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We introduce a novel framework for simulating spin models using differentiable programming, an
approach that leverages the advancements in machine learning and computational efficiency. We
focus on three distinct spin systems: the Ising model, the Potts model, and the Cellular Potts
model, demonstrating the practicality and scalability of our framework in modeling these complex
systems. Additionally, this framework allows for the optimization of spin models, which can adjust
the parameters of a system by a defined objective function. In order to simulate these models,
we adapt the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm to a differentiable programming paradigm, employing
batched tensors for simulating spin lattices. This adaptation not only facilitates the integration with
existing deep learning tools but also significantly enhances computational speed through parallel
processing capabilities, as it can be implemented on different hardware architectures, including
GPUs and TPUs.

I. INTRODUCTION

The swift evolution in machine learning has fundamentally altered software engineering, marking significant strides
in areas like computer vision [1], robotics [2], and protein folding [3]. This shift is primarily attributed to the emergence
of artificial neural networks, which introduced a new programming paradigm anchored in automatic differentiation [4].
At the core, neural networks employ the backpropagation algorithm [5] that hinges on a differentiable computational
graph. With automatic differentiation, the chain rule from differential calculus can be harnessed to train complex
neural networks end-to-end, provided their components have well-defined derivatives.

Over the years, a multitude of frameworks have come to the forefront, including but not limited to PyTorch [6],
TensorFlow [7], and Jax [8]. These frameworks provide comprehensive toolkits for implementing any differentiable
program and are optimized to harness the power of contemporary hardware such as graphics processing units (GPUs)
and tensor processing units (TPUs) [9]. Furthermore, they are also being adapted for compatibility with emerging
hardware architectures, including neuromorphic computing platforms [10] and quantum computers [11]. This has
fostered an ecosystem around these frameworks, enhancing their scalability across multiple devices while also boosting
their computational speed and memory bandwidth.

As software and hardware continue to evolve, the landscape of programming has been reshaped by the advent
of differentiable programming (DP) [12]. In DP, a program can be constructed by composing differentiable building
blocks, allowing this paradigm to extend beyond the implementation of machine learning algorithms and impact other
scientific and engineering fields, including physics simulations, optimization problems and computer graphics.

Spin models [13] are mathematical descriptions used to study the behavior of a system of interacting elements.
Spins are representations of physical quantities, such as the orientation of magnetic moments of atoms, that can
assume specific values according to the model of interest. The interaction between spins in these models is governed
by a Hamiltonian associated with the energy of the system. By analyzing the statistical distribution of spins in a
model, one can predict macroscopic properties, such as magnetization and specific heat. Spin models are used to
study a wide variety of physical phenomena, including phase transitions [14], cell behavior [15], and neural networks
[16].

The Ising model [17] is one of the simplest spin models, consisting of only two possible spin values, usually referred
to as spin up and spin down, that interact via a coupling value. This model has been extensively studied and provides
the foundation for understanding the behavior of magnetic materials. Since its introduction in 1920, other models
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have been developed as extensions or modifications of the Ising model. One example is the Potts model [18], which
differs from the Ising model by the number of values a spin can have.

Spin models have applications beyond simulating magnetic systems. Cellular models, for instance, aim to simulate
the behavior of biological cells, and are derived from the formulation of spin models [19]. The Cellular Potts model,
also known as the Glazier-Graner-Hogeweg model, is an example that can simulate various cellular dynamics, such
as morphogenesis [20, 21], cell sorting [19, 22], and cancer spreading [23, 24], making it a useful tool for studying a
range of biological phenomena related to cell behavior.

In addition to leveraging the simulation of spin models for studying the magnetic characteristics of various materials,
these models can be useful in addressing other complex challenges, particularly within the realm of combinatorial
optimization. To utilize spin models in this manner, one can establish a map between a specific optimization problem
and a corresponding spin model configuration on a lattice. This correspondence ensures that solving the given
optimization problem becomes analogous to optimizing the spin lattice, subject to certain constraints. The ability
to cast problems in this manner opens avenues for further expanding the utility of spin models in interdisciplinary
research. Examples of applications encompass the Traveling Salesman Problem, graph theoretical analyses, and
message-passing algorithms.

However, simulating spin models can be computationally expensive. They are typically simulated using Monte Carlo
methods [25, 26], which require many simulation steps to obtain the desired observable averages from the system.
These models can also suffer from scale problems due to critical slowing down [27–30], resulting in low probabilities
of state change at certain temperature regimes. In addition, in some models, the calculation of desired quantities can
only be performed after the system has reached equilibrium, which is achieved through thermalization [31], whereby
a certain number of Monte Carlo steps are taken before statistical values are recorded.

For most systems of interest, exact solutions to the Ising model, and other spin models, are only known for a few
special cases, and numerical simulations are required to study their properties. Therefore, Monte Carlo methods are
essential for simulating spin models because they enable the sampling of the space of possible configurations of the
model and estimation of the thermodynamic properties of the system, which would otherwise be difficult to obtain.

