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Abstract: The traditional method of identifying symmetry-breaking phase transitions through
the emergence of a single-particle gap encounters significant challenges in quantum materials with
strong fluctuations. To address this, we have developed a data-driven approach using a domain-
adversarial neural network trained on simulated spectra of cuprates. This model compensates for
the scarcity of experimental data — a significant barrier to the wide deployment of machine learning
in physical research — by leveraging the abundance of theoretically simulated data. When applied to
unlabeled experimental spectra, our model successfully distinguishes the true superconducting states
from gapped fluctuating states, without the need for fine temperature sampling across the transition.
Further, the explanation of our machine learning model reveals the crucial role of the Fermi-surface
spectral intensity even in gapped states. It paves the way for robust and direct spectroscopic
identification of fluctuating orders, particularly in low-dimensional, strongly correlated materials.

Understanding and controlling the materials’ physical
properties are key pursuits of the quantum materials
research today. Since the electronic structure of materials
underpins many physical properties, the single-particle
spectral function proves to be an effective quantity
for their characterization[1]. This function captures
the probability of an individual electron occupying
a specific energy-momentum state in a many-electron
system. While it cannot replace the full many-body
wavefunction, it provides insights into the low-energy
properties such as conductivity and thermal excitations.
Notably, the single-particle spectral function can be
directly measured using angle-resolved photoemission
spectroscopy (ARPES). Both lab-based and synchrotron-
based ARPES techniques have been extensively em-
ployed to investigate emergent electronic states in ma-
terials [2, 3], substantially accelerating the advancement
in the field of quantum materials [4].

As investigations into quantum materials deepen, new
challenges arise due to the inherent limitations of repre-
senting a many-body state with only its single-particle
excitations. For traditional metals and semiconduc-
tors, this approximation is effective as interactions are
sufficiently screened. In such scenarios, ARPES can
accurately identify electronic phase transitions through
a single-particle gap, stemming from the development
of a (mean-field) order parameter. By measuring the
energy gap size, one can deduce the strength of order
parameters. However, in quantum materials, emergent
phases are substantially influenced, or even governed, by
entanglement among multiple particles. Consequently,
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FIG. 1. Schematic illustrating the single-particle gap
in materials experiencing strong fluctuations. At low
temperatures (red), the material exhibits a nonzero order
parameter (A) # 0 and a well-defined single-particle gap.
As the temperature increases above T. (green), the local
excitations lose long-range coherence and the average order
parameter (A) = 0. However, the system still displays
pronounced fluctuations with a non-negligible (A?), leading
to a finite single-particle gap. These short-range fluctuations
gradually diminish with further temperature increase, ulti-
mately resulting in a normal state (blue).

these phases often deviate from traditional mean-field
theory predictions. For example, transitions between
phases with distinct symmetries often lead to a regime
characterized by intense short-range fluctuations. The
effects of these fluctuations on the single-particle spectral
function are similar to that of a broken-symmetry long-
range order, often reflected in the form of partial spectral
weight depletion that precedes the establishment of a
full energy gap (see Fig. 1). This phenomenon has
been widely observed in Mott insulators, charge den-
sity wave systems, and unconventional superconductors
above their thermodynamic phase transition temper-
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Model architecture. Left to right: Consecutive convolutional stacks as the feature extractor convert the ARPES

spectrum (using experimental data for BSCCO OD58 as an example) into feature maps with various convolutional kernels. A
pooling layer and activation are then applied to compress the feature maps and pass the data to the next layer. After four
convolutional layers, the feature maps are pooled and flattened, then directed into two distinct fully connected neural networks:
The label predictor (blue) classifies the spectra into the superconducting (SC) and normal phases; The domain classifier (pink)
classifies the sample source either from simulation or experiment. It connects to the feature extractor via a gradient reversal
layer that multiplies the gradient by a certain negative constant during the backpropagation (dashed line). The number and
size of each layer plotted in this figure are for illustrative purposes.

atures [5-9]. This often renders spectroscopic probes
incapable of detecting thermodynamic phase transitions,
despite the rapidly growing demand for in situ and in
operando detection of novel electronic phases [10, 11].

