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In this paper, a modified method of anomaly detection using convolutional autoencoders is em-
ployed to predict phase transitions in several statistical mechanical models on a square lattice. We
show that, when the autoencoder is trained with input data of various phases, the mean-square-error
loss function can serve as a measure of disorder, and its standard deviation becomes an excellent in-
dicator of critical points. We find that various types of phase transition points, including first-order,
second-order, and topological ones, can be faithfully detected by the peaks in the standard deviation
of the loss function. Besides, the values of transition points can be accurately determined under
the analysis of finite-size scaling. Our results demonstrate that the present approach has general
application in identification/classification of phase transitions even without a priori knowledge of
the systems in question.

I. INTRODUCTION

Identifying phases of matter and their transitions is
an essential research focus in the areas of statistical and
condensed-matter physics. Usually, relevant order pa-
rameters or correlation functions are measured to clas-
sify different phases of matter. Nonetheless, this ap-
proach demands detailed knowledge of systems and thus
becomes challenging to be applied to systems where no
conventional order parameter exists, such as spin liquids
and materials with topological properties.

Recent developments in machine learning have opened
new avenues to process and find correlations in complex
data. This inspires various proposals of applying ma-
chine learning techniques in detecting phase transitions
directly from synthetic data [1–15]. The advantage of
machine learning in the classification of phases is that it
can analyze large datasets quickly and accurately. This
helps in identifying patterns or changes in data that indi-
cate a phase transition, which can be difficult to be rec-
ognized by using traditional methods. These proposals
can be differentiated by the degree of a priori knowledge
required. In order to discover unknown phases in com-
plex systems, the method of choice may be the so-called
unsupervised machine learning [7–15], which requires no
prior labeling on a dataset and builds knowledge directly
from analyzing the data structure.

Recently, an automated and unsupervised machine
learning based on anomaly detection is put forward to
find regions of interest for possible new phases [16–19].
The main steps along this approach are given as follows.
One first trains an autoencoder to reproduce a certain
class of data until the loss function given by the mean
squared error (MSE) becomes small enough. The tran-
sition to a different class of data can then be discrimi-
nated by monitoring the abrupt change of MSE which
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signals the anomaly. This approach is particularly useful
to reveal subtle features of a condensed matter system
which can remain hidden from any conventional regres-
sion or classification scheme. Notably, this method works
well even by taking quantities that arise naturally from
the state description without further processing as input
data. Hence the necessity for defining and calculating
suitable observables to identify the phases can be circum-
vented. While the phase diagrams can be successfully
mapped out, it is unclear whether this method can pro-
duce quantitatively reliable values of phase boundaries.
In this work, we revisit this unsupervised method for

phase characterization. We propose a modified method of
anomaly detection in which, instead of using one partic-
ular class of data, we train the antoencoder with all class
of data within the region of interest. In this scheme, the
MSE behaves as a ”disorder” parameter among different
phases, and the standard deviations of MSE reveal dis-
tinct peaks at the boundaries of different phases. Our
findings highlight that the standard deviation of MSE
should be a better indicator for phase transitions com-
pared to MSE alone. Notably, our approach is robust
and universal, as it does not rely on prior knowledge
of the number of phases or the locations of ordered or
disordered phases within the phase diagram, making it
applicable to a wide range of statistical models.
For illustration, we explore phase transitions in sev-

eral classical spin models on a square lattice, including
the q-state Potts model, the q-state clock model, and
the generalized XY model. We find that the peaks in
the standard deviation of MSE always give the phase
transitions faithfully, no matter whether the transitions
are of first-order, second-order, or Berezinskii-Kosterlitz-
Thouless (BKT) types. In addition, good agreement of
the transition points with previous findings in the litera-
ture can be achieved after the finite-size scaling analysis.
This shows that the modified anomaly detection by ana-
lyzing the standard deviation of MSE should be a useful
approach among other unsupervised methods in identifi-
cation/classification of phase transitions.
The remainder of this paper is organized as follows.
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The general approach of applying modified anomaly de-
tection with neural networks to map out phase diagrams
is described in section II. Our results for the q-state Potts
model, the q-state clock model, and the generalized XY
model are presented in III, IV, and V, respectively. We
conclude our paper in section VI.

