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The application of machine learning in the study of phase transitions has achieved remarkable
success in both equilibrium and non-equilibrium systems. It is widely recognized that unsupervised
learning can retrieve phase transition information through hidden variables. However, using un-
supervised methods to identify the critical point of percolation models has remained an intriguing
challenge. This paper suggests that, by inputting the largest cluster rather than the original config-
uration into the learning model, unsupervised learning can indeed predict the critical point of the
percolation model. Furthermore, we observe that when the largest cluster configuration is randomly
shuffled—altering the positions of occupied sites or bonds—there is no significant difference in the
output compared to learning the largest cluster configuration directly. This finding suggests a more
general principle: unsupervised learning primarily captures particle density, or more specifically,
occupied site density. However, shuffling does impact the formation of the largest cluster, which
is directly related to phase transitions. As randomness increases, we observe that the correlation
length tends to decrease, providing direct evidence of this relationship. We also propose a method
called Fake Finite Size Scaling (FFSS) to calculate the critical value, which improves the accuracy
of fitting to a great extent.

I. INTRODUCTION

Machine Learning (ML) [1, 2] is a specialized area
of artificial intelligence (AI) that focuses on creat-
ing algorithms [3] and statistical models [4]. These
models enable computers to perform tasks without
explicit instructions [5]. ML allows computers to
learn from data [6], enabling them to make decisions,
predictions, or identify patterns independently [7, 8].
This capability is particularly valuable for data anal-
ysis in the field of physics. It offers an alternative
approach, alongside theoretical calculations [9], nu-
merical simulations [10, 11], and field theory [12], for
analyzing phase transitions in statistical physics.
The application of machine learning in phase tran-

sition research began with efforts to leverage its pow-
erful data processing and pattern recognition capa-
bilities to identify phase transition behavior in com-
plex systems. Early studies primarily focused on
using supervised learning techniques[13, 14], such as
neural networks, to identify transition points. By
training models on data at known phase transitions,
researchers could classify and predict phase transi-
tions for unknown parameters.
In recent years, machine learning approaches have
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been applied to more complex phase transition
problems, including non-equilibrium systems[15],
quantum phase transitions[16], and topological
transitions[17, 18]. These studies extend beyond
simply identifying transition points, exploring in-
stead the microstructure of systems through gen-
erative models, such as variational autoencoders
(VAEs)[19, 20] and generative adversarial networks
(GANs)[21]. Additionally, research involving graph
neural networks (GNNs) has emerged[22], allowing
researchers to handle physical systems with com-
plex interactions, further advancing the depth of
machine learning applications in the field of phase
transitions.[23]

With the development of unsupervised learning,
numerous studies have shown that techniques such
as dimensionality reduction and clustering can au-
tomatically capture information about order pa-
rameters in phase transition systems. Sebastian
J. Wetzel examined unsupervised learning tech-
niques, specifically Principal Component Analysis
(PCA)[24] and a neural-network-based Variational
Autoencoder (VAE), to identify the features that
best describe configurations of the 2D Ising model
and the 3D XY model. His findings indicated that
the latent parameters corresponded closely with the
known order parameters.[25]

Hu et al applied PCA to studying the phase be-
havior and transitions in several classical spin mod-
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els, including the Ising models on square and trian-
gular lattices, and the 2D XY model. They found
that the principal components derived through PCA
could not only reveal different phases and symmetry
breaking but also distinguish between types of phase
transitions and locate critical points. Their study
also applied autoencoders, demonstrating that these
models could be trained to capture phase transitions
and identify critical points as well.[26]
Beyond equilibrium phase transition models,