Superconductivity stands out as a central topic in
condensed matter research, characterized by dissipation-
less transport due to the formation of global phase
coherence among Cooper pairs of electrons. In the
mean-field framework, superconductivity is linked to a
single-particle gap twice the size of the order parameter.
In scenarios where direct transport measurements are
impractical — such as with thin films, functionalized
surfaces, nonequilibrium systems, or extreme conditions
precluding direct contacts — the presence of this gap
serves as a fingerprint of superconductivity [12—-14]. How-
ever, in correlated materials like cuprates and FeSe,
quantum fluctuations disrupt the direct link between the
gap and superconductivity [5-8]. In these cases, the gap-
opening temperature T,,, can significantly exceed the
superconductivity transition temperature T.. There is a
pressing need for an efficient approach to directly identify
superconductivity from the single-particle spectra alone,
to facilitate high-throughput discovery of superconduc-
tive materials. Recent studies have revealed the potential
for ARPES to also encode information on supercon-
ducting phase coherence [8, 15, 16], but pinpointing this
information remains challenging without tracking the full
temperature evolution of quasiparticle intensity. This
challenge likely stems from the oversimplification of the
highly complex spectra of a many-body system.

To address this issue, we develop a machine learning
(ML) model to directly classify ordered superconducting
phases from ARPES spectra without needing complete

temperature-dependent trends. One significant challenge
we face is the limited experimental training data, a
ubiquitous obstacle in artificial intelligence (AI) for
science community [17]. While most state-of-the-art ML
algorithms are data demanding, scientific data such as
ARPES spectra are often scarce due to the complexity
of experiments and the lack of standardization in data
curation. A promising solution is to utilize training data
curated in a simulated environment to enable efficient
exploration of the parameter space in silico [18]. Inspired
by this idea, we train a convolutional neural network
(CNN) model using simulated ARPES spectra and then
apply it to classify experimental ARPES spectra. CNN
is chosen here due to its wide applications in image
classification, where filters in convolutional layers distill
specific patterns from two-dimensional data. However,
the idealized conditions assumed in simulations often
fail to replicate the experimental noise, resolutions,
and laboratory condition variability, leading to poor
performance when applying simulation-trained models to
actual experimental data. To overcome this experiment-
simulation discrepancy, we employ domain adaptation
techniques to adversarially train the CNN.

As illustrated in Fig. 2, the domain adversarial neural
network (DANN)[19] adapted in this work comprises
a feature extractor, a domain classifier, and a label
predictor. The feature extractor extracts a shared fea-
ture representation of both simulated and experimental
spectra. The domain classifier then determines whether
the extracted features originate from the simulated or
experimental datasets. The label predictor utilizes these
features and outputs the corresponding material sample’s
phase label, which can be either superconducting (SC) or



normal phase. Unlike traditional CNN, which comprises
only a feature extractor and a label predictor, the domain
classifier discourages the feature extractor from gener-
ating distinguishable representations between simulated
and experimental data. This setup promotes the emer-
gence of latent representations that are shared by both
simulated and experimental spectra during optimization.
Importantly, the label predictor is trained exclusively
on the labeled simulation data (SC vs normal), with no
phase information required for the experimental spectra.
Thus, the model is transferable to classify experimental
spectra at any random temperature. To enable phase
label prediction, a softmax layer is added to the label
predictor to convert the predicted logits u,, for each phase
a (o = SC or normal) into probability values p, o ete
obeying the sum rule ) _ p, = 1.

The experimental ARPES spectra were collected
for two cuprate samples: a super-oxygenated
BisSryCaCuy0Og (BSCCO) with T, = 50K (OD50)
and an oxygenated BSCCO with T, = 58 K (OD58). A
total of 41 and 45 spectra are measured in these two
samples, respectively, spanning over a wide temperature
range from 14 K to 102 K and both superconducting and
normal phases (reused from Refs. 20 and 8). To better
distinguish fluctuations encoded in spectral features, we
applied a uniform background removal approach to both
simulated and experimental data (see Supplementary
Note 1). Fig. 3a presents four spectra taken from
the OD50 sample after the background removal.
While superconductivity, determined by transport
measurements, disappears when the temperature
exceeds 50 K, the single-particle gap remains open until
Teap = 66K [20]. It is important to note that the true
label, or the phase corresponding to each experimental
spectrum, is invisible to our ML model. All labeled
training data are obtained from simulations following
the method outlined in Ref. 8 (see Methods for details).