In this paper, we propose using differentiable programming to simulate and optimize spin and cell models, leveraging
the capabilities of DP frameworks to scale on modern hardware. The rest of this paper is organized as follows: In
Sec. II, we discuss related works. In Sec. III, we present the methods we use, including the adaptations of Monte
Carlo methods to the new paradigm, as well as descriptions of the systems we study in this article. In Sec. IV, we
present the results obtained, and in Sec. V, we give our final remarks.

II. RELATED WORK

Differentiable programming has been applied to scientific computing tools, such as finite element methods and
numerical optimization, with the aim of improving the efficiency and accuracy of these techniques. One application
example is the use of automatic differentiation to compute gradients in finite element simulations, which can be
used to optimize the parameters of the simulation or to perform inverse problems. This has led to the development
of several differentiable finite element libraries, such as FEniCS [32] and Firedrake [33], which enable the efficient
implementation of complex models.

Another area of interest is the integration of differentiable programming with numerical optimization techniques,
such as gradient descent and conjugate gradient methods. This has been shown to be particularly useful for solving
control problems [34] and inverse problems [35–38], where the goal is to infer the parameters of a physical system from
observed data. By using differentiable programming to compute gradients, it is possible to perform gradient-based
optimization of these parameters, which can improve the accuracy and speed of the solution.

Recent work has also focused on the use of differentiable programming in the context of computational fluid dynamics
[39–41], where it has been shown to be effective in improving the efficiency of simulations, and can significantly reduce
the computational cost of simulations while maintaining accuracy.

With respect to machine learning applied to spin models, some works propose a neural network to classify a lattice
of spins by the thermodynamic phase. Ref. [42] proposes a super-resolution method to increase the size of a network
without the need of simulations on large scale. Neural networks could also be used to approximate the simulation
of a model. For instance, Generative Adversarial Networks can be trained to generate a sample of a lattice given a
temperature [43].

It is worthwhile mentioning that many works were done on accelerating cellular and tissue modeling [44–48]. Among
the Monte Carlo methods that can be used to simulate spin models, we can use Gibbs sampling [49], Wolff Cluster
[50] and Metropolis-Hastings algorithm [51]. This latter being the most friendly to make use of parallel computation.
In the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm, applied to a spin model, a random initial state is chosen, and then the system
is updated iteratively by randomly flipping one spin and calculating the change in energy. If the change in energy is
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(a) (b)

FIG. 1: The checkerboard method marks each spin of a lattice (a) with a color from a checkerboard pattern (b). All
spins marked with the same color are updated in parallel.

negative, the new state is accepted. Else, if the change in energy is positive, the new state is accepted with a certain
probability that depends on the control parameters, such as the equilibrium temperature.

The checkerboard method [52] is a important technique that is commonly used for parallelization in the Metropolis-
Hastings method. The algorithm proceeds in two steps. First, a subset of the spins is chosen, which consists of all
the spins located on the black squares of a checkerboard pattern, as shown in Fig. 1. The energy change resulting
from a flip of each spin is calculated, and the spins are flipped with a probability given by the Metropolis algorithm.
In the second step, another subset of spins is chosen, which consists of all the spins located on the white squares of
the checkerboard pattern. The energy change resulting from a flip of each spin is again calculated, and the spins
are flipped with a probability given by the Metropolis algorithm. The energy of the system is updated if the move
is accepted. The checkerboard method is repeated for many iterations, and the spins eventually reach a state of
equilibrium.

It is important to acknowledge that the order of the neighborhood in interacting spins plays a pivotal role in spin
models, as it fundamentally shapes the interactions among spins. Within the framework of the original Ising model,
spin interactions are confined to nearest neighbors. For these interactions, the checkerboard method is the most
effective. However, the utility of this method can extend beyond this specific neighborhood arrangement. It can be
applied to any level of spin interaction, provided that the central site is distinguished by one color and its surrounding
neighbors by another.

The acceleration of Monte Carlo simulations for the Ising model represents a significant advancement in compu-
tational physics, offering the potential for substantial reductions in computational time. This acceleration can be
achieved through the utilization of specialized hardware architectures, such as Graphics Processing Units and Ten-
sor Processing Units, which are particularly adept at handling the parallelizable tasks inherent to these simulations.
Recent studies have primarily concentrated on the development and optimization of computational kernels written in
the CUDA (Compute Unified Device Architecture) language for execution on GPUs. These kernels often implement
the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm in conjunction with a checkerboard updating scheme to ensure efficient state space
sampling [53–59]. Conversely, other investigations have explored the potential for conducting cluster updates using the
GPU, with the Wolff algorithm being a example of this approach [60]. This method represents an alternative strategy
that can potentially offer improvements in efficiency and convergence rates, especially for systems near criticality.

The assessment of performance in these enhanced Monte Carlo methods typically involves measuring the number of
spin flips per time unit, serving as a standard for comparison. However, it is crucial to acknowledge the susceptibility
of these metrics to variation when applied across diverse hardware configurations, underscoring the importance of
context in their interpretation. Table I offers a synthesis of research employing specialized hardware to expedite
Monte Carlo simulations, detailing not only the comparative performance metrics but also the capacity for algorithm
optimization and the availability of the corresponding source code.

