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Machine learning models are susceptible to being misled by biases in training data that emphasize
incidental correlations over the intended learning task. In this study, we demonstrate the impact of
data bias on the performance of a machine learning model designed to predict the synthesizability
likelihood of crystal compounds. The model performs a binary classification on labeled crystal
samples. Despite using the same architecture for the machine learning model, we showcase how
the model’s learning and prediction behavior differs once trained on distinct data. We use two
data sets for illustration: a mixed-source data set that integrates experimental and computational
crystal samples and a single-source data set consisting of data exclusively from one computational
database. We present simple procedures to detect data bias and to evaluate its effect on the model’s
performance and generalization. This study reveals how inconsistent, unbalanced data can propagate
bias, undermining real-world applicability even for advanced machine learning techniques.

I. INTRODUCTION

The increasing availability of large materials datasets
has facilitated the rapid growth of machine learning for
materials discovery and design1–14. However, the im-
pact of data selection strategies, data quality, or data
bias has been less explored or not clearly demonstrated,
even for the most advanced machine learning models, al-
though these factors can significantly impact model per-
formance, generalizability, and reliability15,16. In this
study, we specifically investigate the effect of data hetero-
geneity on machine learning models. For demonstration,
we use a machine learning model designed for predicting
crystalline compounds’ synthesis feasibility (or synthesiz-
ability), previously developed by our group17. Our ma-
chine learning model for synthesizability prediction is an
ideal platform because data selection for such a model is
inherently challenging. A portion of the data must rep-
resent already synthesized materials (synthesizable) from
crystal structure datasets, while another portion must be
artificially generated to represent hypothetical crystals
unlikely to be synthesized or formed (unsynthesizable).
This challenge has led to arbitrary data selection in the
literature, resulting in different strategies. For example,
studies in Ref.18–21 assume that unsynthesizable exam-
ples are not available and thus predicts 2D or crystalline
materials’ synthesizability based on a positive and unla-
beled (PU) classification model22 on data from a single
dataset. In contrast, Ref.17 predicts crystalline materi-
als’ synthesizability based on a binary classifier on labeled
data from different sources. Here, we examine the gen-
eralization performance of our synthesizability model for
two data selection approaches: whether data is coming
from different sources (heterogeneous data) or from an
identical source (homogeneous data).

Inherent data bias is a common challenge in machine
learning16, stemming from sampling bias, data collection

bias, domain bias, or labeling bias. The bias in data
usually leads to spurious correlations and biases picked
up by the model, regardless of the choice of the ma-
chine learning algorithm16. In the field of data-driven
materials research, some studies have explored the in-
fluence of data on the performance of machine learning
models23–27. For example, Kumagai et al. demonstrated
that data bias influences the error and reliability of pre-
dictions made by a machine learning model23. Using the
experimental property data from Starrydata2 database
as a demonstration platform, they defined an applica-
bility domain - a material space to which the machine
learning model can be applied based on its similarity to
known materials used for training. They revealed that
model predictions are more reliable within the applicabil-
ity domain. Within the applicability domain, prediction
accuracy remains high, while outside the defined appli-
cability domain, accuracy significantly decreases. They
also observed that the prediction error decreases within
the applicability domain as the number of neighboring
known materials increases. In another study, Zhang et
al.24 introduced an information entropy-based metric to
measure data bias and developed an entropy-targeted ac-
tive learning (ET-AL) framework to mitigate it. They
utilized the ET-AL framework to guide new data acqui-
sition in density functional theory (DFT)-generated ma-
terials databases (such as OQMD28,29 and JARVIS30) by
addressing the imbalanced coverage of formation energy
among different crystal systems (i.e., structure-stability
bias). This approach aimed to enhance the diversity of
underrepresented crystal systems and, as a result, im-
proved the performance of machine learning models24.
In a separate study, Li et al.25 investigated the impact of
distribution shifts (or domain shifts) on the performance
of machine learning models, offering solutions for diag-
nosing, anticipating, and addressing this challenge. Data
distribution can undergo significant shifts, even between
different versions of an actively expanding database, ow-
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ing to changes in preferences or focus over time. For
instance, they illustrated a significant decline in the per-
formance of a formation energy prediction model trained
on Materials Project 2018 (e.g., ALIGNN-MP1831) when
applied to new compounds in the Materials Project 2021
database32, with prediction errors ranging from 23 to 160
times larger than those observed when the model is tested
on Materials Project 2018. By utilizing a uniform man-
ifold approximation and projection (UMAP) approach
as a measure of similarity to cluster the data, they ob-
served that test samples with low prediction errors tend
to reside within clusters covered by the training data
(i.e., similar to the training data). Conversely, the ma-
jority of poorly predicted test samples form a distinct,
isolated cluster separate from the rest of the data. To
enhance prediction robustness and generalizability of the
machine learning model, they introduced both UMAP-
guided and query-by-committee data acquisition strate-
gies. Other studies noted the impact of data bias on
machine learning model performance33,34. For example,
our group observed that the bias in the DFT materi-
als database, specifically the imbalanced distribution of
negative and positive formation energies in the Materi-
als Project, results in diminished prediction performance
for larger, positive-value ranges of formation energy and
is the likely cause for the progressive increase of error
from metallic to ionic materials33. As a demonstration
platform for exploring data bias, we utilize a machine
learning model developed by our group to predict the
synthesizability of crystal compounds17, albeit with sig-
nificant modifications that enhance its performance (as
detailed in the Methods section). Therefore, we present
a concise review of machine-learning methods applied to
materials synthesis, categorizing these studies into two
groups: First group are studies that focus on develop-
ing machine learning models for predicting the synthe-
sis feasibility (i.e., synthesizability) of given products or
crystal compounds17–21,35,36. The demonstrative model
used in this study belongs to this group. These mod-
els typically involve learning correlations between chem-
ical/structural patterns in existing crystal compounds
and a score of synthesizability (or synthesizability likeli-
hood). As mentioned earlier, data selection and labeling
are difficult in such models due to the absence of un-
synthesizable crystal compounds. The second group of
studies aims to develop models for predicting synthesis
routes or reactions (e.g., solid-state, sol–gel, or solution -
hydrothermal, precipitation), synthesis procedures, syn-
thesis conditions (e.g., temperatures, times), or synthesis
precursors or reactants37–46. These studies encompass a
range of approaches, from data-driven learning of ma-
terials synthesis information using natural language pro-
cessing of existing scientific literature38–44 to the develop-
ment of graph-based networks based on thermodynamic
and kinetic data (i.e., physics-informed)46–49. The lat-
ter approach is employed for predicting chemical reaction
pathways in solid-state materials synthesis.