Figures 3b and c show the phase classification results
for the BSCCO OD50 and OD58 experimental spectra.
The model’s predictions are represented by a scalar “SC
probability” psc for each input spectrum. Such an SC
probability psc is obtained from an ensemble approach,
where psc for each spectrum is the averaged psc over
10 different DANN models with various initializations.
Normalized by the sum rule, a sample corresponding
to an input spectrum is predicted as SC when psc
exceeds 50%. For the BSCCO OD50 sample, only one
spectrum measured in the normal phase is misclassified
as SC. Conversely, all other 40 experimental spectra are
correctly classified, yielding an accuracy of 97.6%. The
performance is similar for the OD58 sample, where only
one spectrum in the SC state is misclassified.

As the experimental spectra are obtained for two
material samples at different temperatures, we further
analyze the predicted SC probability psc as a function
of temperature in Figs. 3¢ and d. Although our ML
model independently classifies each ARPES spectrum
and does not have access to temperature information, we
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FIG. 3. Classification of superconducting phase using
the DANN model. a Experimental ARPES spectra for the
BSCCO OD50 sample at four different temperatures, with
dashed lines denoting the Fermi level. The upper and lower
bars indicate the phase labels, independently determined by
experiments and invisible to the ML model, and the gap sizes.
b,c Confusion matrices obtained for binary classification of
the ARPES spectra collected from b BSCCO OD50 and ¢
OD58 samples at various temperatures, yielding accuracies
of 97.6% and 97.8%, respectively. d,e The ML-predicted
SC probability psc for spectra obtained from the d BSCCO
OD50 and e ODS58 samples, respectively. The pscs are
calculated for each spectrum but are sorted here by their
experimental temperatures, which are unknown to the ML
model. The classification is based on whether psc exceeds
0.5. Correctly classified spectra are denoted by solid red and
blue dots, while misclassified data are depicted by open dots.
The red and blue lines indicate experimentally determined
transition temperature 7. and gap-opening temperature Tyap
(both invisible to the ML model), respectively.

observe a roughly monotonic relationship between psc
and the actual temperature T. The overall shape of
the psc(T) resembles an inverted sigmoid function: it
shows constantly high values (close to 1) at low T and
low values (close to 0) at high T, with a rapid transition
from 1 to 0 near the experimentally determined T,. The
only misclassified data point in Fig. 3c corresponds to a
sample measured at a temperature close to T.. Given
that none of the experimental spectra are labeled in
ML, the monotonic decrease in the predicted probability
with increasing temperature indicates that our model has
successfully captured the superconducting phase ordering
encoded in the details of ARPES spectra. Interestingly,
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FIG. 4. t-SNE visualization of feature distributions.

a The distribution of the feature extractor’s activations of the
CNN model without domain adaptation. b The distribution
of feature extractor’s activations of the CNN model when
the adaptation procedure was incorporated into training.
Light blue and red colors indicate the simulated spectra
belonging to normal or SC phases, respectively, while dark
colors represent experimental spectral data.

the predicted pgc does not exhibit any anomaly near the
Tsap. These observations reflect that the gap opening is
not the sole or even primary indicator of phase transition
in quantum materials. The spectral details beyond the
mere presence of a gap contain extensive information
about the underlying phases.

It is worth noting that the simulated and experimen-
tal ARPES spectra exhibit fundamental differences, as
shown in Fig. 2, due to the simplicity of the single-band
model. Thus, the domain adaptation technique is crucial
in bridging the gap between the simulated training spec-
tra and experimental test spectra, hence ensuring our ML
phase classifier’s high accuracy. Without the adversarial
training enabled by the domain classifier, the CNN
model yields a representation space where the simulated
and experimental spectra occupy distinct regions of the
latent space, as visualized by the t-distributed stochastic
neighbor embedding [21] (t-SNE) in Fig. 4a. This sepa-
ration reflects the intrinsic differences between simulated
and experimental data. As a result, the classification
rules learned from the simulated spectra are not directly
applicable to experimental spectra. In contrast, the
domain classifier in DANN significantly enhances the
alignment between simulated and experimental spectra
in the representation space (see Fig. 4b), providing
transferable classification rules between simulated and
experimental spectra. Consequently, the classification
results show a substantial improvement by 19.0% and
19.2% in average accuracy on the BSCCO OD50 and
OD58 samples, respectively (see Supplementary Note 2).