Optimization of complex systems can be effectively conducted through the integration of Monte Carlo methods
with gradient-based analysis. This hybrid approach has demonstrated significant efficacy across a broad spectrum of
applications. For instance, in the field of computer graphics, particularly with regard to rendering algorithms, Monte
Carlo methods equipped with gradient information have yielded improvements in the efficiency and accuracy of image
synthesis [62], being important to overcome the challenges associated with the stochastic nature of global illumination
calculations, culminating in accelerated convergence rates and enhanced image quality.

Moreover, the calculation of expectation values, a fundamental task in probabilistic modeling and statistical analysis,
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Size Hardware
Performance
(flips/ns) Optimization?

Code
available? Reference

(20× 128)2 Tesla V100 48.14 no yes [53]
(20× 128)2 TPU 8.19 no yes [53]
(20× 128)2 RTX 3050 laptop 0.05 no yes [54]
(1024)2 GTX 280 0.001 no no [55]
(4096)2 Tesla C1060 8.03 no no [56]
(16384)2 GTX 480 0.034 no no [57]
(550)2 Tesla T10 0.03 no pseudo-code [58]
(4)2 Tesla C1060 0.01 no no [59]
(4096)2 GTX 285 0.2 no pseudo-code [60]
Graph C7 Tesla K4 10 seconds yes no [61]

(20× 128)2 RTX 3060 laptop 1.53 - 1.71 yes yes ours
(20× 128)2 TPU 0.89 - 13.57 yes yes ours

TABLE I: Comparative performance analysis of Monte Carlo simulations across various hardware configurations. It
also details the potential for algorithm optimization and the availability of the corresponding source code. Note that

performance of our work has a range which depends on the batch size.

has work on Monte Carlo differentiability. The incorporation of gradient information has been show to enhance the
precision of Monte Carlo estimations [63], which is useful for expediting the identification of phase transitions and
enhancing the precision in ascertaining ground states of intricate two-dimensional interacting many-body systems.

III. METHODS

One of the main challenges of implementing the differentiable programming paradigm is translating an algorithm
in a way that could be advantageous. The Metropolis-Hastings algorithm is typically implemented using either
functional or object-oriented programming. Translating this algorithm to differentiable programming requires a few
modifications on how the algorithm is formulated and implemented.

In traditional programming, the Metropolis algorithm is typically implemented using a sequence of discrete steps.
These steps involve updating the spin variables, computing the energy of the system, and then accepting or rejecting
the proposed configuration based on an acceptance criterion. In differentiable programming frameworks, we can
express an array of elements as a batched tensor with sizes up to five dimensions. For instance, deep learning applied
in computer vision usually uses an array of images that can be represented as a tensor with size [B,C,H,W ], with B
the batch dimension, C the channel dimension and H,W the height and width of the images respectively.

Since the 4-dimensional format of [B,C,H,W ] is compatible with many modern deep learning frameworks, this array
is useful for appling deep learning techniques to two-dimensional spin lattices. This can be particularly advantageous
when using differentiable programming to simulate spin models, as it allows for seamless integration with existing
deep learning tools and techniques. Additionally, the use of a batch dimension allows faster processing of multiple spin
lattices simultaneously. This can be useful when simulating large-scale spin models, as it enables parallel processing
of multiple samples or multiple temperatures at the same time.

A. Ising model

The Ising model consists of two states, called spins, which physically represent the magnetic moment of materials.
They can be in a up state (σ = +1) or down state (σ = −1). This model has a phase transition in certain lattice
geometries, where a change on the behavior of physical quantities, such as the collective magnetic moment, occurs.
For example, on a 2D square lattice with J < 0, the Ising model predicts a change from a paramagnetic phase,
characterized by a random mixture of spins, to a ferromagnetic phase, characterized by a alignment of the spins. The
Hamiltonian that describes the energy of the system is:

H =
∑
i,j

Jijσiσj +
∑
i

Biσi, (1)
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with Ji,j being the interaction strength between the spins σi and σj , and Bi an external magnetic field on the spin
σi.

The modified Monte Carlo simulation of the Ising model using the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm requires a con-
volution operation to calculate the system’s Hamiltonian. This convolution depends on two topological conditions of
the system: its dimension and connectivity. The dimension of the system directly determines the dimension of the
convolution, with a 1D convolution used for one-dimensional spin networks, 2D convolution for square or triangular
networks, and 3D convolution for cubic networks, and so on. The connectivity of the system, which describes how
the sites are connected, determines the shape of the convolution kernel.

For example, consider a square network with first-neighbor interactions. Each site is connected to its four nearest
neighbors, which are located above, below, to the right and to the left of it. In this case, the convolution kernel has
size of 3× 3, with values of 1 in the positions corresponding to the neighboring sites and 0 everywhere else, including
the center (to prevent self-interaction of the spins).

By using this convolution, it becomes possible to simulate the behavior of the Ising model with DP frameworks.
The convolution operation provides an practical way to calculate the Hamiltonian of a system, which is a crucial step
in the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm.