In this study, we analyze the performance of a crys-

tal compound synthesizability model trained on two
sets of data through a comparative modeling experi-
ment. In the first experiment, data is collected from
two distinct sources, creating a mixed-source or het-
erogeneous dataset. Synthesizable crystal compounds
are sourced from the Crystallography Open Database
(COD)50, while unsynthesizable samples are computa-
tionally generated using the Crystal Structure Prototype
Database (CSPD)51. Details of the generation of un-
synthesizable samples are provided in the Methods sec-
tion. In the second experiment, data for both classes
is collected from a single dataset, specifically the DFT-
generated Materials Project database32. We refer to this
dataset as a single-source or homogeneous dataset. Al-
though we use the exact crystal compound samples in
both experiments, in the latter, the atomic configurations
of the reported crystal compounds in Materials Project
are relaxed through DFT geometry and cell optimiza-
tion. Therefore, crystal structure data from Materials
Project corresponds to a zero-pressure and no-applied-
stress condition. In both experiments, we employ the
same machine learning architecture - a convolutional neu-
ral network (CNN) for processing sparse voxel image rep-
resentations of crystals connected to a binary classifier.
Further details of the machine learning model are pro-
vided in the Methods section. We compare the predic-
tive performance and generalizability of both models and
investigate the underlying reasons for performance differ-
ences.

II. METHODS

Crystal Synthesizability Model: Our crystal syn-
thesizability model consists of a convolutional neural net-
work (CNN) connected to a neural network classifier.
The interconnect CNN and neural network perform fea-
ture learning and classification tasks, respectively, on la-
beled crystal structure data. This model operates on
sparse voxel images of crystals, as developed by our
group17,33. Our voxel image representation creates a 3D
visual depiction of the crystal structure color-coded by
the identities of its constituting chemical elements (see
Ref.33 for details). The voxel images are created in a
cubic box with a 50 Å edge. The atoms in the crystal
unit cell are repeated to fill the cube. Then the cube is
partitioned into a voxel grid of size 128×128×128. The
voxel images are RGB color-coded with the three chan-
nels representing atomic number, group number, and va-
lence number, respectively. The CNN encodes the hidden
structural and chemical patterns of crystal compounds by
processing the sparse voxel images into a low-dimension
set of latent features. The latent features are input into
the neural network classifier (a binary classifier). The
model is trained on labeled crystal images, representing
two classes of synthesizable and unsynthesizable crystals.
The architecture of the synthesizability model is shown in
Fig. 1 and is detailed in our previous work17. The CNN
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consists of a sequence of three blocks, each consisting of a
convolution, an activation, and a pooling layer. The CNN
architecture flattens the output and propels it through a
3-layer dense neural network with a (13,13,13,1) node ar-
chitecture. This model is operated on our most recent
framework for sparse voxel image representation of crys-
talline materials as detailed in Ref.33. Compared to our
previous study.17, the synthesizability model used in this
work adopts a more advanced voxel image representa-
tion (as detailed in Ref.33). Additionally, the presented
synthesizability model employs augmentation of rotated
crystal samples (data augmentation) during training and
an ensemble averaging technique during prediction to im-
prove model’s consistency and rotational invariance. De-
tails of the data augmentation and ensemble averaging
are provided in Ref.33 with a brief discussion in Appendix
A.

Labeling Approach The binary classification is per-
formed on two classes of crystalline materials: synthe-
sizable versus unsynthesizable crystals, the latter being
the hypothetical crystalline materials that are unlikely
to be synthesized. The positive or synthesizable class
comprises experimentally synthesized crystal compounds
readily available in crystal databases (e.g., ICSD (Inor-
ganic Crystal Structure Database)52, COD50). On the
other hand, the negative or unsynthesizable class must
represent crystal compounds that are unlikely to form or
be experimentally synthesized, at least based on the ex-
isting scope of synthesis techniques and conditions avail-
able to us. Therefore it lacks a dedicated repository,
which makes the collection of data for this class chal-
lenging. Other models for synthesizability in previous
studies18,19,21 use positive-unlabeled (PU) learning as
they assume the absence of explicit negative class sam-
ples. In contrast, we use an a priori labeling approach by
carefully selecting negative class samples. Our strategy
involves identifying the top 0.1% (108 compositions or
chemical formulas) of well-studied crystal compounds in
the materials science literature from 1922 to 2021 using
natural language processing (see details in Ref.17). For
these compositions, we assign a negative label to crystal
structure polymorphs not found in existing experimen-
tal databases. Crystal samples come from either a single
source or multiple sources, as explained below.