Wang et al employed unsupervised learning to ana-
lyze the 1+1 dimensional even-offspring branching-
annihilating random walks model, an exam-
ple of nonequilibrium phase transitions, success-
fully obtaining critical exponents and related
information.[27] Further studies on topological[17]
and quantum phase transitions[28] have also demon-
strated the effectiveness of unsupervised learning
methods in identifying critical characteristics in
these systems.
Research on percolation models has a long history,

beginning with studies of how fluids diffuse through
the pores of coal.[29] Modern percolation theory has
evolved to focus on changes in network behavior as
nodes or edges are added.[30] The work in [31] rep-
resents one of the earliest systematic discussions of
the physical and geometric properties of percolation
models, suggesting that the percolating cluster is
most likely to emerge within the largest cluster of
the model.
With further advancements, percolation models

have found increasingly close connections with other
fields. For example, Artime et al reviewed the be-
havior of percolation in cascading failures, provid-
ing an overview of the theoretical and computational
approaches to robustness and resilience in complex
networks.[32] Ji et al also examined the intricate in-
terplay between network structure and signal prop-
agation, contributing to the study of the complex
dynamics within interconnected systems.[33]
The order parameter in percolation models is not

the density of active sites; it also includes the prob-
ability that lattice sites (or bonds) belong to the
percolating cluster. As a result, using unsupervised
learning to identify the critical point in percola-
tion models has been a persistent challenge. Zhang
Wanzhou applied an Ising mapping approach to map
the original configurations of the percolation model,
subsequently using machine learning to identify the
system’s critical point.[34] Shu Cheng and colleagues
used various neural networks to study configura-
tions with noise.[35] However, none of these stud-
ies demonstrated that unsupervised learning alone
could directly obtain the critical point from the orig-

inal configurations of a percolation model.
Jianmin Shen’s unsupervised learning results on

the 1+1 dimensional directed percolation (DP)
model indicate that both the first principal com-
ponent from PCA and a single latent neuron from
an autoencoder effectively represent the DP model’s
order parameter, namely, the particle density. In-
terestingly, when the lattice configurations are ran-
domized, the unsupervised learning results show
no difference from those obtained with the original
configurations.[36] This raises the question: Do the
results from unsupervised learning truly represent
the order parameter?

Inspired by these findings, in this paper, we pro-
pose using a largest-cluster approach combined with
the Monte Carlo method to compute active site den-
sity, Principal Component Analysis (PCA), and an
autoencoder (AE)[37] to locate the critical point in
the percolation model. This approach is crucial for
examining the relationship between active site den-
sity and criticality. Additionally, we investigate the
results of unsupervised learning after randomizing
the largest cluster. Our main methods include re-
arranging or selectively modifying the largest clus-
ter before inputting it into algorithms to observe
changes in output behavior.

The primary structure of this paper unfolds as fol-
lows. Section IIA elucidates the percolation model
configurations of interest. Section II B expounds
upon the two methodologies of unsupervised Learn-
ing. Section III delineates the research findings,
wherein a comparative analysis of six distinct con-
figurations under MC, PCA, and AE is presented.
Finally, in Section IV, we furnish a comprehensive
summary of this study.

II. MODEL AND UNSUPERVISED
LEARNING

A. percolation model

The two-dimensional percolation model represents
a continuous phase transition,[38] with the order pa-
rameter given by

P∞(p) ∝ (p− pc)
β for p→ p+c (1)

where p is the occupation probability, pc is the criti-
cal probability,commonly referred to as the percola-
tion threshold. β is the critical exponent of the order
parameter, and P∞(p) denotes the probability that a
given site or bond belongs to the percolating cluster
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

(e) (f)

FIG. 1. In this article, we examine six distinct configurations. a is the raw configuration of site percolation with
occupation probability = 0.8. b is the largest cluster of a. c shows the shuffled configuration of b with a ratio r = 0.2
. d shows the largest cluster of figure c. e is the raw configuration of bond percolation with occupation probability
= 0.8. f shows the largest cluster of e.
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namely percolation probability. Typically, numer-
ical simulation methods are employed to compute
P∞(p) to locate the critical point.
In the context of a square lattice, the probabil-

ity of encountering a percolating cluster within the
system remains extremely low as long as the proba-
bility remains below the critical probability pc. Con-
versely, when the probability surpasses the criti-
cal probability pc, the likelihood of encountering a
percolating cluster rapidly approaches unity as the
number of occupied sites increases.
The percolating cluster, which is the focus of this

study, contains the critical information of the perco-
lation phase transition. In percolation models, the
raw configurations include not only the percolating
cluster but also other isolated sites or bonds.
In finite systems, the size of the largest cluster,