The kernel of the convolution depends on the geometry of the lattice. For the square lattice, the kernel is:

K =

0 1 0
1 0 1
0 1 0

 (2)

Thus, for each spin the energy is obtained by the top, down, left and right neighbors, which corresponds to the
square lattice interaction. Note that the kernel shape does not need to be square, as long as it accounts for the
geometric shape of the network. The shape of the kernel is important because it determines the specific features that
are extracted from the network. For instance, if the kernel is square, it may extract different features compared to
a triangular or hexagonal kernel. However, as long as the kernel accounts for the geometric shape of the network, it
can be any shape that is suitable for the particular analysis.

For lattices with other connectivity, such as the triangular lattice, a transformation is necessary to convert the
triangular lattice into a square lattice so that a square kernel can be used. This transformation involves adding null
spins to the left and right of the central spin, which effectively creates a rectangular shape for the kernel:

K =

0 1 0 1 0
1 0 0 0 1
0 1 0 1 0

 , K =

1 0 1
0 0 0
0 1 0

 . (3)

By applying the convolution operation to the lattice using these rectangular kernels, the algorithm produces a map
that is associated with the sum of the neighbor spin values for each site. This map can be used then to obtain the
Hamiltonian of each site.

The output of the convolution operation applied to the network is a map that is associated with the sum of the
first neighbor spins. This map provides information about the local interactions between spins in the lattice. By
multiplying this map produced by the convolution operation with the spin network itself, the Hamiltonian of each
site in the lattice can be obtained, as described in Algorithm 1.

One requisite to optimize a spin lattice is that the algorithm must be fully differentiable in order to update the
parameters. The standard Metropolis algorithm has one non-differentiable step: the update state that depends on a
random number. To circumvent this problem, we replace this step by a logistic function, which is differentiable. This
function has a hyper-parameter α, which at the limit α→∞ becomes the standard Metropolis algorithm.
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Algorithm 1 Standard Metropolis-Hastings algo-
rithm with parallelization

1: Propose new random states for the lattice;
2: Apply 2D convolution with kernel selected from the

model and connectivity in both states;
3: Multiply the result of the convolution to its respective

state;
4: Apply the checkerboard algorithm;
5: Evaluate the variation in energy ∆E for each site with

same checkerboard color;
6: if ∆E ≤ 0 then
7: Accept the change
8: else
9: Accept the change with probability p = e−β∆H

10: end if

Algorithm 2 Differentiable Monte Carlo

1: Propose new random states s′ for the lattice;
2: Apply 2D convolution with kernel selected from the

model and connectivity in both states;
3: Multiply the result of the convolution to its respective

state;
4: Apply the checkerboard algorithm;
5: Evaluate the variation in energy ∆E for each site with

the same checkerboard color;
6: Evaluate the probability of transition p = e−β∆E ;
7: Generate random numbers r;
8: Calculate q = (1 + exp(−α(p− r)))−1;
9: s← qs′ + (1− q)s;

10: Optimize an objective function L;
11: Discretize the spin values.

Note that the algorithm produces intermediary states because the differentiability condition s ← qs′ + (1 − q)s,
which is important for the optimization of an objective function. In the case of the Ising model, we can have spin
values between −1 and +1. The last step corrects by discretizing the values after updating the parameters. This can
be done, in the case of the Ising model, by applying the step function:

s←

{
−1 if s < 0

+1 if s ≥ 0
. (4)

Algorithm 2 delineates the comprehensive modifications required for optimizing spin models. It is important to
emphasize that these adjustments are crucial only in the context of an optimization problem. In scenarios where
optimization is not a factor, the original algorithm presents a more appropriate choice. This distinction highlights
the tailored application of Algorithm 2, ensuring its deployment is aligned with the specific requirements of the
optimization task at hand.

B. Potts model

The Potts model [64] is a lattice model that describes the behavior of a system of interacting spins, which can take
on more than two possible states. Unlike the Ising model, which has spins that can only take on two states (up or
down), the Potts model allows spins to take on q different states, with q being any integer greater than or equal to 2.
Each spin is represented by an integer variable σi that can take on values from 0 to q − 1.

The Hamiltonian for the Potts model is given by

H =
∑
i,j

Ji,jδ(σi, σj) +
∑
i

Biσi, (5)

where the first term represents the interactions between neighboring spins and the second term represents the effect of
an external magnetic field on each spin. The coupling between spins Ji,j is a constant that depends on the interaction
between spins i and j. The Kronecker delta function δ(σi, σj) equals 1 if σi = σj and 0 otherwise.
The Potts model has applications in various fields, such as statistical physics, materials science, and computer

science. It can be used to model phase transitions [65], magnetic ordering [66], and coloring of graphs [67]. The model
has also been used in image processing and computer vision, where it can be used to cluster pixels based on their
colors or textures [68].
To simulate the Potts model, the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm can be used, similarly to what is done for the Ising

model. The simulation involves selecting a random spin and attempting to change its state to a new value using a
trial move. If the energy change resulting from the trial move is negative, the move is accepted. If the energy change
is positive, the move is accepted with a probability given by a acceptance probability. In the Potts model, a spin flip
is not well-defined since the spin can take on more than two states. Instead, a random spin is chosen to undergo a
state change, with the new state being chosen from the q− 1 possible values that are different from the current state.
The differentiable programming Metropolis-Hastings algorithm in the Potts model follows a structure similar to

that used for the Ising model, by utilizing convolution. However, the main difference between the two models lies
in the Potts model’s convolution, which employs more than one convolutional filter, with each filter having its own
kernel. The number of kernels is determined by the geometric properties of the system of interest, and each kernel
accounts for a central site neighbor.
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For instance, in the case of a square lattice with first neighbor interaction, four kernels are required, as shown
below:

K1 =

0 1 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

 , K2 =

0 0 0
1 0 0
0 0 0

 , K3 =

0 0 0
0 0 1
0 0 0

 , K4 =

0 0 0
0 0 0
0 1 0

 . (6)

The separation of the kernels into four distinct filters is due to the Kronecker delta, which requires that each
interaction with a neighbor to be accounted for separately. This contrasts with the Ising model, where the sum of
neighboring spins multiplied by the central spin is sufficient.

After applying convolution with the four filters, four maps are generated for each site. To obtain the Hamiltonian of
the system, the difference between each map and the spin configuration is computed. If the spins are equal, the value
of the map at that position is set to zero; otherwise, the value 1 is assigned. The resulting four maps are summed to
generate a single map, which, multiplied by the spin configuration of the lattice, represents the Hamiltonian of the
system, which can then be used to compute various variables of interest.

C. Cellular Potts model

Cells arrange themselves spatially during morphogenesis, wound healing, or regeneration to build new tissues or
restore damaged ones. There are a number of intercellular methods of interaction that are used to carry out these
functions. Cell-cell adhesion is a key process that can direct cell motion in a manner similar to the separation of
immiscible liquids due to interfacial tensions, where the liquid phases are associated with various cell types (e.g. cells
of retina, liver, etc). A well known phenomenon is the spontaneous separation of randomly mixed cell types which is
known as cell sorting [69]. The Cellular Potts Model (CPM), developed by Graner and Glazier, takes into account
cellular adhesion to explain cell sorting and is frequently used to describe cellular processes [70].

In the two dimensional CPM, cells are represented as identical spin domains on a lattice. Each spin σ has a position
x⃗ and a type index τ (σ) (a second quantum number). The Hamiltonian (7), which represents cell-cell adhesion and
interaction with cell culture media (a source of nutrients), describes the dynamics. Cell area is controlled by a second
quadratic energy constraint. The medium around the cell aggregate is represented mathematically as a (big) cell with
unconstrained area. The Hamiltonian is written as follows

H =
1

2

∑
x⃗

Nmax∑
y⃗

Jτ(σ(x⃗)),τ(σ(y⃗))
(
1− δσ(x⃗),σ(y⃗)

)
+ λ

∑
σ

(aσ −Aσ)
2 , (7)

where Jτ(σ(x⃗)),τ(σ(y⃗)) are the cell-cell or cell-medium adhesion energies that depend on the cell type τ , δ is the
Kronecker’s delta function, λ is a Lagrange multiplier that controls cell area compressibility, aσ is the cell area and
Aσ is the cell target area. By specifying energy only at the cell-cell contact, the Hamiltonian’s first term in Eq. (7)
mimics cellular adhesion.

The CPM simulates cell motion driven by the cytoskeleton by performing attempts to change the value in a given
lattice position for another in its vicinity, what causes domain boundary motion representing cellular membrane
motion. By selecting a target spin (σ(x⃗)) and a neighbor spin (σ(y⃗)) at random from the cell lattice, the system
dynamic occurs. The change in the target spin value for its neighbor’s spin value is then decided utilizing the
aforementioned algorithm 1.

When implementing the cellular Potts model, using simple convolutions like in previous models is not sufficient
because the interaction between spins, denoted by J , is no longer constant. Instead, it depends on the spin value and
the type of cell. To address this issue, other differentiable programming techniques are used. One operation that is
particularly useful for implementing convolutions is called unfolding [71].

Unfolding involves dividing a set of elements, such as a vector, matrix, or other multidimensional set, into smaller,
equally sized partitions called “patches”. The size of these patches depends on the parameters of the convolution,
such as the stride and padding. For example, if we apply unfolding with padding 0, stride 4, and a kernel of size 4× 4
to an 8× 8 pixel image, we would obtain four patches of the image, each with a size of 4× 4 pixels.

The cellular Potts model involves interactions between neighboring cells, and the properties of the unfolding depend
on the nature of these interactions. Typically, an odd number is used to account for the central cell. For instance,
if first-neighbor interactions are considered, the kernel size will be 3 × D, where D is the dimension of the system.
The stride will be set to 1 to compute the energy value for each cell, while the padding will depend on the boundary
conditions specified, just as in the Ising and Potts models. If second-neighbor interactions are considered, the kernel
will be larger, with a size of 5× 5 to account for more distant cells.
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Interaction Jτ,τ ′

Medium-Medium 0
Medium-Dark 16
Medium-Light 16
Light-Light 2
Dark-Dark 14
Light-Dark 11

TABLE II: The interaction values J depend on the cell type, for the cellular Potts model.