In contrast to our a priori labeling approach, alter-
native synthesizability models employ a semi-supervised
learning strategy, incorporating both labeled and unla-
beled data (PU learning). This involves learning charac-
teristics of negative samples through a data-driven ma-
chine learning technique known as pseudo-labeling. No-
table examples include the transductive bagging scheme
utilized in Ref.18–20, and the dynamic entropy-based
pseudo-labeling within a teacher-student dual neural
network21. In PU learning, the model is trained to learn
characteristics associated with positive samples by distin-
guishing them from the ‘average’ characteristics of unla-
beled data, according to a similarity or distance measure

between unlabeled and positive samples. In contrast, our
synthesizability model learns distinguishing characteris-
tics of positive and negative samples from explicit exam-
ples of each class. Therefore, it can be considered a more
supervised approach that incorporates a level of human-
based physical interpretation of the negative samples.

Both the semi-supervised learning approach and the
explicit labeling approach introduce biases into the
data and subsequent learning processes (i.e, labeling
bias). In our labeling approach in this work, inherent
bias arises due to the limited chemical distribution
of explicit negative samples, encompassing only 108
chemical compositions as examples of the negative class.
We opt against expanding the chemical distribution
of negative samples by selecting a larger percentile of
top-studied compositions in the literature. This choice
is motivated by the need to maintain confidence in
designating negative examples, avoiding potential misla-
beling. On the other hand, the PU learning approach
may introduce other biases. For instance, any unlabeled
sample representing a hypothetical crystal compound
can contribute to patterns correlated with a negative
sample through a weighted average scheme based on
similarity measures. However, many of these unlabeled
samples collected from computational databases are
examples of undiscovered or unexplored synthesizable
polymorphs. Therefore, the PU approach has the
potential to introduce implicit mislabeling biases to the
learning process. Identifying and addressing implicit
biases associated with negative samples are beyond the
scope of this study. Instead, our focus is on examining
the biases introduced through the collection of examples
for the positive and negative classes, whether from a
single database or multiple databases.

Mixed-Source Data Collection The mixed-source
dataset is compiled from two distinct databases. Posi-
tive examples, representing synthesizable materials, are
sourced from the experimental Crystallographic Open
Database (COD) 50,53–57, while negative samples, indi-
cating unsynthesizable materials, are generated using the
Crystal Structure Prototype Database (CSPD)51. The
procedure for generating negative samples is as follows:
Initially, we select the topmost studied compositions
in the literature, resulting in 108 unique compositions
(details provided in Ref.17). These chemical composi-
tions are then input into the CSPD toolkit to generate
all possible hypothetical crystal polymorphs. For a
given chemical formula, CSPD selects known crystal
prototypes from its database to act as templates. In
this process, elemental sites are substituted with the
desired chemical elements, and the lattice parameters
are adjusted to match a target volume. Finally, the
inter-atomic distances of the generated structures
undergo validation. Details of utilizing CSPD for
generating crystal samples is given in Appendix B. From
the structures generated by CSPD, we filter out those
having identical crystal structures in COD, designating
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them as belonging to the positive class. Following this
procedure, we generated 597 negative samples. For the
positive class, we limit the collection to 2,960 crystal
samples from COD to maintain a balanced sample size
between positive and negative classes. The positive
samples encompass all crystal polymorphs for the
selected 108 chemical compositions available in COD
(367 crystals), with the remaining samples randomly
chosen from other compositions (2633 crystals). Some
of these crystals are filtered out due to image resolution
constraints (see Ref.17 for details), resulting in 2,960
positive crystal samples passable to the model. The
data including positive and negative samples is split into
training (60%), validation (20%), and test (20%) sets.

Single-Source Data Collection The single-source
dataset is exclusively compiled from crystal structures in
Materials Project (MP v2022.10.28)32, which is a DFT
database for crystal compounds. To ensure consistency
between the two datasets for the comparative analysis in
this study, we reference the same chemical compositions
constituting the mixed-source dataset. For the composi-
tions in the positive class, any MP crystal structure en-
try that matches the composition and has an ICSD tag
is collected as a positive sample. MP entries that match
the mixed-source dataset’s negative class compositions
without an ICSD tag are identified as negative samples.
Following this approach, a total of 1068 positive and 930
negative crystal structures are collected from MP. We
split the data into training (60%), validation (20%), and
test (20%) sets.

III. RESULTS

A. Data Bias Detection

To identify bias within a dataset, one needs to define
metrics for measuring such bias. In this study, we employ
density and mean atomic mass as two metrics to detect
potential biases in both single-source and mixed-source
datasets. These features, chosen to represent fundamen-
tal characteristics of crystal samples, are selected with
the awareness that they are not expected to exhibit a
direct correlation with synthesizability. Noticeable dif-
ferences in the distributions of these basic features be-
tween the two classes indicate the presence of data bias
that could adversely impact model performance. Distri-
bution discrepancies across datasets have been used in
other studies to reveal potential data bias. For instance,
Kumagai et al.23 compared the distributions of aver-
age atomic masses and average electronegativities across
different databases, including ICSD, Materials Project,
Magnetic Materials, and Starrydata2. The observed dif-
ferences in distributions were considered as a potential
source of data bias.