Smax, serves as a crucial observable for understand-
ing critical behavior and can be expressed as:

Smax ∼ Ld−β/ν · f
(
(p− pc)L

1/ν
)
, (2)

where L is linear size of the system, with Ld repre-
senting the total number of sites in the system. ν
and β are critical exponents, while f(x) is a uni-
versal scaling function. Specifically, as p → p−c , the
size of the largest cluster grows rapidly but remains
finite. As p → p+c , the largest cluster becomes the
infinite percolation cluster, with its occupancy frac-
tion P∞(p) obeying the scaling relationship dictated
by the critical exponent β.

Typically, the phenomenon of percolation mani-
fests predominantly within the largest cluster. Con-
sequently, this article abstains from considering sec-
ondary or smaller clusters. For two-dimensional site
percolation, the critical value is pc = 0.592746,the
bond percolation one is pc = 0.5. [39].The largest
clusters are extracted using the depth-first search
algorithm.
To probe the percolation model , Commence by

constructing a lattice comprising N × N sites, and
adjacent sites are connected by bonds . For site
percolation we set every bond have been occupied
then progress to randomly populate each site with a
specified probability, designated as p , for the bond
percolation model, operate the opposite. Assign la-
bels to the connected clusters of occupied sites or
bond. Two occupied one are deemed part of the
same cluster if they are contiguous to each other.
Scrutinize whether any of the clusters traverse the
lattice from one end to the other, signifying percola-
tion. To procure reliable statistics, iterate through
the steps mentioned earlier multiple times.

B. Unsupervised Learning

1. PCA

A primary application of PCA lies in diminishing
the data’s dimensionality while conserving maximal
variability. This proves advantageous for data visu-
alization, feature reduction, or preparing the data
for subsequent machine learning algorithms. PCA
entails the computation of the eigenvalues and eigen-
vectors of the data’s covariance matrix. The eigen-
vectors, denoted as principal components, delineate
the orientations of the new feature space, while the
eigenvalues signify their magnitude or the variance
along those orientations. Subsequent to extracting
the principal components, the data can be projected
onto them to effectuate dimensionality reduction.

In this paper, we employ the PCA algorithm for
dimensionality reduction, which involves several key
steps. First, we prepare the input matrix,

X =

x11 · · · x1n

... ¨
...

xm1 · · · xmn

 (3)

here, m represents the number of occupancy prob-
abilities we consider, denoted as pnumber. In this
study, we sample 41 points for the occupancy prob-
ability, ranging from 0 to 1 with intervals of 0.02.
The size of n corresponds to the product of the sys-
tem’s length and width. Since we use a square lat-
tice, n = L ∗ L. Next, we subtract the mean value
of each column from every element in that column,
effectively centering the data for each feature.

x̄a =
xa1 + xa2 + · · ·+ xan

n
(4)

After preprocessing, the data is standardized to
have a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1. We
define this new matrix as Y . Subsequently, we com-
pute the covariance matrix of Y , which captures the
relationships between the features in the standard-
ized data.

A =
1

n
Y Y T (5)

Generally, there are two methods to compute the
eigenvalues and eigenvectors of the covariance ma-
trix. In this paper, we use the approach based on
Singular Value Decomposition (SVD) of the covari-
ance matrix. For any matrix A, an SVD always ex-
ists, which can be expressed as:

A = UΣV T (6)
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where U and V are orthogonal matrices, and Σ is
a diagonal matrix containing the singular values of
A.By applying SVD to the covariance matrix, we
can efficiently obtain its eigenvalues and eigenvec-
tors, which are essential for performing PCA.
Based on this understanding, we proceed as fol-

lows:Firstly,We calculate the eigenvalues and eigen-
vectors of AAT . After normalizing the eigenvectors,
they form the matrix U .Similarly, we calculate the
eigenvalues and eigenvectors of ATA. After normal-
izing the eigenvectors, they form the matrix V . The
eigenvalues obtained from AAT are square-rooted to
form the singular values. These singular values are
arranged along the diagonal of the matrix Σ.where U
, Σ , and V correspond to the left singular vectors,
singular values, and right singular vectors, respec-
tively.
To compress the data into a single dimension, from

the diagonal matrix Σ , we select the largest singular
value. Squaring this value gives us the largest eigen-
value of AAT , which is also the largest eigenvalue of
ATA .We extract the eigenvector of ATA that cor-
responds to this largest eigenvalue. This eigenvector
forms a row vector, which we transpose to create a
new matrix K .The new matrix K is then multiplied
by the original input matrix X

pca1 = X
′

m∗1 = Xm∗nKn∗1 (7)

the resulting matrix X
′

m∗1 is the desired one-
dimensional compressed data, referred to as pca1.
Finally, by averaging the values across 1000 sam-
ples, we obtain the final dataset X

′′

pnumber∗1. This
step consolidates the compressed data for each oc-
cupancy probability, providing a concise and mean-
ingful representation for further analysis.

2. AE

An Autoencoder (AE) is a type of artificial neu-
ral network architecture in the field of unsupervised
learning, consisting of two key components: the en-
coder and the decoder.
The encoder compresses the input data into a

more compact representation, aiming to capture the
intrinsic structure of the original dataset. This
serves a dual purpose: reducing the dimensionality
of the data and minimizing the impact of noise.
In contrast, the decoder reconstructs the input

data from its compressed representation, striving to
generate an output that faithfully reflects the origi-
nal input.

The workflow of an Autoencoder is illustrated in
the FIG 2.

In the Autoencoder (AE) workflow presented in
the FIG 2, we take the case of L = 4 as an exam-
ple. The process begins by flattening the original
configuration. Specifically, the elements of the L ∗L
matrix are concatenated row by row: the first row
is appended to the start of the second row, then the
new second row is appended to the third row, and
so on. Ultimately, we obtain a 1 ∗ L2 matrix repre-
sentation denoted as R.
Next, this flattened matrix R is fed into a layer

with 512 neurons. Whether each neuron is activated
depends on the following transformation process:

hi = f(
∑
j

wijRj + bi) (8)

where wij represents the weights connecting input
j to neuron i, bi is the bias term associated with
neuron i, f() is the activation function (e.g., ReLU
or sigmoid), and hi is the output of neuron i.

This transformation reduces the original high-
dimensional input to a compact, encoded represen-
tation. The encoding layer captures the critical fea-
tures of the data, which are later used by the decoder
to reconstruct the original configuration.

Through layer-by-layer propagation, we eventu-
ally obtain a matrix T that is identical in form to
the original matrix R, with dimensions 1 ∗ L2. The
network weights are updated using gradient descent
via backpropagation. In this process, the error (or
loss) between the predicted output T and the target
input R is propagated back through the network to
adjust the weights in order to minimize the loss.

The weight updates are based on the gradient of
the loss function with respect to the network param-
eters. Specifically, the update rule is:

W ←W − η
∂L

∂W
(9)

b← b− η
∂L

∂b
(10)

where W and b represent the weight matrix and bias
terms of the network, ηis the learning rate, ∂L

∂W and
∂L
∂b are the gradients of the loss function L with re-
spect to the weights and biases.

Through this iterative process of adjusting the
weights, the neural network learns to approximate
the original configuration and reduce the difference
between R and T . This enables the network to effec-
tively capture the underlying structure of the data,
facilitating tasks such as reconstruction, feature ex-
traction, or anomaly detection in the context of un-
supervised learning.
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FIG. 2. Neural network schematic structure of autoencoder.

The ultimate goal is to minimize the cross-entropy
loss function between R and T , which will lead to
the network’s output. Cross-entropy can be under-
stood as the measure of difficulty in representing the
probability distribution R using the probability dis-
tribution T . Its expression is given by:

H(R, T ) =
∑

R(xi)log
1

T (xi)
(11)

Where R(xi) is the true probability distribution (the
original data), T (xi) is the predicted probability dis-
tribution (the output of the neural network), The
summation runs over all elements xi in the data.

