trained on the AGL data are stored for further TL training.  

 

Figure 3. ML model performances for different tasks. a, Parity plot between ML-predicted TC and those 

in the AGL dataset. Note: all comparisons are for data in the validation sets of a five-fold validation task. 

b,c, Parity plots between the ML-predicted TC and the high-fidelity TC in the validation sets where the ML 

model is (b) directly trained by the high-fidelity data or (c) from TL.  

 

TL for target task: For our target task, which is establishing ML models for the high-fidelity TC, 

we first directly train the DNN using the 170 high-fidelity data. DNNs with the same architectures 

as in the proxy task (i.e., the same 91 shotgun models created for the AGL data) are used, and the 

same five-fold cross-validation is used to evaluate model performance on the validation sets. Such 

a direct training led to a R2 of 0.667 ± 0.684 and an AFD of 2.18 (Fig. 3b). We then apply TL in 

this target task, where we use the same DNN model architectures but with the weights and bias 

from the DNN trained in the proxy AGL TC task as the starting parameters – in contrast to the 

random parameters used in direct training. These DNN models are then re-trained using the small 

but high-fidelity TC data. Such a so-called warm-start TL strategy can greatly improve the R2 and 

reduce the AFD. The R2 can be improved by as much as 23% to 0.833, and the AFD can be reduced 

by as much as 30% to 1.52 (Fig. 3c). These results suggest that TL leveraging the AGL TC can 
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indeed improve the ML model accuracy, and the knowledge embedded in the big AGL TC dataset, 

although of low-fidelity, can be useful for optimizing the ML model training on the small, high-

fidelity TC dataset.  

 

The performance of ML models can be influenced by the architecture and training/validation 

dataset distribution, especially for small data in our target task. We show the box plot of the R2 

and AFD metrics from all 91 shotgun cases in Fig. 4a, indicating that the increase in R2 and 

decrease in AFD is statistically significant. Figure 4b shows the comparison of R2 between direct 

learning and TL of all the 91 cases, which shows that TL can improve model accuracy in ~97% of 

the cases (points above the diagonal line). Figure 4c shows the comparison of AFD, which 

indicates TL can improve model accuracy in all the cases. In terms of R2, the majority of the TL 

models are above 0.7, while the direct learning is hardly above 0.7. Similarly, direct training 

always leads to AFDs over 2.0, while TL models can improve AFD to 1.4 -1.6. Among the only 

three cases where TL does not outperform direct learning in R2, two of them have similar 

performance metrics with only one case seeing obvious performance degradation from R2=0.62 to 

0.42. The observed effectiveness of the TL can be understood as that the training process based on 

the big AGL TC data can extract meaningful composition-property relationships embedded in the 

AGL data, and such knowledge is successfully transferred to the ML model trained by the high-

fidelity data. When directly trained using the high-fidelity data, the low prediction accuracy on the 

validation set suggests that limited data restricts the generalizability of the trained model hence the 

low prediction accuracy for the validation sets. The bigger data and more diverse coverage of the 

configurational space (Fig. 2c) of the AGL dataset likely embeds more universal composition-

property relationship which helps the TL model to be more generalizable.  
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Figure 4. Performance comparison between direct learning and TL models. a, Boxplot comparison of 

the R2 and AFD of the two types of learning with the statistics from different shotgun cases. b,c, Scattered 

plots of the (b) R2 and (c) AFD from both types of learning for all shotgun cases.  

 

One of the design tasks of interest to many applications is screening candidates to find 

semiconductors with relatively high TC (e.g., > 100 W/mK). A question arises is if one should 

include all available data in the target task, including low TC values, in the TL model, or one only 

needs high TC values to achieve a highly accurate model for the high TC region. Another shotgun 

TL experiment is performed using the same DNN architectures for the scenario where only the 

TC > 100 W/mK data in the high-fidelity dataset is used for TL. The same AGL dataset is used as 

the proxy task, and the trained TL models (denoted as TL>100) performance is evaluated by using 

the models to predict the TC in the validation sets. As a comparison, we can also use the previous 

TL and direct learning models to predict the TC of the same group of semiconductors and evaluate 

their prediction accuracy. The distribution of the performance of different models is presented in 

Fig. 5. Although overlaps exist for the three types of models, TL using all available high-fidelity 

data can generally provide the best models, and TL based on only the high TC data are likely to 

yield less accurate models, which are still better than direct learning using all data. These 

observations suggest that low TC data is also helpful for high TC prediction, since it may embed 
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useful information about composition-property relationships. As a result, it may be desirable to 

enlarge and diversify the data in the target task to maximize the TL model accuracy.   