Fig. 2(a,b) compares the density distributions between
synthesizable and unsynthesizable samples for both the

single-source and mixed-source datasets. Density is cal-
culated as the total atomic mass divided by the crystal
structure volume. As shown in Fig. 2(a), the density
distribution of synthesizable samples is significantly dif-
ferent from the unsynthesizable class in the mixed-source
data. Unsynthesizable samples demonstrate a substan-
tially wider density range with a flat peak and a higher
average density. Synthesizable samples exhibit a rela-
tively sharp peak around 2 g/cc, while unsynthesizable
sample densities widely spread from 2 to 15 g/cc. The
higher densities observed in unsynthesizable samples are
likely a result of the low-fidelity procedure used to gen-
erate hypothetical crystal samples in CSPD, especially
when assigning a target volume to the hypothetical crys-
tal. This contrasts with a more accurate albeit compu-
tationally intense approach, such as relaxing the crystal
volume based on DFT forces (as is done for any hypo-
thetical crystal in the MP database). CSPD constructs
a new chemical arrangement of atoms on a crystal proto-
type skeleton based on simple norms (e.g., composition,
symmetry, and configuration) and similarity to available
crystal prototypes in its database. As a result of this
high-throughput procedure, the target volumes assigned
by CSPD to the unsynthesizable samples are systemati-
cally smaller than the equilibrium (or relaxed) volume. It
is important to note that the majority of experimentally
synthesized crystals are associated with ambient pressure
conditions. For example, our query on the 2023 version
of the ICSD database shows that 208954 crystal enteries
are associated with pressures below 1 MP (i.e., ambient
presusre) while only 748 crystals entries are for pressure
above 1 MP. The distribution of ICSD crystal samples
over pressure (above 1 MPa) is shown in Fig. 5 in Ap-
pendix C. While the pressure information in ICSD sig-
nifies the external conditions during synthesis, it is rea-
sonable to assume that the resulting synthesized crystal
reaches equilibrium with its external environment and
thus corresponds to the external pressure condition. The
systematically larger density of the unsynthesizable sam-
ples compared to synthesizable ones indicates a source
of bias in the mixed-source data. The illustration of
data bias in Fig. 2(a) and previous studies23 underscores
the need for caution when collecting data from distinct
databases, as is the case in this study with mixed-source
data. Such data become susceptible to inherent biases
measured based on different basic characteristics. The
single-source data indicates similar density distributions
between the synthesizable and unsynthesizable samples,
as shown in Fig. 2(b). The density distributions for pos-
itive and negative samples are both centered around 3
g/cc, although the positive class shows a bimodal distri-
bution with peaks slightly below and above the center.
Unlike the mixed-source data, the single-source data does
not exhibit any systematic density shift between the syn-
thesizable and unsynthesizable samples.

Apart from density, we compare the mean atomic mass
distributions of the two classes in the single-source and
mixed-source datasets, as shown in Fig. 2 (c,d). We
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observe noticeable differences in the mean atomic mass
distributions between the synthesizable and unsynthesiz-
able classes in the mixed-source data. However, this dif-
ference is not as significant as the density distributions.
As illustrated in Fig. 2(c), in the mixed-source data, the
synthesizable samples cluster around lower mean atomic
masses compared to the unsynthesizable ones. In con-
trast, the mean atomic mass is more evenly distributed
between the synthesizable and unsynthesizable samples
in the single-source data (see Fig. 2(d)). The discrep-
ancy in mean atomic mass distributions in the mixed-
source data likely arises from the more diverse chemi-
cal compositions accessible in the CSPD database com-
pared to the MP database. In both the single-source
and mixed-source data, we draw unsynthesizable sam-
ples from the exact same 108 unique chemical formulas.
However, the high-throughput nature of the CSPD ap-
proach for generating crystal structures results in a more
diverse set of crystal structures covering most of the 108
compositions, thereby exhibiting a diverse distribution
among different mean atomic masses. On the other hand,
for a computationally expensive DFT database such as
MP, crystal samples associated with these 108 chemi-
cal formulas are less diverse, leading to a sharper peak
in the mean atomic mass distribution for negative sam-
ples in the single-source data (see Fig.2(d)). Compar-
ing Fig.2(c) and (d) indicates a more balanced coverage
of mean atomic mass between the positive and negative
classes in the single-source data, while the negative class
shows a larger average mean atomic mass in the mixed-
source data. This distribution discrepancy or imbalance
is a result of bias introduced in the mixed-source data
rather than any realistic correlation between synthesiz-
ability and mean atomic mass.

The baseline feature comparisons in this section reveal
clear evidence of data bias between the synthesizable and
unsynthesizable samples in the mixed-source data. The
balanced distribution of density and mean atomic mass
between the two classes in the single-source data high-
lights the benefits of compiling data from a single source
to minimize potential biases. If data collection from dis-
tinct sources is necessary, then practices should be con-
sidered to make the data from different sources consis-
tent or mitigate the bias they introduce into the model.
In the next section, we demonstrate how our machine
learning model is susceptible to learning the incidental as-
sociations introduced by the bias between classes rather
than capturing the intended structural and chemical sig-
natures of synthesizability likelihood.