The objective of the network is to adjust its pa-
rameters in such a way that the predicted distri-
bution T gets as close as possible to the true dis-
tribution R, thereby minimizing the cross-entropy
loss. By minimizing this loss, the network learns the
underlying structure of the data, enabling effective
data reconstruction or feature representation.

We extract the output values h from the hidden
layer of the optimized network. By averaging the
values for all samples under the same probability, we
can obtain the desired research object. This process
allows us to analyze the underlying features learned
by the network, providing insights into the system’s
characteristics, such as phase transitions or other
phenomena related to the percolation model or other
complex systems being studied.

III. THE UNSPERVISED LEARNING
RESULTS

Typically, the first principal component from
Principal Component Analysis (PCA) and the single
latent variable from the Autoencoder (AE) are con-
sidered crucial in extracting key values from phase
transition models. To clarify this relationship, we
investigate several different configurations of the
percolation model, namely the raw configuration,
the largest cluster, the shuffled largest cluster, and
the shuffled largest cluster with rearranged sites, as
shown in Figure 1.

To facilitate comparison and analyze the accuracy
of the results, we first perform a Monte Carlo (MC)
simulation on the raw configuration. The maximum
derivative value of the function is considered as the
critical point of the model. It is worth noting that
the results presented in this paper have been nor-
malized to ensure consistency.

As shown in Figures 3(a) and 3(c), we conducted
site percolation simulations on a lattice of size L =
100 with 1001 occupation probability values ranging
from 0 to 1, and bond percolation simulations on a
lattice of size L = 60 with 41 occupation probability
values within the same range. For each probability,
1000 lattice configurations were generated, and the
number of percolation occurrences was recorded.

The y-axis values are obtained by dividing the
percolation counts by 1000, while the x-axis repre-
sents the generation probabilities. Notably, Figure
3(a) shows a sharp transition peak near 0.59, which
aligns closely with the theoretical value of 0.593, as
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expected. Similarly, Figure 3(c) reveals a transition
near 0.5, consistent with the expected critical thresh-
old for bond percolation.
On the other hand, we investigated the correlation

between the density of active sites/bonds(see equa-
tion12) of the largest cluster and the critical points
in the percolation models. Here, the active density
is defined as the ratio of occupied sites/bonds to the
total number of lattices. We extracted the largest
cluster configurations from the site and bond per-
colation models described above and calculated the
density of active sites/bonds. The average of these
values constitutes the y-axis of the plot, while the
x-axis represents the generation probabilities.

ρ =

∑
occupied sites/bonds

total sites/bonds
(12)

As shown in Figure 3(b), the curve exhibits a no-
table rapid change near the critical point, closely
aligning with the expected value around 0.59. Sim-
ilarly, in Figure 3(d), a clear transition is observed
near 0.5 as the generation probability increases, con-
sistent with the critical threshold for bond percola-
tion. These results validate the effectiveness of our
simulation method based on the largest cluster and
provide a solid foundation for the subsequent anal-
yses in this study.
At the same time, we calculate the Pearson cor-

relation coefficient to compare the MC simulation
of density of active sites/bonds, the first principal
component of the PCA learning result denoted by
pca1, and the single hidden variable denoted by h in
the AE. The coefficient quantifies the degree of the
linear correlation between any pair of variables.

r =

n∑
i=1

(ρi − ρ)(hi − h)√
n∑

i=1

(ρi − ρ)2

√
n∑

i=1

(hi − h)2

, (13)

where ρi and hi are the density of active sites/bonds
of system and the single hidden variable at i-th site
or bond probability p, while ρ and h are the mean
values of ρi and hi, respectively. In PCA, h is re-
placed with pca1.