II. MODIFIED ANOMALY DETECTION
METHOD

In our procedure of modified anomaly detection, we
utilize a conventional convolutional autoencoder (CAE)
architecture [20–22], which constitutes a deep neural net-
work structure as illustrated in Fig. 1. The CAE serves
as a multilayer neural network designed to achieve di-
mensionality reduction. It consists of two essential com-
ponents: an encoder (e) and a decoder (d), typically
arranged symmetrically and trained jointly to minimize
the reconstruction error associated with the data. The
encoder learns a non-linear transformation function e :
X → Z, which projects the input data from its original
high-dimensional space X ≡ {x} to a lower-dimensional
latent space Z ≡ {z} lying in a hidden layer. The hidden
layer locates between the encoder and the decoder and
its dimension controls the dimensionality of the reduced
data representation. In the present study, we focus on
classical spin models and the input data corresponds to
a set of spin configurations of size L×L. In order to reach
better results, we opt for a reduced dimension of L

10 ×
L
10

for the latent space, instead of an L-independent size
employed usually. The decoder, in turn, learns a non-
linear transformation d : Z → X that maps the latent
vectors z = e(x) back to the original high-dimensional
input space X . Consequently, the latent vector z = e(x)
is transformed in order to reconstruct the original input
data, yielding x̂ = d(z) = d (e(x)), where x̂ represents the
output for a given input x. The optimization of the CAE
involves minimizing the reconstruction error between the
input x and the output x̂ with respect to the training
data. The reconstruction error is quantified through the
mean square error (MSE):

MSE =
1

nL2

n∑
s=1

L2∑
i=1

|xs
i − x̂s

i |2 , (1)

where n is the number of data in the training or testing
dataset.

Prior studies have demonstrated the utility of the MSE
of autoencoders in discerning phase boundaries within
various classical and quantum models [16–19]. In these
methodologies, a designated region of the phase diagram
is chosen to represent normal data and is subsequently
tested across the entire diagram. An anomaly, charac-
terized by significant increases or decreases in MSE, be-
comes evident when testing states belong to the phases
other than the trained one. Between those in the train-
ing region and these states lies a transition from nor-

mal to anomalous data, corresponding to a phase transi-
tion. Consequently, the points at which the MSE changes
abruptly are commonly regarded as phase boundaries.
As noted in Ref. [17], such a method of anomaly detec-
tion bears similarities to the fidelity approach [23–25], in
which a phase transition is determined from the drop in
the overlap (fidelity) between neighboring ground states
in the phase diagram. To map out the complete phase
diagram by this anomaly detection approach, it is recom-
mended to iteratively train the model on anomalous re-
gions until no new anomalous region is found. Therefore,
several training processes proportional to the number of
phases in systems are needed.
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FIG. 1. Schematic representation of an autoencoder. The
input data is compressed by the encoder and the decoder ex-
pands the compressed data to its original size. The inter-
mediate space with compressed dimension ( L

10
× L

10
) is called

the latent space. As discussed in Secs. IV and V, for the q-
state clock and the generalized XY models, the input/output
layers consist of two and four layers, respectively. The hyper-
paramters of the neural network is also presented.

In our current work, in contrast to prior studies, we
extract training data from various phases, enabling the
CAE to be trained to minimize the MSE for all available
phases within the dataset. As we will elaborate in the
next section, in this framework, the MSE behaves as a
measure of the degree of disorder across all phases within
the training data. Consequently there is no need to se-
lect some particular classes of data for separate trainings
if the dataset contains multiple phases. One notable ad-
vantage of our modified anomaly detection approach is
efficiency, as it requires only a single training session to
identify all phases within the phase diagram. The dataset
is generated using the classical Monte Carlo method with
the Wolff algorithm, specifically chosen to mitigate criti-
cal slowing down near transition temperatures. For each
temperature Ti, we prepare 1000 sets of independent spin
configurations. To investigate the temperature range [T0,
T1], we select ten temperatures evenly spaced within this
range as the training set, with 20% reserved for valida-
tion purposes. This training set, encompassing configu-
rations from multiple phases, is subsequently employed
for training the CAE. Note that the input spin values
are always normalized within the range from 0 to 1. Be-
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sides, for the q-state Potts model, while the input spin
values are discrete, we do not impose any constraints on
the reconstructed output spins. Therefore, the recon-
structed output values can take any real numbers within
the range from 0 to 1. Detailed information regarding the
structure and hyperparameters of the CAE model is pro-
vided in Fig. 1. It is essential to emphasize that the CAE
is optimized by minimizing the reconstruction errors as-
sociated with all phases, rather than focusing solely on
one specific phase. The trained model is subsequently
applied to all other temperatures, resulting in the MSE
values, which represent the average square error of 1000
configurations for each temperature [Eq. (1)].