Beyond classifying superconductivity from ARPES
spectra, we also aim to extract interpretable physical
parameters from the ML model to deepen our under-
standing of quantum materials. Specifically, we seek
to identify which single-particle spectral features are
linked to the superconductivity long-range order via an
occlusion-based analysis for the ML model [22]. This
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FIG. 5. Saliency distribution for experimental spec-
tra. a A sample ARPES spectrum obtained from BSCCO
OD50 at 38 K (superconducting phase). b The saliency
values across various binding energies and temperatures for
the BSCCO OD50 sample, quantifying the sensitivity of the
ML prediction for each energy. ¢ An ARPES spectrum from
BSCCO OD58 at 34 K (superconducting phase). d Saliency
values for the BSCCO ODb58 sample. Grey dashed lines
denote the Fermi level, while red and blue lines indicate the
T. and Tgap, as independently determined by experiments.

analysis measures the significance of specific portions of
an ARPES spectrum to the model’s classification decision
by assessing the saliency, defined as Eq. (9) in Methods.
We analyze saliency for each individual energy level,
which reflects the change in the phase prediction, in
terms of psc when an entire row of the spectrum is
obscured or occluded.

As shown in Fig. 5, we obtain the saliency as a
function of binding energy for each spectrum in both
BSCCO OD50 and OD58 experimental datasets. A
notable feature across various spectral samples is a
pronounced peak at w = 0. Remarkably, the saliency
magnitude significantly decreases for spectra acquired
at temperatures above T.. This observation suggests
that the ML model identifies the nuanced distribution
of spectral weight near and above the gap center as the
key for pinpointing the true T.. The spectral weight
just above the gap center is particularly sensitive to the
upper branch formation of the Bogoliubov quasiparticles,
whose clear separation from the lower branch is a major
empirical identifier of superconducting phase ordering in
cuprates [8]. In an intriguing parallel, a recent study
inferred electronic entropy from a continuous sequence of
ARPES spectra, achieved through meticulous tempera-
ture and energy calibration [15]. This study deduced that
the temperature-derivative of weighted spectral intensity
near w = 0 could effectively determine the 7.. Our
ML model’s explanation aligns with this conclusion.
However, different from the temperature-derivative ap-



proach, the ML classification and the saliency analysis
operate on each individual ARPES snapshot, without
relying on temperature and phase information. The
experimental data, used solely for domain alignment,
remain unlabeled. This approach of unsorted-snapshot-
based classification approach is particularly valuable for
general material design, where precise parameter tuning
and sequential measurements are impractical, such as
under extreme or non-equilibrium conditions.

Recalling the original motivation for this spectrum-
based phase classification, we must particularly inves-
tigate the fluctuating superconducting (fluc-SC) regime
in the normal state. This regime is characterized by
prominent short-range Cooper pair fluctuations and the
single-particle gap comparable to that observed below
T. [5-8]. To further assess the robustness of our model,
we expand the classification to include three states: SC,
fluc-SC, and gapless non-SC states. As detailed in
Supplementary Note 3, the spectra stemming from SC
and gapless non-SC states are still correctly classified
under this ternary classification. However, distinguishing
the fluc-SC phase proves challenging, resulting in an
overall accuracy of 85.4% and 75.6% for BSCCO OD50
and OD58 samples, respectively. Despite the reduced ac-
curacy, domain adaptation remains crucial in the ternary
classification. The domain classifier in DANN improves
the accuracy compared to traditional CNN by more than
10% and 30% with (Supplementary Table 1) and without
(Supplementary Table 2) the ensemble average, respec-
tively. An interesting observation is that the majority
(15 out of 17) of (gapped) fluc-SC states are misclassified
as gapless non-SC states. This misclassification occurs
regardless of the gap, which was typically read by APRES
at first glance and regarded as a fingerprint for long-
range orders. Instead, our ternary classification results
indicate that traditional single-particle spectroscopy in-
terpretations may oversimplify the complexities inherent
in quantum materials. Distinguishing the gapped fluc-SC
state from the gapless non-SC state is more challenging
than distinguishing between the equally gapped SC and
fluc-SC states. This outcome also indicates that the
ML model correctly recognizes the intrinsic similarities
between fluc-SC and non-SC states, as both belong to
the normal phase of these materials.