B. Impact of Data Bias on Model Performance

Learning Performance Fig. 3(a,b) compares the learn-
ing curves of the synthesizability model trained on both
the single-source and mixed-source datasets. It illus-
trates the model’s accuracy on the training and valida-
tion sets over 500 epochs. Interestingly, the model ex-

hibits different learning behaviors on the two datasets.
Training on the mixed-source data results in rapid con-
vergence, reaching a 90% accuracy on both the training
and validation sets after the first epoch. The model ex-
hibits minimal incremental learning over the subsequent
epochs, and eventually reaches a near-perfect accuracy
within less than 50 epochs. This rapid convergence sug-
gests that the model distinguishes between synthesizable
and unsynthesizable samples too easily, likely biased by
the larger density of the unsynthesizable samples, rather
than learning inherent synthesizability features. An ap-
parent gap in prediction accuracy between the training
and validation sets also suggests overfitting, although ac-
curacy is surprisingly high on both sets. In contrast,
when trained on the single-source data, the model ex-
hibits a much slower convergence, starting with a modest
52% accuracy in the first epoch, which is as good as ran-
dom guessing, before stabilizing at 80% after 100 epochs.
Notably, the model trained on the single-source data does
not show signs of over- or under-fitting, with both train-
ing and validation accuracy reaching 80%. During train-
ing, we apply a random rotation to each crystal image at
each epoch to promote approximate rotation invariance
(see details in Ref.33).

The disparity between the learning curves highlights
that the classification success on the mixed-source data
may be spurious and is likely influenced by inherent bias
between class samples. In other words, we hypothesize
that the bias in the training data has misled the model to
learn features that are not truly indicative of the learning
objective. The observations in this section elucidate
that while the model’s architecture is maintained, the
nature and systematic differences within training exam-
ples can significantly influence model’s learning behavior.

Evaluation on Test Set We assess the performance of
synthesizability models trained on both single-source and
mixed-source data using their respective test sets. The
synthesizability likelihood for each sample in the test set
is averaged over an ensemble of 100 randomly rotated
images of the crystal. Additional details on the choice of
the ensemble size are provided in Appendix A. For evalu-
ating the classification performance on the test data, we
employ metrics such as the area under the receiver op-
erating characteristic curve (AUC-ROC), accuracy, pre-
cision, recall, and specificity (a classification threshold
of 0.5 is utilized). Fig.3(c,d) compares the prediction
performance of the model trained on mixed-source ver-
sus single-source data. In Fig.3(c) the ROC curve for
the mixed-source synthesizability model is illustrated,
showing a high AUC value of 0.995. The mixed-source
model exhibits high values for accuracy (0.967), precision
(0.990), recall (0.971), and specificity (0.95), indicating
the model’s near-perfect performance in positive predic-
tions as well as maintaining low false-negative predic-
tions. The synthesizability likelihood distribution of test
samples in the mixed-source model, as shown in Fig.3(e),
indicates that the model can distinctly differentiate be-
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tween samples of the two classes. Almost all negative
and positive samples are classified with synthesizability
likelihoods of 0 and 1, respectively. This clear separation
implies that the classification task is straightforward for
the mixed-source model.

In Fig.3(d), the ROC curve for the single-source model
is presented. In comparison to the mixed-source model,
the single-source model demonstrates an overall lower
prediction performance, with an AUC of 0.862. The
single-source model’s accuracy is 0.778 (compared to
mixed-source accuracy of 0.967). Recall remains reason-
ably high at 0.859 (compared to mixed-source accuracy
of 0.971), indicating the single-source model’s ability to
detect positive samples with a low number of false neg-
atives. The precision and specificity of 0.749 and 0.69
suggests a relatively higher number of false positive and
negative predictions, respectively. Fig.3(f) illustrates the
distribution of the single-source model’s synthesizability
likelihood, depicting the false positive and negative pre-
dictions.

The evaluation of the two models’ performance on their
respective test data reveals very similar trends to their
performance on their training and validation sets. While
both models are considered good classifiers according to
key metrics, the mixed-source model demonstrates no-
tably superior performance. In the next sections, we
demonstrate that this superior performance is biased and
thereby not reliable.

The evaluation exercise in this section demonstrates
typical procedures widely used to assess machine learn-
ing model performances, specifically by evaluating the
model’s predictions on the test set. However, we illus-
trate that such evaluation procedures are not suitable
for detecting spurious or biased learning by the model
or the detrimental effects of data bias on the model’s
performance.

Cross-Evaluation on Swapped Test Sets To extend
beyond test set evaluation, we assess the classification
metrics of both single-source and mixed-source models on
swapped test sets. Specifically, we evaluate the mixed-
source synthesizability model (trained on data from COD
and CSPD) on the test set derived from single-source
data (collected from MP). While the mixed-source syn-
thesizability model performs near perfectly on its orig-
inal test set, it encounters challenges in differentiating
between unsynthesizable and synthesizable samples in
the single-source test data. There is a significant per-
formance drop in this scenario, with accuracy, precision,
recall, and specificity dropping from 0.967 to 0.51, 0.990
to 0.51, 0.971 to 0.94, and 0.95 to 0.04, respectively. In
Fig. 4(a), the distribution of synthesizability likelihood
for single-source test samples is depicted using the mixed-
source model. As observed in Fig. 4(a), the combination
of a high number of false positives and a close-to-zero
number of false negatives (high recall and very low speci-
ficity) implies that the model mistakenly identifies all
crystal samples as synthesizable or positive. This obser-

vation can be explained by the fact that the mixed-source
model tends to categorize any crystal sample within a
density range of approximately 1.5-4 g/cc as synthesiz-
able, a pattern learned from the bias in its training data
(refer to Fig.2(a)). This density range corresponds to
the majority of samples in the single-source data (refer
to Fig.2(b)), including the test samples in this exercise.
In essence, the mixed-source model has predominantly
learned variations in crystal density rather than chemi-
cal and structural synthesizability attributes. This ob-
servation supports our hypothesis that the mixed-source
model has captured a spurious correlation between den-
sity and synthesizability likelihood, derived from the bias
in its training data. As demonstrated in the previous sec-
tion, this spurious correlation cannot be detected through
a standard test set evaluation procedure.