Instead of relying on the sudden change in the MSE,
we find that the standard deviation of the MSE, denoted
as ∆MSE, provides a more robust indicator for identi-
fying the phase transitions. Similar proposal has been
put forward in some previous investigations but in other
context [5, 6]. This may not be surprising since that ther-
mal/quantum fluctuations are greatly enhanced around
the transition points and then induce significant increase
in the standard deviation of the MSE. In the present
study, the rescaled standard deviation L∆MSE, instead
of ∆MSE itself, is measured and we find that the peaks
of L∆MSE faithfully indicate the phase transition points.
Moreover, after finite-size scaling, the extrapolated val-
ues of transition points agree well with either the exact
ones (if available) or the best available results in the lit-
erature. Our investigation thus shows that the modified
anomaly detection with CAE can be a quantitatively re-
liable and universal way to identify phase transitions as
long as one focuses on the rescaled standard deviations.

The inclusion of a factor of L in ∆MSE stems from
the proportional scaling of all hidden layers within our
CAE with respect to the linear size L. To illustrate, if
the input linear size L is increased by a factor of M to
obtain L′ = ML, then sizes of all layers are also en-
larged by a factor of M . This enlarged CAE can be
approximated as a composite of M2 identical CAEs of
the original size L2. Consequently, as the number of
data points used in computing the MSE increases by M2

times, the standard deviation ∆MSE is concurrently re-
duced by a factor of 1/M . However, the rescaled stan-
dard deviation receives no such naive size dependence,
L′∆′

MSE = (ML) · (∆MSE/M) = L∆MSE. Notably, away
from the critical temperature, this rescaled standard de-
viation is nearly identical for all different sizes, as demon-
strated in our calculations [see, for example, Fig. 2(b)].

In the following sections, we apply the aforementioned
approach to investigate the q-state Potts model, the
q-state clock model, and the generalized XY model.
Through anomaly detection, we successfully identify all
distinct phases for each model, including the topological
BKT phases in the clock model and the nematic phases
in the generalized XY model. By conducting finite-size
analysis of L∆MSE, we can accurately determine the crit-
ical temperatures for all cases. Furthermore, by examin-
ing the scaling behavior of the MSEs, we can even distin-

guish between the first-order phase transitions and the
second-order ones. The results for each model are pre-
sented in the subsequent sections accordingly.

III. q-STATE POTTS MODEL

We first consider the q-state Potts model on a square
lattice for the demonstration. It is found that our strat-
egy is not only able to pinpoint the critical temperatures
Tc’s but also to classify different types of phase transi-
tions.
The q-state Potts model is a generalization of Ising

model with rich contents and offers agents to study fer-
romagnet and certain other physics of solid states [26, 27].
Its Hamiltonian reads

HPotts = −
∑
⟨i,j⟩

δ(si, sj) , (2)

where ⟨i, j⟩ denotes nearest neighbor sites, δ is the Kro-
necker delta function, and si = ni/(q − 1) with the state
index ni ∈ {0, 1, · · · , q − 1} at the i-th site. The Ising
model corresponds to the case of q = 2. The phase
transition is known to be second-order for 1 < q ≤ 4
and first-order for q > 4 with the critical temperature
Tc = 1/ ln(1 +

√
q) [26, 27].
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FIG. 2. (a) Mean square error MSE and (b) rescaled standard
deviation L∆MSE as functions of temperature T for q = 2
Potts model. The red dashed lines show the theoretical value
of critical temperature Tc = 1/ ln(1 +

√
2) ∼= 1.135. The

error bars in (a) correspond to the standard derivation ∆MSE.
For the sake of clarity, only the data of linear size L = 20
is shown. The inset in (b) shows the finite-size analysis of
the critical temperature Tc for different sizes, which gives the
extrapolated value Tc = 1.131.
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FIG. 3. (a) Mean square error MSE and (b) rescaled standard
deviation L∆MSE for several sizes as functions of temperature
T for q = 5 Potts model. The red dashed lines show the
theoretical value of critical temperature Tc = 1/ ln(1+

√
5) ∼=

0.852. The inset in (b) shows the finite-size analysis for the
critical temperature Tc, which gives the extrapolated value
Tc = 0.848.