Once the unfolding and padding operations are applied, the next step is to copy the central spin value of each patch
to the same size as the patches. This allows us to obtain a consistent representation of the spin values across the
entire grid. Finally, once the central sites have been copied, each patch is compared to its corresponding copy of the
central sites, element by element. During this comparison, the interaction values are assigned based on the spin value
and cell type. After the comparison, the energy map per site of the system is generated by summing the values of
each compared patch.

IV. RESULTS

The differentiable programming Metropolis-Hastings algorithm was employed to simulate all models discussed
above. The simulations were carried out using a computing system comprising an Intel Core i7-11800H CPU, a
Nvidia GeForce RTX 3060 GPU, and a TPU which was utilized through Google Colab [72]. We used the Python
programming language and the PyTorch framework for deep learning. For the Ising and Potts models, we simulate
lattices with different sizes, with J = −1 and first-order neighbor interactions.

The simulations of the spin models were separated into two distinct operational modes: inference and training. The
inference mode focused exclusively on simulating the spin interactions. Conversely, the training mode, applied to the
Ising model, involved the optimization of parameters within a predefined objective function.

The cellular Potts model considers the simulation of cell behavior. In this simulation, three cell types were chosen:
light cells, dark cells, and the medium, following the original work of 1993 [70]. Additionally, 37 different spin values
were chosen, with a value of 0 representing the medium, where each spin value leads to the formation of a unique cell.
The chosen interaction energies are presented in Table II, and these interactions are symmetric (the interaction value
is the same if site A interacts with site B or B with A). The interaction uses the Moore neighborhood with second
neighbors. For the other parameters of the models, the temperature was set to kBT = 8, target volume Aσ = 25 and
cell area compressibility λ = 1.

A. Ising model

Figure 2 shows snapshots of the square lattice Ising model for two different temperatures and the average mag-
netization for different lattice sizes. The temperature of the system determines the probability of the spins flipping
between up and down states. At low temperatures, the spins tend to align with their neighbors, forming large clusters
that grow in size as the temperature decreases. This is due to the reduction in thermal energy, which favors the
alignment of neighboring spins. These large clusters are known as domains, and they play an important role in the
behavior of the system.

As the critical temperature is approached, the influence of long-range correlations between spins becomes more
pronounced, leading to a change in the collective behavior of the system. At this temperature, the system undergoes
a phase transition, characterized by the emergence of long-range correlations and critical fluctuations. This is a critical
point where the properties of the system change abruptly. As the size of the lattice increases, the critical temperature
converges towards a single value.

Above the critical temperature, at high temperatures, the domains disappear, and the system becomes disordered,
with no long-range correlations. Thermal fluctuations dominate the behavior of the lattice, leading to random changes
in the spin values. As the temperature increases, the magnetic spins become increasingly disordered, leading to a loss
of magnetization in the system.

The results for three different hardware are presented in Figure 3. Simulations run on CPU show consistent runtimes
across varying batch and lattice sizes. On the other hand, GPU simulations outperform CPU by nearly 100 times
in terms of speed. Notably, TPU simulations demonstrate a significant advantage in runtime as the lattice size and
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(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 2: Lattice configurations for two different temperatures of the Ising model. (a) T < Tc and (b) T > Tc. (c)
Magnetization with respect of the temperature for different lattice sizes. The temperature is measured in units of

the Boltzmann constant kB .

(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 3: Flips per nanosecond for different lattice and batch sizes. (a) Simulation on CPU, (b) GPU and (c) TPU.

batch size increases, with a speedup of 10x compared to GPU simulations.
Table III presents the main results derived from Figure 3, encapsulating both the minimal and maximal lattice

and batch sizes alongside their corresponding performance metrics across the three hardware configurations. Notably,
the CPU exhibited the least effective performance in comparison to its counterparts. However, there is an observed
relationship between the lattice and batch sizes, which directly influenced the performance efficiency. Specifically,
it was found that both GPU or TPU demonstrated superior efficiency at different scales, measured in terms of the
highest flips per nanosecond (flips/ns), contingent upon these size parameters.

B. Potts model

In the case of the Potts model, the spins can take on several different states, resulting in a more complex system
with a richer set of behaviors. As the temperature is lowered, the spins tend to align themselves to form distinct
clusters, as shown in Fig. 4. This behavior is reminiscent of ferromagnetism, in which the magnetic moments of
individual atoms align themselves in the same direction.

On the other hand, at higher temperatures, the spins in the Potts model become more disordered and exhibit more
frequent state changes, resulting in a more random and unpredictable system. This behavior is similar to what is
observed in the Ising model, where, at high temperatures, the magnetic moments of individual atoms become more
disordered and fluctuate rapidly.
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Lattice size
Batch
size

Performance
(flips/ns)

(5× 128)2 1 0.019
(5× 128)2 16 0.018
(20× 128)2 1 0.013
(20× 128)2 8 0.016

Lattice size
Batch
size

Performance
(flips/ns)

(5× 128)2 1 0.89
(5× 128)2 16 1.70
(20× 128)2 1 1.53
(20× 128)2 16 1.71

Lattice size
Batch
size

Performance
(flips/ns)

(5× 128)2 1 0.06
(5× 128)2 16 0.86
(20× 128)2 1 0.89
(20× 128)2 16 55.52

TABLE III: Performance, measured in flips/ns, for lowest and highest lattice and batch sizes. CPU (table on the
left) has lowest performance, while there is a trade-off between GPU (central table) and TPU (table on the right) at

different sizes.