In summary, this study demonstrates that a trans-
ferable ML model trained without labeled experimental
data can successfully classify the superconductivity of
quantum materials based on real experimental ARPES
spectra. This achievement paves the way for using single-
particle spectra to identify long-range orders, even when
the deterministic features do not conform to traditional
gap analysis. The transferability of our model is demon-
strated by its application to ARPES spectral datasets
collected from two materials with distinct compositions
measured at various temperatures. The snapshot-based
classification without the need to track temperature-
dependent trends enables high-throughput characteriza-
tion of superconductivity in correlated materials, with

potential in pump-probe spectra where phases lose co-
herence [23-25].  Furthermore, the physical intuition
extracted from the ML model using the occlusion-based
explanation method aligns well with domain knowledge.
Our approach fits within the growing emphasis on
transfer learning[26, 27] and domain adaptation tech-
niques [28, 29] in scientific applications to overcome data
scarcity. Despite the challenges compared to existing
efforts (fewer available experimental data, a larger dis-
crepancy between simulation and experiment, and more
complicated underlying patterns), our model achieves
satisfactory performance in classifying superconductivity
in quantum materials, thereby enabling high-throughput
material design and synthesis experiments that require
immediate characterizations [30].

METHODS

A. Simulated ARPES Data

ARPES data simulation is primarily based on the
phenomenological model described in Ref. 8. The super-
conducting pairing onset temperature Tg,;, is determined
by the gap opening temperature, and the thermodynamic
transition temperature 7T, is determined by the steepest
change of quasiparticle linewidth [15, 20]. The spectral
function used in the simulation takes the following form:
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where Ex = \/ei + A} is the Bogoliubov quasiparticle
dispersion. The superconducting gap Ax has the follow-
ing approximated temperature dependence:

Ax(T) = Ag(0)tanh (2.34. [Tyap/T — 1) (2

States between T, and Ty, are labeled as fluc-SC. The
quasiparticle width o(7") is modelled by a rounded step
function plus a Fermi liquid self energy that mimics
realistic experimental values in units of eV and Kelvin:

Ak, w)

o(T) = 0.028+5.56x 10~ "T?+0.01tanh[5(T/T.—1)]+5w? .
3)

Energy-momentum resolution is treated as a 2D Gaus-
sian convolution on the 2D spectral function, where the
momentum resolution is taken as the typical 10-pixel size.
The background is treated as 10 times the average per-
pixel intensity across the simulated cut multiplied by the
Fermi function, which mimics the momentum-scrambling
secondary scattering process in photoemission. Since we
are mostly in intermediate to high count rate regime, the
noise distribution is approximated as a Gaussian with a
standard deviation of a/N;;, where N;; is the simulated
count at pixel {7,j}, and « is an input parameter to
control the signal to noise ratio. This approximation



mimics the Poisson noise observed in real experiments,
which is generally in the high-count-rate regime and
asymptotically approaches a Gaussian noise. The entire
spectrum takes an absolute value to eliminate negative
counts due to the application of Gaussian noise at
extremely low count regimes, which has negligible impact
on the main spectral region of interest. A comparison of
the parameter space of simulated and experimental data
can be found in Supplementary Note 4. A total of 1,745
simulated spectra were obtained, with 80% (1,395) being
utilized as training data.

B. Domain adaptation

DANN is a domain adaptation technique designed to
reduce the domain distribution shift between the source
(simulated) and target (experimental) domains. The
model architecture comprises three parts as shown in
Fig. 2: the feature extractor (G¢(-;6y)) with parameters
s, the label predictor (Gy(;6,)) with parameters 6,
and the domain classifier (G4(-;64)) with parameters 6.
Training DANN involves minimizing the classification
loss of the class classifier using labels from the source
domain while simultaneously maximizing the error of the
domain classifier using a gradient reversal layer (GRL)
(denoted as R(-)). We define the £, and L; as the
corresponding cross-entropy loss [31] of label prediction
and domain classification. The GRL acts as an identity
transformation during forward propagation and flips the
sign of 0L4/00 during backpropagation. The training
objective is formulated as follows:

E(0f,0,,0q) = E(xf’y;ﬁ)NDSCy (Gy(G‘f(Xf; 07);6y), y:)
_)\(Efo’DS Lq(Ga(R(Gy(x5;0r));04),d°)

+Bat o, La(Ga(R(G f(x4:01)):00), ') )
(4)

where E represents the expected value of the set; x
denotes a simulated spectrum with phase label y; from
the source domain D, = {(x},y7)}’; x§» denotes
an experimental spectrum in the target domain D; =
{(xf)}52,; @° and d* are the domain labels. Here, A is
the adaptation parameter, balancing the two objectives
that shape the features during training. Upon training
completion, the label predictor is capable of predicting

labels for both source and target domain samples.