Following the procedure described in Sec. II, we present
our results of the MSE and the rescaled standard devia-
tion L∆MSE for the cases of q = 2 and q = 5 in Figs. 2
and 3, respectively. We find that the value of MSE al-
ways increases monotonically from the low-temperature
ordered phase to the high-temperature disordered one
and thus can be viewed as a measure of disorder. This
can be understood as follows. Recall that the MSE of
a state quantifies the CAE’s ability to faithfully recon-
struct the input state. Therefore, in the case of ordered
input states with simple structures, such as ferromag-
netic states with si being site-independent, the CAE can
effectively extract most of the information from the in-
put state and reconstruct it with minimal loss, resulting
in a very small value of MSE. Conversely, in situations
of completely disordered states with random spin values,
the CAE fails to capture specific information about the
input state and typically produces an output state with
an approximate average spin value, (1/q)

∑
ni

si = 1/2,
on each site. This gives the maximum expected value of
MSE, (1/q)

∑
ni
(si − 1/2)2 = (q + 1)/[12(q − 1)], in the

high-temperature limit, as shown in Figs. 2(a) and 3(a).
While the MSE behaves as a measure of the degree

of disorder, as illustrated in Fig. 2(a), it may display a
gradual change even in the vicinity of an order-disorder
phase transition. This makes it potentially inconvenient
for precise determination of transition points. We no-
tice that the (rescaled) standard deviation can be re-

garded as the corresponding “susceptibility” of the MSE
and thus should exhibit a pronounced peak at the transi-
tion point due to significant thermal fluctuations therein.
This expectation is confirmed by our data. As seen
from Figs. 2(b) and 3(b), the rescaled standard devia-
tion L∆MSE exhibits a pronounced peak as the system
size L increases, particularly near the theoretical critical
temperature Tc indicated by the dashed line. Upon ex-
trapolation to the thermodynamic limit as L → ∞, the
obtained values for Tc are in excellent agreement with
the theoretical values.
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FIG. 4. Behaviors of the MSE around the phase transition
points for (a) q = 3 and (b) q = 8 Potts models. The color
lines represent the fitted curves as described by Eq. (3). (c)
The fitted exponents γ as functions of 1/L for various q’s. For
continuous transitions (q ≤ 4), the values of γ are positive;
while γ’s become zero or negative for discontinuous transi-
tions (q > 5). For the exceptional case of q = 5, where the
transition is very weakly first-order, the fitted γ is found to
be slightly positive.

As a measure of the degree of disorder in the spin
configurations, one expects that the MSE will change
abruptly around the first-order transitions, while it may
vary smoothly across the second-order ones. Such behav-
iors of the MSE are supported by our results, as seen by
Figs. 2(a) and 3(a) where the q = 2 and the q = 5 cases
correspond to the second-order and the first-order transi-
tions, respectively. Following the proposal in Ref. [5], one
may distinguish between these two kinds of transitions by
examining the critical behaviors of the MSE around the
phase transition points. We assume that the MSE takes
its general form as the following scaling function,

MSE(T ) = sgn(T − Tc)A|T − Tc|γ +B , (3)

where sgn(T − Tc) is the sign function and Tc is deter-
mined by the peak position of L∆MSE. By fitting our
data for T ≳ Tc, the exponent γ and the other two fit-
ting parameters A and B can be obtained. For contin-
uous transitions, one should have positive values of γ,
while γ ≤ 0 implying a discontinuous jump in the MSE
will be obtained for discontinuous transitions.
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For illustration, fitting results of the MSE for several
system sizes of the q = 3 and the q = 8 cases are shown in
Figs. 4(a) and (b). The scaling behaviors of the fitted ex-
ponents γ for various values of q are displayed in Fig. 4(c).
The estimated exponents γ in the limit of L = ∞ are
found to be positive for q ≤ 4, while the extrapolated
findings with γ ≤ 0 are obtained for q > 5. However,
in the exceptional case of q = 5, characterized by a very
weakly first-order transition [28], the fitted exponent γ
shows a slightly positive value. It is worth noting that for
this specific case, the analysis necessitates larger lattice
sizes to account for the long correlation length. Neverthe-
less, excluding the case of q = 5, the behavior of the MSE
near transition temperatures can effectively discriminate
between two distinct types of phase transitions.