(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 4: Lattice configurations for three different temperature of the Potts model with q = 3. Each color represents a
spin state. (a) T < Tc, (b) T ≈ Tc, (c) T > Tc.

The Potts model has the same computational complexity as the Ising model. Thus the time required to flip the
spins is similar for both models. This is because flipping the spin of a single site in the Potts model requires the
calculation of the energy difference between the current and proposed spin states, just as in the Ising model. However,
in the Potts model the energy difference depends on the number of neighboring spins that have different states, which
leads to a more complex calculation than in the Ising model.

Despite this additional complexity, the computational cost of flipping the spins in the Potts model is still comparable
to that of the Ising model. The number of neighboring spins is typically small compared to the total number of spins
in the system. As a result, simulations of the Potts model can be performed with similar computational resources
and time requirements as those for the Ising model.

C. Cellular Potts model

The evolution of a cell aggregate can be observed in Figure 5, where snapshots of the system’s states are shown
with increasing the number of Monte Carlo steps. Starting from an arbitrary aggregate of square-shaped cells, the
system undergoes a process that aims to minimize the number of energy-costly boundaries, resulting in the sorting of
the two cell types.
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(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

FIG. 5: Cellular Potts Model simulation. Each figure is a snapshot from different steps of the simulation. The cells
spontaneously reorder themselves into clusters of same type as the the number of Monte Carlo steps increases.

The boundary length between each cell type can be observed in Fig. 6, showing the evolution of the system. As the
simulation progresses, we observe the interface between the blue cells and the medium vanishing, while the boundary
length between red cells with medium and red cells with blue cells approaches a minimum value.

The simulation’s results suggest that the energy constraints in the system drive the behavior of the cell aggregate
towards a more stable configuration, where the number of energy-costly boundaries is minimized. The decreasing
boundary length between the different cell types indicates that the cells are actively interacting with each other,
eventually sorting themselves into more cohesive groups.

(a) (b)

FIG. 6: Boundary length between different cells types. (a) Blue cells and medium (blue line) and red cells and medium
(red line). (b) Blue and red cells: we observe that the boundary length between blue cells and the medium goes to
zero as the red cells surround the blue cells.
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The phenomenon of cell sorting is a well-known example of self-organization in biological systems. It has been
studied extensively both experimentally and theoretically, and its underlying mechanisms are thought to involve a
complex interplay of various physical and biochemical processes [22, 73].

One of the key factors that influence cell sorting is the interaction between cells and their surrounding environment.
Some studies have shown that the CPM can be used to model not only cell sorting but also other cellular behaviors
such as movement [74] and migration [75]. By varying the values of interaction J between cells, it is possible to
simulate different scenarios and study their effects on cellular behavior. Since the difference among these different
phenomena are only in the interaction values, the computational cost of simulating the model with differentiable
programming remains the same.

D. Ising optimization

In this section, we demonstrate a proof of concept for Differentiable Monte Carlo (DMC), showcasing its application
to two distinct optimization challenges: firstly, the optimization of exchange parameters J between spins, and secondly,
the optimization of the spin values themselves.

1. Optimization of the exchange parameters

State preparation is a important problem for many fields. It is known in quantum computing that general state
preparation is an exponentially difficult problem [76–78] Here we show how to optimize a spin lattice with the
differentiable Monte Carlo algorithm in order to do state preparation. This differs from other state preparations
techniques [79] that our method tries to solve this problem with a Markov chain. The parameters to be optimized
are the exchange interaction between spins Jij , with no external magnetic field. We define the loss function as the
difference between a target spin configuration x̂ and the current spin configuration x, defined as the norm L2:

L = ||x̂− x||22. (8)

It is important to note that the size of the gradients depends on the temperature of the system. At high tempera-
tures, thermal fluctuations dominate the spin flips, preventing a spin to reaching a specific state. At low temperatures,
the system may take a long time to flip. Thus, there is a intermediary temperature where changing the parameters
Jij is optimal. This reflects on the size of the gradients during training.
Figure 7 shows how the gradient (the derivative of the loss with respect to the parameters Jij) changes with the

temperature. While the loss function does not depend explicitly on the temperature, the optimization uses Monte
Carlo, which changes the spins depending on the temperature. We can see that very high and low temperatures will
make the loss decrease slower compared to the optimal intermediary temperature. This behavior happens due to the
size of the gradient, which depends on the temperature, as shown in Figure 7b. For large temperatures, the spins have
a high energy in which they change spin randomly, which affects the optimization. Also, for low temperatures, the
chance of changing a spin with MC is low, which makes the optimization also difficult. Higher gradients will change
the parameters closer to its optimal solution.