C. Model architecture and implementation

Our optimized model employs four convolutional layers
with hidden channels of 16, 32, 64, and 64, respectively.
Each layer utilizes a 3x3 convolutional kernel, a stride
of 1, and padding of 2, followed by max pooling with
the same kernel size and a stride of 2, and an activation
function.  All the activation functions used in this

network are rectified linear units (ReLU) except for
the first convolutional layer. To alleviate the dying
ReLU problem where some neurons become permanently
inactive and only output 0 for any input during training,
the first convolutional layer ReLU was replaced with the
leaky ReLU (LeakyReLU) [32] using a default constant
slope of 0.01. Post-convolution, the network applies
adaptive average pooling to the feature maps, which are
then flattened to interface with the subsequent fully con-
nected layers. The domain classifier and label predictor
are both two-layer fully connected neural networks with
64 hidden dimensions each. All models are implemented
using PyTorch 1.12.1. The optimized training procedure
employs the Adam optimizer [33] with a learning rate
of 0.0005, weight decay (L2 penalty, 0.001), and early
stopping. Dropout with a probability of 0.4 is applied
after the last convolutional layer and in every layer
of each fully connected neural network. Training is
performed with mini-batches of 4 spectra for 150 epochs.
The adaptation parameter is set to be 1.2 and is gradually
increased from 0 through:

2

A= ————
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in the early stages of the training, to suppress noisy
signals from the domain classifier. Here, v is set to 10
without being optimized, and p represents the training
progress linearly changing from 0 to 1.

D. Model evaluation and hyperparameter tuning

Evaluating the performance of an unsupervised domain
adaptation (UDA) model is challenging due to the lack of
the target domain labels [34-36]. As the domain classifier
acts as a regularizer on CNN [19], we first optimize the
CNN model without the domain classifier using simulated
ARPES data (detailed in Supplementary Note 5). We
then fine-tune the adaptation parameter based on the
transfer score (TS) metrics [36], which evaluates the
transferability and discriminability of the feature space.
The TS is formulated as follows:

M

T=H+ i (6)
Here, H denotes the Hopkins statistic [37], which mea-
sures the clustering tendency of the feature representa-
tion in the target domain; M denotes mutual information
between the input and prediction in the target domain;
K is the number of classes for the normalization purpose.
To obtain the Hopkins statistic, we define f; as the feature
embeddings of all target domain samples, which is given
by f; = [fi,fs, ..., f,,], where f; = Gy(x};07). From
f;, we randomly sample m = 0.05n; data points [3§]
without replacement to generate a set R. Additionally,
we generate a set U comprising m data points sampled
from a uniform distribution bounded by the minimum
and maximum values along each feature dimension of



f;. We then compute two distance measures: wuy, the
distance of samples in U from their nearest neighbor in
R, and wy, the distance of samples in R from their nearest
neighbor in R. The Hopkins statistic is then defined as:

Z;?:l Uk

H = m m
D k1 Wk Dy W

(7)
The mutual information is defined as:

M = H (B, Gy (G1(x4:07):0,) )
~Eytop H (Gy (Gy(x5307);0y)) . (8)

where H(-) denotes the information entropy. The opti-
mized model is then trained using the labeled simulated
training set and all unlabeled experimental spectra. The
model checkpoint with the best TS is collected for test
set predictions.

E. Occlusion-based attribution

By moving the occluding patch along the energy axis,
we quantify the saliency for each spectrum sample at
energy level w = v as:

Ssc(v) = max {o, PsclAlk, )] — psclA(k, w; y)]} . (9)

where the occluded spectrum of the original spectrum
A(k,w), with respect to a single baseline spectrum (Ay)
at energy v, is defined as

Ak, w;v) = Ak, w)+0(w—v)[Ao(k,v)— A(k,v)]. (10)

Here, psc[-] represents the ML model mapping from
an input ARPES spectrum to the predicted SC prob-
ability psc. Since we focus on features with positive
contributions, a ReLU function is applied to filter out
the distraction of negative values. Following recent
feature attribution studies[39, 40], we choose various
occlusion baselines to ensure robust explanation perfor-
mance across different pixel intensities (see details in
Supplementary Note 6).
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