The above results demonstrate the advantages of the
present unsupervised learning technique in identifying
and classifying phase transitions. Not only accurate val-
ues of the transition temperatures can be determined
through the finite-size analysis of the peak positions of
L∆MSE, the critical behaviors of the MSE around the
phase transition points can be used to distinguish the
discontinuous from the continuous transitions.

IV. q-STATE CLOCK MODEL

To further explore the potential of the present ma-
chine learning technique in identifying phase transitions
of distinct types, we consider in this section the q-state
clock model on a square lattice [29–34]. By changing the
parameter q, both conventional continuous phase transi-
tions of Landau-Ginzburg type and topological Berezin-
skii–Kosterlitz–Thouless (BKT) transitions [35–37] can
appear. The phase transitions discussed in Sec. III belong
to the Landau-Ginzburg type. The BKT phase transi-
tion is associated with the unbinding of vortex-antivortex
pairs and cannot be characterized by spontaneous sym-
metry breaking with local order parameter. Identifying
such a transition proves challenging and innovative meth-
ods are required to pinpoint it. We show below that
the modified anomaly detection with CAE can locate the
BKT transitions with success.

The Hamiltonian of the q-state clock model, also
known as the planar Potts model [27], is

Hclock = −
∑
⟨i,j⟩

cos(θi − θj) , (4)

where the q-state spin on site i is denoted by a pla-
nar angle of spin orientation θi = 2πni/q with ni =
0, 1, · · · , q−1, and ⟨i, j⟩ stands for the nearest neighbors.
The q-state clock model is exactly solvable for q ≤ 4

and their phase transitions are of Landau-Ginzburg type
driven by fluctuating local order parameters with sym-
metry breaking. For q > 4, besides the low-temperature
ferromagnetic ordered phase and the high-temperature
paramagnetic disordered phase, an intermediate quasi-
long-range ordered BKT phase emerges. Thus, there are

two distinct BKT transitions driven by topological de-
fects (vortices) at temperatures Tc1 and Tc2 (> Tc1). In
the limit of q → ∞, the model is equivalent to the stan-
dard 2D XY model, in which the BKT phase extends
throughout the low-temperature regime, and thus gives
Tc1 = 0.
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FIG. 5. The determination of critical temperatures for the
(a)-(b) q = 3 and (c)-(e) q = 6 clock models. (a) The L∆MSE

of q = 3 model exhibits a single pronounced peak at the tran-
sition. (b) The finite-size analysis for the critical temperature
Tc gives the extrapolated value Tc = 1.483. (c) For the case of
q = 6, two BKT transitions can be clearly identified as local
peaks. The extrapolated values of the critical temperatures
are found to be Tc1 = 0.644 (e) and Tc2 = 0.9605 (d), in
agreement with previous findings.

Following the discussions in Sec. III, the results of the
rescaled standard deviation L∆MSE for the cases of q = 3
and q = 6 are presented in Fig. 5. The peak positions of
L∆MSE correspond to the critical temperatures for given
system sizes. Notice that we use here the two-component
spin vector (cos θi, sin θi) on each site i as input and out-
put data, and each configuration thus has 2×L2 elements.
As a result, the input/output layers of the CAE in Fig. 1
consist of two layers in the present case.
For q = 3, the model is equivalent to the three-

state Potts model, which has a single critical temper-
ature Tc = 3/[2 ln(1 +

√
3)] ≃ 1.492 [30]. As seen from

Figs. 5(a) and (b), L∆MSE in this case does show a single
pronounced peak and the extrapolated critical tempera-
ture Tc = 1.483 agrees well with the theoretical predic-
tion. In contrast, Fig. 5(c) shows that L∆MSE for the
q = 6 case exhibits a double-peak structure, indicating
two phase transitions as expected. Since the transitions
are anticipated to be of the BKT type, we employ the
finite-size scaling analysis based on the Kosterlitz’s ex-
pression for the temperature dependence of the correla-
tion length [37]. The scaling function is thus given by

Tc(L) = Tc +
b

[ln(L)]2
, (5)

where b is a fitting parameter. From Figs. 5(d) and (e),
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we obtain the extrapolated values of the low-temperature
and the high-temperature critical points as Tc1 = 0.644
and Tc2 = 0.9605, respectively. Our findings are com-
parable with previous known results (see Table I in
Ref. [33]). More precise values could be reached if data
of larger system sizes are included to get rid of finite-size
effects.