We also assess the performance of the single-source
synthesizability model (trained on data exclusively from
MP) on the test set derived from mixed-source data.
As anticipated, the model’s performance decreases com-
pared to when evaluated on its original test set; how-
ever, the performance drop is less severe than that of
the mixed-source model. The accuracy, precision, recall,
and specificity of the single-source model are 0.63, 0.81,
0.73, 0.15, respectively, when tested on the mixed-source
test data. Fig. 4(b) depicts the distribution of synthesiz-
ability likelihood of mixed-source test samples using the
single-source model. An interesting observation emerges:
the recall is relatively high (0.73), indicating a low num-
ber of false negatives. In other words, the single-source
model correctly predicts most of the synthesizable crys-
tals as synthesizable. On the other hand, the specificity
is low (0.15), indicating that many of the unsynthesiz-
able samples are incorrectly predicted as synthesizable.
The primary reason for the notable difference between
recall and specificity is that the positive samples in the
mixed-source data set share similarities in their density
and mean atomic mass with both the positive and neg-
ative samples observed and learned by the single-source
model (see Fig.2). In simpler terms, the positive samples
in the test set fall within the applicability domain of the
single-source model. In contrast, the negative samples in
the mixed-source dataset differ in their density and mean
atomic mass from both the positive and negative samples
learned by the single-source model, placing them outside
the applicability domain of the model. This discrepancy
explains the less accurate prediction of unsynthesizable
samples. Kumagai et al. demonstrated that the pre-
diction performance of machine learning models signifi-
cantly decreases outside their applicability domain23.

Another important observation is that the prediction
performance of the single-source model on mixed-source
negative test samples is better than the mixed-source
model’s performance on single-source negative test
samples. Specifically, the single source model’s speci-
ficity on the mixed-source data is still larger than the
mixed-source model’s on the single source data (0.15 vs.
0.04), indicating that the single-source model generalizes



7

better outside of its applicability domain. Although the
number of mispredictions are high (attributed to test
data being outside the applicability domain), the single-
source model predicts a broader range of synthesizability
likelihoods on negative samples compared to the mixed-
source model tested on single-source data (compare
Fig. 4(a) and (b)). This observation suggests that the
single-source model does not recognize density as the
primary correlated attribute to synthesizability. This
further confirms our hypothesis that a model trained
on heterogeneous or mixed-source data is susceptible to
capturing spurious correlations.

Crystal Compression Test To further test our hy-
pothesis that the mixed-source model primarily bases its
decisions on density, we conduct a compression experi-
ment on crystal samples in the single-source test data
(exclusively from MP). We then assess the performance
of both the mixed-source and single-source models on the
compressed crystal structures. For this experiment, we
apply a 55% isotropic volume reduction to each crystal
sample in the single-source test set. Figure 2(e) illus-
trates the density distribution of the test set samples be-
fore and after the volume reduction. As shown in Fig.
4(c), the mixed-source model predicts many of the sam-
ples as unsynthesizable. This result strongly supports
our hypothesis because the same model could not recog-
nize any of the same examples as unsynthesizable when
uncompressed (compare Fig. 4(a) and (c)). In other
words, the mixed-source model predictions largely vary
with the density variation of the crystal sample, indicat-
ing that the model has established a strong correlation
between crystal structure density and synthesizability.
Additionally, on the compressed data, the mixed-source
model mispredicts many of the positive samples as un-
synthesizable when compressed (compare the blue bars in
Fig. 4(a) and (c)). This showcases that the chemical or
structural features underlying synthesizability of crystal
compounds are not learned by the mixed-source model.
On the other hand, the predictions of the single-source
model on compressed single-source data did not change
significantly compared to its predictions on the mixed-
source data (compare Fig. 4(b) and (d)). This implies
that the single-source model does not identify any strong
correlation between crystal density and synthesizability
likelihood. The performance of the single-source model
drops on the compressed crystal test samples compared
to the uncompressed test samples, with its accuracy re-
ducing from 0.778 to 0.61 (compare Fig. 3(f) and Fig.
4(d)). However, this performance drop is much less sig-
nificant compared to the mixed-source model, especially
on the positive samples, showcasing the better general-
ization of the single-source model. As mentioned earlier,
this performance drop is related to the use of the model
outside its applicability domain. Even when utilized on
the compressed crystal samples, the single-source model’s
performance on positive samples remains very good (re-
call of 0.94), indicating that the model has in fact learned

the underlying chemical or structural features of synthe-
sizability.
The compression test exercise in this section introduces

a simple evaluation procedure for assessing how the per-
formance of a model is influenced by the bias in data.
In this study, we observed a clear bias in the density
of crystal samples in the mixed-source data. Therefore,
creating test data with systematic variation in their den-
sity through the compression test provides a reasonable
platform to detect the propagated bias in the models’
learning and performance.