During the optimization, we used the Adam optimizer, with learning rate η = 0.001, β1 = 0.9 and β2 = 0.999.
Once we defined the hyper-parameters, we can train the system to optimize some objective function. Here we choose
three different patterns that we want a spin system to achieve.
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(a) (b)

FIG. 7: The success of the optimization will depend on the temperature. (a) High and low temperature prevents the
training of the model. (b) There is an optimal temperature (here shown for T = 0.9) where the average size of the

gradients is maximum.

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e)

(f) (g) (h) (i) (j)

(k) (l) (m) (n) (o)

FIG. 8: Optimization of the exchange parameter Jij between spins in order for a spin distribution to achieve some
pattern, specified in the first column (a,f,k). Each column represent snapshots of the spin lattice at different Monte
Carlo steps (every 20 steps).

The results are depicted in Figure 8. They not only demonstrate the efficacy of the optimized differentiable Monte
Carlo algorithm but also hold implications for manipulation of spin systems. The three distinct patterns achieved
in the spin system highlights the adaptability of the algorithm in reaching specific target configurations. This is
particularly relevant in the field of material science and condensed matter physics, where the ability to control and
predict spin configurations can lead to advancements in magnetic storage technologies and quantum computing.

2. Optimization of the spin values

In this section, we aim to optimize spin values to identify the lowest energy state. We employ this technique on
two distinct sets of exchange parameters: firstly, we consider J > 0, where the lowest energy state corresponds to
a ferromagnetic phase; secondly, we examine a set with random J values of -1 or 1, drawn uniformly with a mean
of zero, which leads the system to a spin glass phase at low temperatures [80]. The optimization procedure adheres
to the algorithm outlined in the Methods section, with the incorporation of an additional step: the quantization of
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gradients, due to the discrete nature of spin values. Our comparative analysis encompasses three distinct techniques:

• Monte Carlo Simulation: Here, we progressively anneal the temperature towards zero concurrent with an increase
in the number of MC steps;

• Gradient-based Optimization: This technique exclusively relies on updating the spin values according to calcu-
lated gradients;

• Differentiable Monte Carlo Method: This approach updates spin values by using both MC simulation and
gradient-based optimization techniques.

Figure 9 presents the system’s energy as a function of the number of Monte Carlo steps for the three methods
under comparison. The Differentiable Monte Carlo method identifies states of lower energy in contrast to those
found by either the Monte Carlo simulation or gradient-based optimization alone. These results imply that DMC
effectively leverages gradient information to steer the simulation towards states that minimize the loss function,
thereby suggesting a better efficiency in energy landscape navigation.

(a) (b)

FIG. 9: Comparison of Energy Minimization Techniques: Monte Carlo Simulation, Gradient-based Optimization, and
Differentiable Monte Carlo. The graph on the left illustrates the scenario with uniform exchange values J = 1, while
the plot on the right depicts random exchange values of J ∈ {−1, 1}. Notably, Differentiable Monte Carlo consistently
achieves the lowest energy state relative to the other techniques. The shaded regions represent the range of energy
values encountered at each step, providing insight into the variance between the highest and lowest energies obtained.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have presented a novel approach for simulating three different spin models using differentiable
programming. Our method applies convolution on the spins, similar to how convolution is applied to images in
computer vision, which allows us to calculate the Hamiltonian of the system with high accuracy and practicality. In
addition, we made use of the checkerboard algorithm to parallelize the calculation of the energy of each spin. This
algorithm involves dividing the spins into two sets, with each set updating alternately, such that neighboring spins
are updated on different iterations. By doing so, we can parallelize the calculation of the energy of each spin, further
improving the efficiency of our approach.

The use of the checkerboard algorithm in conjunction with our approach provides a significant boost in performance,
enabling us to simulate spin models with high speed due to the parallelization. We believe that this approach could
be widely applicable in many scientific applications that require fast and accurate simulations of complex physical
systems.

The use of differentiable programming in this context is particularly useful, as it enables us to leverage the strengths
of deep learning techniques for scientific simulations. We demonstrated the effectiveness of our approach by imple-
menting it in PyTorch, which provides easy adaptability to run on GPUs and TPUs. Our experiments show that our
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method provides a significant speed-up in simulating spin models, without sacrificing accuracy. Moreover, by making
use of the batch dimension, we were able to parallelize the simulation even further, leading to an additional increase
in performance.

A crucial aspect of our study involved the optimization of spin models, as shown with the optimization of a
loss function with respect to the exchange interactions in the Ising model. We observed that our method could
effectively adjust parameters to optimize the predefined objective function. This ability to fine-tune parameters in a
computationally efficient manner further highlights the potential of our framework in a broader scientific context.

Our work provides a promising direction for future research in this field, as it opens up new opportunities for
accelerating simulations and improving our understanding of complex physical phenomena. We anticipate that our
method could have a wide range of applications in the future, especially in cases where speed and scalability are
essential. By leveraging the power of differentiable programming, we can enable faster simulations and deeper insights
into the behavior of physical systems.
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