The above results clearly demonstrate that the present
machine learning technique can recognize not only the
conventional order-disorder phase transitions but also the
topological transitions of the BKT type. Notice that our
approach only imports the spin configurations. Despite
this, it can still differentiate the intermediate phase with
quasi-long-range order from the ordered and the disor-
dered ones. Furthermore, by adopting finite-size scal-
ing analysis, the critical temperatures can be determined
with high accuracy.

V. GENERALIZED XY MODEL

Encouraged by the success we’ve achieved, we now pro-
ceed to examine the generalized XY (GXY) model [38–
47] on a square lattice to explore the broader utility of
our machine learning approach. Due to the competition
between two interaction terms, this model permit a much
richer variety of spin configurations, consequently leading
to more intricate phase diagrams and a greater diversity
of phase transitions.

The Hamiltonian of the GXY model is given by

HGXY = −
∑
⟨i,j⟩

{∆cos(θi − θj) + (1−∆) cos[q(θi − θj)]} ,

(6)
where ⟨i, j⟩ denotes nearest neighbor sites and θi ∈ (0, 2π]
is the planar angle of spin orientation at site i. Besides, ∆
gives the relative weight of the pure XY model and q is an
integer parameter. The second term in Eq. (6) describes
a competing interaction with 2π/q period, which could
drives the system to form a generalized nematic phase
with q preferred spin orientations. We focus on the q = 2
case in the present study.

The q = 2 GXY model has a rich phase diagram, as
shown in Fig. 6. For both cases of ∆ = 0 and 1, the
model reduces to the pure XY model (redefining 2θ → θ
in the first case) and thus has the same transition tem-
perature as that of the pure XY model. When ∆ = 0,
the system at low temperatures belongs to the quasi-
long-range nematic (N) phase consisting of half-integer
vortices connected by strings (domain walls) [39]. In con-
trast, the system with ∆ = 1 is an integer vortex binding
phase in low-temperature limit and carries quasi-long-
range ferromagnetic (F ) order. At higher temperatures,
the system becomes disordered and is in a paramagnetic
(P ) phase. Both of the N -P and the F -P phase transi-
tions belongs to the BKT universality class. Because the
N -P transition is associated with the unbinding of half-
integer vortices and antivortices, it is often referred to as
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FIG. 6. Phase diagram of the GXY model with q = 2, where
the data come from Ref. [40]. The symbols N , F , P represent
the nematic, the ferromagnetic and the paramagnetic phases,
respectively. Both of the N -P and the F -P transitions belong
to the BKT universality class, while the N -F transition is of
the Ising type. The dashed lines indicate the parameter paths
to be scanned in Figs. 7 and 8

a half BKT transition. On the other hand, the transition
from the F to the N phases, induced by the proliferation
of domain walls linking half-integer vortices, belongs to
the Ising universality class.
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FIG. 7. Results for the GXY model with q = 2 for (a)-(c)
∆ = 0.2 and (d)-(e) ∆ = 0.8. In (a), both the F -N and the
N -P transitions can be clearly identified by the peaks in the
rescaled standard deviation L∆MSE. The extrapolated values
of the critical temperatures are found to be Tc1 = 0.433 (c)
and Tc2 = 0.729 (b), respectively. (d) L∆MSE for ∆ = 0.8
showing a single F -P transition. (e) The finite-size analysis
gives the extrapolated critical temperature Tc = 0.906.

We now apply our machine learning technique to de-
termine the transition temperatures in the GXY model.
To distinguish among the three phases and learn all
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the transitions, we need to utilize both configurations
of the spin vector (cos θi, sin θi) and the nematic direc-
tor (cos 2θi, sin 2θi) on each site i as input and output
data. This means that each site has four elements. Con-
sequently, in the present case, the CAE illustrated in
Fig. 1 comprises four layers in its input/output design.