IV. CONCLUSION

This study compares the learning behavior and predic-
tion performance of a machine learning model trained on
two different data sets. The model performs a classifica-
tion task to differentiate between samples of synthesiz-
able versus unsynthesizable crystal compounds. To set a
data set for the binary classification, we follow two data
collection procedures: The mixed-source data set consists
of data from separate computational and experimental
crystal structure databases while the single-source data
set consists of data from a single computational source.
We detect a clear bias in the density and mean atomic
mass distribution between samples of the two classes in
the mixed-source data. Our results indicate that the
mixed-source model produces biased and unreliable pre-
dictions, although all standard classification metrics sug-
gest it is a near-perfect classifier. On the other hand, the
single-source model shows a less accurate yet more reli-
able prediction performance. This study presents simple
evaluation procedures beyond standard evaluation prac-
tices in the literature to measure the effect of data incon-
sistency on the model’s prediction performance.
In conclusion, we underscore the potential for obscure

inconsistency in data resulting from data collection across
multiple sources. As demonstrated in this study, the col-
lection of crystal structure samples for binary classifica-
tion can introduce inconsistencies, particularly in their
density distribution. This form of data bias is easily
overlooked, given that it remains undetectable through
standard evaluation procedures commonly employed in
typical machine learning studies for materials prediction
or discovery. Hence, it becomes imperative to systemati-
cally compare data across various properties, such as den-
sity, chemical composition, and structural distribution, in
order to identify any potential imbalances or sources of
bias before initiating model training.
While demonstrating the detrimental effect of data

bias on machine learning models, this study does not
lay out pathways for mitigating data bias in the model’s
learning and performance, although we showcase the su-
perior performance and generalization of the a model
trained on homogeneous data. However, the path for-
ward should involve careful data selection methods to
promote diverse, unbiased datasets. Mitigating data bias
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will be crucial for achieving reliable, useful machine learn-
ing predictions in materials science. Data bias detection
and mitigation studies in the literature23–27, while few,
provide the roadmap for future studies in machine learn-
ing applied to materials science.
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a) Data collection b) Data representation

c) CNN classifier

CSPD (- samples)

Data Set 1: Mixed-source data

COD (+ samples)

Synthesizable

Unsynthesizable

MP (+/- samples)

Data Set 2: Single-source data

FIG. 1. The overall framework of the synthesizability likelihood prediction model. a) Data collection for the two distinct data
sets used in this study. For data set 1 or mixed-source data, crystal samples for the synthesizable class are obtained from
the Crystallographic Open Database (COD) and crystal samples for the synthesizable class are generated using the Crystal
Structure Prototype Database (CSPD). For data set 2 or single-source data, crystal samples for both classes are collected from
the Materials Project database. b) The crystal information files (CIFs) are converted into color-coded voxel images, which
are used as the inputs for the convolutional encoder. c) The convolution encoder followed by a multi-layer perceptron (MLP)
binary classifier trained on labeld data, referred to as the CNN classifier.
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FIG. 2. Density and mean atomic mass distributions of crystal samples across different classes and datasets. (a), (b) Density
distributions of crystal samples (synthesizable versus unsynthesizable) in the mixed-source and single source datasets, respec-
tively. (c), (d) Mean atomic mass distribution of synthesizable versus unsynthesizable crystal structures in the mixed-source
and single-source datasets, respectively. e) Density distributions of crystal samples of the single-source test set, shown for their
original (relaxed) volume and compressed volumes by 55%. Both synthesizable and unsynthesizable samples are included in
the test set.
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d) Single-source data
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FIG. 3. The synthesizability model’s training history and performance using mixed-source and single-source data. (a), (b)
learning curves of the synthesizability model on the mixed-source and single-source data, respectively. The learning curves
show the classification accuracy over epochs, for both training and validation sets. (c), (d) Receiver operating characteristic
(ROC) curves of the synthesizability model on the mixed-source and single-source data, respectively. The area under the curve
(AUC) is shown for each model. (e), (f) Normalized distribution of synthesizability likelihood of crystals in the test sets of the
mixed-source and single-source data, respectively.
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FIG. 4. Evaluation of synthesizability model performance outside its test set under two scenarios: cross-evaluation on swapped
test sets and assessment on compressed crystal data. Cross-evaluation assesses the performance of two models (mixed-source
and single-source models) on each other’s test sets. a) Distribution of synthesizability likelihood for crystals in the single-
source test set predicted by the mixed-source model, with accuracy, precision, recall, and specificity of 0.51, 0.51, 0.94, 0.04,
respectively. b) Distribution of synthesizability likelihood for crystals in the mixed-source test set predicted by the single-source
model, with accuracy, precision, recall, and specificity of 0.63, 0.81, 0.73, 0.15, respectively. c) Distribution of synthesizability
likelihood for compressed crystals in the single-source test set predicted by the mixed-source model, with accuracy, precision,
recall, and specificity of 0.56, 0.61, 0.43, 0.7, respectively. d) Distribution of synthesizability likelihood for compressed crystals
in the single-source test set predicted by the single-source model, with accuracy, precision, recall, and specificity of 0.61, 0.58,
0.94, 0.23, respectively.
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Appendix A: Rotational ensemble averaging

We employ an ensemble averaging method for predict-
ing the synthesizability likelihood of crystal compounds.
Once a crystal sample is input into the trained model, a
ensemble of N randomly rotated instances of the sample
is generated and the synthesizability likelihood prediction
is averaged over the ensemble, where N is a adjustable
parameter of the model denoting the ensemble size. The
ensemble averaging methods improves the prediction ac-
curacy and robustness of our model, as shown in our
earlier study for formation energy prediction33, and as
illustrated in the following for synthesizability prediction.