 

Figure 5. TL strategy comparison for high TC prediction. The histogram of the performance metrics of 

three different sets of models from direct learning, TL using all target task data and TL using target task 

data with TC > 100 W/mK.  

 

Screening high TC semiconductors: We then use our obtained best TL model to identify possible 

high TC semiconductors. By screening all the semiconductors in the Materials Project database,33 

several materials are predicted to have high TC, and three examples are selected for validation 

using first-principles lattice dynamics TC calculations (see Methods). Two of the examples are 

GaBN2 (mp-1007823)39 and AlBN2 (mp-1008557),40 which share similar tetragonal structures with 

the space group number of 115. The crystal structures and the optimized lattice constants are shown 

in Fig. 6a. For GaBN2, the TL-predicted TC is 540.28±56.83 W/mK, while the first-principles 

calculation predicts a TC of 387.90 W/mK for the x-direction and 169 W/mK for the z-direction 

(Fig. 6b). For AlBN2, the TL model predicts its TC to be 533.78± 36.12 W/mK, while the first-
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principles-calculated TC is 510.30 W/mK in the x-direction and 164.06 W/mK in the z-direction. 

Another example tested is B2AsP (mp-1008528),41 which has a tetragonal structure (Fig. 6a). The 

TL model predicts a TC of 611.77 ± 66.71 W/mK, while the first-principles calculation yields a 

TC of 371.57 and 307.84 W/mK along the x- and z-directions, respectively. As we can see, while 

the absolute values predicted by the TL models can differ from the first-principles-calculated 

ground truth, they are able to predict TC in the right orders of magnitude, and for AlBN2, the TL 

prediction is very close to the ground truth in the x-direction. Characterized using the factor 

difference (10| 012!" 3#$%&4012!" 3'()|), the errors for the three compounds are 1.39 (GaBN2), 1.05 

(AlBN2), and 1.64 (B2AsP) for their x-direction TC values, which are smaller or similar to the 

AFD of the TL models (Fig. 6c). Of course, the TL models are trained using TC data without 

crystal direction information, and thus understandably it cannot predict the TC anisotropy. In 

addition, the descriptors also do not consider the anisotropic crystal structural features. However, 

we believe these issues can be resolved with additional features and anisotropic data in the training 

set.   
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Figure 6. Validation of TL-predicted high TC semiconductors. a, Crystal structures of the three example 

compounds selected for first-principles validation. b, Bar plot of TL-predicted and first-principles-

calculated TC values. c, The predicted three compounds shown in the parity plot of TL-prediction and high-

fidelity TC data.  

 

Discussion and Conclusion 

We note that a semi-empirical Debye-Callaway model was able to achieve a AFD of ~1.5, within 

the error bar of our TL model, with the help of first-principles-calculated inputs for a different TC 

dataset.36 The inputs include Debye temperature, speed of sound and Grüneisen parameters that 

are calculated from density functional theory42. It should be mentioned that there were fitting 

parameters in the model which thus also needed training. There were also ad-hoc additional terms 

(e.g., structural parameters) added to the Debye-Callaway model to improve the model accuracy. 

The benefit of data-driven models is that no prior knowledge of the physics is needed, and they 

can take only material information (e.g., elements, lattice structures) as inputs, without the needs 
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of more complex descriptors from first-principles calculations.  Of course, purely relying on data 

could lead to less accurate models, but our TL approach has been proven to solve such a problem.  

 

The ML model prediction performance can vary, sometimes significantly, with the distribution of 

the dataset used for training, validation and testing. It also depends on how the performance metrics 

are evaluated. These factors make fairly comparing different models from different studies 

challenging. For example, Chen et al.25 constructed a ML model using the more sophisticated 

recursive feature engineering and obtained a prediction R2 = 0.927 for the test data. However, this 

metric was obtained from predicting a very small testing data size (5%) that is more uniformly 

distributed across the span of the TC values. For our best performing model on some certain 

training/validation data splits could also achieve a R2 = 0.97. Zhu et al.37 employed a Crystal Graph 