The results of the rescaled standard deviation L∆MSE

for the cases of ∆ = 0.2 and 0.8 are presented in Fig. 7.
The peak positions of L∆MSE correspond to the criti-
cal temperatures for given system sizes. Fig. 7(a) shows
that L∆MSE for the ∆ = 0.2 case exhibits a double-
peak structure, indicating two phase transitions as ex-
pected. Given that the N -P transition takes place at a
higher critical temperature Tc2 and follows a BKT-type
behavior, we employ the scaling function in Eq. (5) to
compute its critical temperature in the thermodynamic
limit. Conversely, for the F -N transition occurring at a
lower critical temperature Tc1 and being of Ising type,
we utilize the conventional finite-size scaling method. As
shown by Figs. 7(b) and (c), the extrapolated values are
Tc1 = 0.433 and Tc2 = 0.729. These values agree well
with recent results Tc1 = 0.436 and Tc2 = 0.727 ob-
tained by large-scale Monte Carlo simulations [46]. In
contrast, for ∆ = 0.8, Figs. 7(d) and (e) show a single
pronounced peak and the extrapolated critical temper-
ature Tc = 0.906 by using the BKT scaling function,
respectively. Our value is again in agreement with that
(Tc = 0.885) found by Monte Carlo simulations [46].
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FIG. 8. Results for the GXY model with q = 2 for various
∆ at a fixed temperature T = 0.85. (a) Both the N -P and
the P -F transitions are identified by the peaks of the rescaled
standard deviation L∆MSE. (b) The extrapolated values of
critical ∆c are determined to be 0.085 and 0.587, respectively.

As a further test, we consider the case by varying ∆ at
a fixed temperature T = 0.85. The results of the rescaled
standard deviation L∆MSE and the finite-size analysis for
the critical temperatures are presented in Fig. 8. Again,
the training set includes data from ten evenly separated
∆ within the parameter region. Two peaks in L∆MSE

are observed, which corresponds two distinct BKT tran-
sitions. By using the BKT scaling function in Eq. (5),
the extrapolated values of critical ∆c are determined to
be 0.085 and 0.587, respectively. These values are con-
sistent with those obtained by recent tensor network cal-
culations, ∆c = 0.10 and 0.58 [47].
Our calculations reveal that, by using both the spin

and the nematic configurations as input data, delicate
difference between two distinct quasi-long-range ordered
phases, specifically the F and the N phases, can be ef-
fectively detected by the present machine learning ap-
proach. In addition, the location of the corresponding
phase boundaries can be accurately determined under
finite-size scaling analysis. Furthermore, two distinct
BKT transitions involving unbinding of either integer or
half-integer vortices are unambiguously discriminated by
our approach. Motivated by the success in the present
studies, we believe our approach can be extended to ad-
dress more general cases.

VI. DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

In this investigation, we employ an unsupervised ma-
chine learning technique in conjunction with finite-size
scaling analysis to ascertain the critical temperatures of
various classical spin models. Instead of using correla-
tion functions and/or order parameters in some other
approaches, the in-situ spin configurations without fur-
ther processing are taken in our scheme as the input data
for learning. We find that, by training with input data
across from all phases, the MSE of CAE neural networks
can be regarded as a metric for quantifying the degree of
disorder to characterize different phases. As a result, the
rescaled standard deviation of the MSE proves to be a
proper indicator for identifying phase boundaries, which
displays peaks at phase transition points. Importantly,
this behavior remains true regardless of the specific struc-
ture or the hyperparameters of the CAE, as long as the
CAE possesses the capability to capture structural infor-
mation from input states characterizing the inherent or-
der of the phase. Therefore, unlike other applications of
CAEs, our approach does not necessitate the additional
effort of minimizing the MSE. In our case, the training
process is highly efficient, with a modest number of train-
ing epochs (only 20). Our CAE model is characterized
by its simplicity and efficiency, as it encodes all essential
phase information in the MSE and its distribution, elim-
inating the need for determining the number of phases
independently [12, 14, 17] or performing additional com-
putations [18] to extract critical points.
In conclusion, our approach has successfully and accu-
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rately identified the locations of critical points across var-
ious statistical models, including those featuring topolog-
ical phases. Furthermore, it enables the determination of
transition types through an analysis of the critical behav-
ior of the MSE. The straightforward and efficient nature
of our approach make it easy to extend to other statis-
tical models, and we anticipate to explore its potential
application in other contexts, such as other topological
states, frustrated states, and even quantum phases in fu-
ture work. As only the in-situ spin configurations are
employed as the input data for learning, our scheme can
be applied as well to the cases with experimentally ac-

cessible data as inputs.
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