Table I illustrates the single-source model’s prediction
consistency and stability on its test set in terms of the en-
semble size. As the ensemble size increases, the number
of inconsistent predictions dramatically decreases. The
prediction on a crystal sample is considered consistent if
the predicted labels for all the rotational instances of the
crystal sample are identical, and inconsistent otherwise.
A negative label is assigned if the predicted synthesiz-
ability likelihood is below 0.5 and a positive label is as-
signed otherwise (i.e., a classification threshold of 0.5 is
utilized). There exist 288 distinct crystal samples in the
single-source model test set. As shown in Table I, for an
ensemble of size 1, 123 out of the 288 samples have in-
consistent predictions, resulting in consistent prediction
percentage of around 56%. A rapid monotonic increase
in prediction consistency is observed as the ensemble size
increases, leading to a consistency percentage of 90% and
above 96% for ensemble sizes of 30 and 100, respectively.
Another metric we use to measure the consistency is the
standard deviation of synthesizability likelihood predic-
tions for a given crystal sample. The standard deviation
is measured over N rotational instances of the crystal
compound. Table I shows the average standard deviation
of synthesizability likelihood of the inconsistent crystal
samples in the test set in terms of the ensemble size. A
descending trend in the standard deviation as the ensem-
ble size grows is demonstrative of the model’s enhanced
confidence in its predictions. This suggests that larger
ensembles translate to more consistent and confident re-
sults. For example, for an ensemble of size 50, the average
standard deviation over the 11 inconsistent crystal sam-
ples stands at a mere 0.011. Notably, the small standard
deviation indicates that the inconsistent predictions cor-
responds to crystal samples located close to the decision
boundary, where the predictions should be close to 0.5
with small oscillations of around 0.011 that render their
labels positive or negative.

We select an ensemble size of 100 for our model predic-
tion. For an ensemble size of 100, the model exhibits a
high consistency percentage of 95.7% on its test samples,
while simultaneously maintaining a low average standard
deviation of 0.015 over the inconsistent samples. Beyond
ensemble 100, the incremental improvements in both the
consistency percentage and average standard deviation
are relatively minor. Given these results, ensemble 100

emerges as an optimal balance between performance and
computational efficiency. It offers high consistency and
confidence in predictions without the necessity for con-
siderably larger ensemble sizes that would demand more
computational resources without a sufficient improve-
ment in model performance.

Appendix B: CSPD Atomic Structure Generator

The Crystal Structure Prototype Database (CSPD)51

is constructed by extracting crystal structure prototypes
from the Crystallography Open Database (COD)58,
which includes various compounds except bio-polymers.
The process involves filtering structures for quality, clas-
sifying them based on composition and atom count, dis-
tinguishing between inorganic and organic structures,
and assessing structural similarity.

The CSPD approach, developed by Chuanxun Su et
al., generates structures for prediction by first transform-
ing a raw database into a composition-crystal-structure
prototype database, significantly reducing the number of
candidate structures51. This process, known as the big
data method (BDM), involves selecting structure proto-
types based on targeted composition, substituting ele-
ments, adjusting lattice parameters, and checking min-
imal interatomic distances. The effectiveness of this
method was demonstrated through the generation and
evaluation of candidate structures for typical systems,
showing that the BDM not only efficiently predicts lower-
energy structures but also aligns with experimental find-
ings, underscoring its potential in identifying novel, en-
ergetically favorable material configurations.

The CSPD structure generator is publicly available on
GitHub59. When utilizing the CSPD for structure gen-
eration, users can choose to specify either atomic den-
sity or volume as guiding parameters for crystal structure
creation. When users do not provide these parameters,
CSPD employs the covalent radii of species to deduce
atomic density, determining the arrangement density of
atoms within the generated structure. This approach
provides flexibility in tailoring structure generation with-
out requiring explicit pressure settings. In this study, we
have used this option to generate crystal samples for the
unsynthesizable class.

Alternative methods to the CSPD have been developed
in recent years. One notable examples is the CrystaLLM
by Luis Antunes et al., which presents an innovative ap-
proach to the generation of crystal structures60. Utilizing
autoregressive large language models to interpret Crys-
tallographic Information File formats, CrystaLLM accel-
erates the discovery of inorganic compounds suitable for
applications in energy and electronics, highlighting a sig-
nificant advancement in the efficiency of crystal structure
prediction.
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Appendix C: Distribution of ICSD crystals over
external pressure

See Fig. 5.
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Ensemble size Number of Inconsistent Predictions Consistent Prediction Percentage
Average Standard Deviation of

Inconsistent Predictions

1 123 56.4% 0.109
2 79 72.0% 0.085
5 45 84.0% 0.055
10 39 86.2% 0.039
20 33 88.3% 0.030
30 27 90.4% 0.024
50 18 93.6% 0.020
75 17 94.0% 0.017
100 12 95.7% 0.015
150 11 96.1% 0.011
200 9 96.8% 0.010

TABLE I. The agreement between predicted labels of the 288 samples of the single-source model test set in terms of the ensemble
size used for each sample prediction. A sample is deemed consistent if all predicted labels are identical, and inconsistent
otherwise. The consistent prediction percentage column represents the fraction of samples with consistent predicted labels
among the 288 samples. The standard deviation of an inconsistent sample is measured among all the copies in the ensemble.
The average standard deviation over inconsistent samples is presented in the last column.
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FIG. 5. Distribution for high-pressure ICSD crystal samples (i.e. above ambient pressure). Only samples with pressure below
50 GPa are displayed. The pressure value indicates the external pressure during synthesis.
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