Convolutional Neural Networks (CGCNN) model44 to predict TC and achieved R2 = 0.85 on a 

reserved test data set, which is comparable to the R2 in this work. However, we believe for small 

data, which is the case for TC, performing statistical study by randomizing the training/validation 

splits and DNN models in a shotgun approach should offer a more comprehensive assessment of 

the TL performance. In addition, our comparison between TL and direct training by testing them 

on exactly the same shotgun models and training/validation splits should have revealed the true 

benefit of TL. This benefit should also be applicable to more sophisticated ML models like the 

CGCNN.44 

 

The most important finding from this study is that we can use low-fidelity but big data as a proxy 

to perform TL in order to improve the ML model accuracy trained using small but high-fidelity 

data. The low-fidelity data, although containing larger errors, still has valuable knowledge of 
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composition-property relationships embedded in it, which is transferable to inform better training 

with much smaller high-fidelity data. Due to the more diverse configurational space coverage by 

the proxy data, transferring the composition-property relationship is helpful in improving the TL 

model when trained with the small high-fidelity data which covers much sparser configurational 

space. The implication of this study can be significant as it demonstrates the possibility of using 

data from simplified numerical or empirical models that can be generated in large volume as the 

proxy to inform the data-driven model trained on limited high-fidelity data that may be time- and 

resource-demanding to collect. Such a strategy should be able to benefit a wide range of 

applications for materials design. 

 

Methods 

Material representation: In order to represent the semiconductors in a fixed length vector for ML 

tasks, element-level compositional descriptors implemented by the Matminer project and 

precalculated by MagpieData dataset,45 where a total of 61 elemental property descriptors, such 

as atomic weight, atomic radius and etc., are included. Besides elemental descriptors, several 

crystalline structure descriptors, including space group number, density, number of sites and 

volume per unit cell, are also included, making the total dimension of the representation 65. As in 

standard ML practices, all features are scaled in the range of 0 to 1 during model training. The 

high-fidelity thermal conductivity data is collected manually by searching both experimental and 

computational research for semiconductors at room temperature. And the low fidelity thermal 

conductivity data for semiconductor are collected from the Automatic Gibbs Library by restricting 

the bandgap to be exist.20 
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DNN for AGL TC: The DNN models are trained using PyTorch.35 For the AGL TC (proxy 

property), there are three hidden layers in our DNN models, and the number of neurons in each 

hidden layer is randomly selected. The first two layers in a DNN contain a random number of 

neurons (1st layer: 60-90 neurons; 2nd layer: 20-50 neurons) and the 3rd layer contains a fixed 10 

neurons. A total of 91 such different shotgun models are pre-trained, and the model performance 

metrics are calculated using the ground truth and the properties averaged by 15 independent five-

fold cross-validation predictions. To evaluate the model prediction accuracy statistically, the 

predictions of each validation dataset in the five-fold cross-validation process are assembled and 

compared to the ground truth. The R2 and AFD as the metrics of the 91 models are averaged and 

their standard deviations are reported as the error bar.   

 

Transfer learning (TL): In the TL, we build DNN models with exactly the same architecture as 

the pre-trained models for the proxy property, and the parameters from these pre-trained models, 

except those for the output layer, are used as the initial parameters. These transferred models are 

then re-trained using the small data in the target task which includes high fidelity TC.  

 

First-principles calculations of TC: For the first-principles calculations, two scattering 

mechanisms are included: three-phonon scattering and isotope scattering. A iterative process is 

employed to solve the phonon BTE to obtain the converged phonon distribution and TC at 300 K 

using ShengBTE.46 For the three-phonon scattering calculation, a 6 × 6 × 6 q-grid is adopted in the 

density functional perturbation theory47 scheme to calculate the harmonic force constants using 

Quantum Espresso.48  The third order force constants are calculated using a 4 × 4 × 4 supercell 

with the 8th nearest neighbor cutoff via a finite difference method. The isotope scattering is 
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calculated based on the natural isotopic distribution of the atoms using the Tamura equation.49 

These parameters are shown to yield converged TC values. It should be noted that for some 

materials at high temperatures, higher order phonon scattering like the four-phonon scattering can 

also play a role.18,50,51 However, our first-principles validations are meant to provide an order of 

magnitude estimation of the TC for comparison with the TL model predictions. In addition, at the 

temperature of 300 K, we expect the effect of the four-phonon scattering to be relatively small.  

 

Data availability 

All data used in this study is available in the GitHub repository at 

https://github.com/liuzyzju/TL_thermal. 

 

Code availability 

All code from this study is available in the GitHub repository at 

https://github.com/liuzyzju/TL_thermal. 
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