A. Results of percolation

1. The raw configurations

As an initial baseline, we employed the MC to
simulate site and bond percolation model with sizes

L = 10,20,30, and 40, then analyzed the raw config-
urations. The results, depicted in FIG. 4(a)(d), re-
veal a linear increase in density of active sites/bonds
as the generation probability escalates. In the nor-
malized outcome, densities function forms from vari-
ous sizes exhibit overlapping behavior. However, the
outcome lacks discernible non-trivial features and
fails to pinpoint the critical points.

Drawing from our understanding of the percola-
tion model, an augmentation in the generation prob-
ability invariably culminates in a linear escalation
of the model’s density of active sites/bonds, cor-
roborated by the findings of the MC simulation.
Nevertheless, what causes our interest is that both
PCA, depicted in FIG. 4(b)(e), and AE, depicted
in FIG. 4(c)(f), manifest some form of linear rela-
tionship. This prompts us to speculate whether the
input of the model’s configuration information into
PCA and AE yields a relationship between the first
principal component of PCA (pca1) and the single
hidden variable (h) with respect to density of active
sites/bonds. We intend to undertake a verification
of this hypothesis in the ensuing chapter.

2. The largest cluster

In the preceding discussion, we extensively ex-
amined the experimental results pertaining to the
raw configurations in MC, PCA, and AE. Now, let’s
delve into the configurations associated with the or-
der parameter in the percolation model, specifically
focusing on the largest cluster configuration. As pre-
viously mentioned, the occurrence of phase transi-
tion in this model predominantly manifests within
the largest clusters.

Faced with the nonlinear curves depicted in Fig-
ures 5(a) and 5(g), we encounter the challenge of ef-
ficiently fitting these data points. To quantitatively
derive a reasonable threshold value, we propose a
method akin to Finite Size Scaling (FSS), which we
tentatively name Fake Finite Size Scaling (FFSS).

The method proceeds as follows: first, we gen-
erated the relationship between density of ac-
tive sites and occupation probability for site per-
colation across five different system sizes, L =
10, 20, 30, 40, 50, with 1000 samples for each size.
Using Mathematica software, we then determined
the intersection points (L10−20, P10−20) for L = 10
and L = 20. Repeating this process, we obtained
four intersection points, as listed in Table I.

Through FFSS, we extrapolated these intersection
points to estimate the system’s behavior as it ap-
proaches an infinite size ( 1

L → 0). By identifying
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FIG. 3. The MC simulation results about site and bond percolation of a two-dimensional system of size L × L. (a)
means the probability that a site belongs to a percolating cluster, (b) calculated the largest cluster’s density of active
sites of the system.(c) means the probability that a bond belongs to a percolating cluster, (d) calculated the largest
cluster’s density of active bonds of the system.

size

intersection size
L10 L20 L30 L40

L20 P10−20

L30 P20−30

L40 P30−40

L50 P40−50

TABLE I. A schematic diagram of the Fake Finite Size Scaling (FFSS) method, used to identify the intersection
points of function curves obtained from experimental results for different system sizes. In the table, both the rows
and columns represent function curves of the model at varying system sizes.

the intersection of the fitted line with the p-axis,
we approximated the critical value of site percola-
tion as pc = 0.595(2), as shown in Figure 5(d), and
the percolation threshold for bond percolation as
pc = 0.504(1), as shown in Figure 5(j). Notably,
these results align well with theoretical predictions.

Although this method differs from the standard
Finite Size Scaling approach, it demonstrates a rea-
sonable degree of validity under the given circum-
stances.

Simultaneously, Principal Component Analysis
(PCA) was applied to analyze the largest clusters
in site percolation and bond percolation, yielding
the results shown in Figures 5(b) and 5(h), respec-
tively. For the PCA results, we observed a functional
form similar to that found in Monte Carlo simulation
outcomes. To determine the critical points, we em-
ployed the Fake Finite Size Scaling (FFSS) method.

The corresponding results are shown in Figures
5(e) and 5(k). The extrapolated values in the ther-
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FIG. 4. The results of two-dimensional site and bond percolation with the raw configuration. The vertical coordinates
of Panels a & d denote the density of active sites/bonds, b & e, the first principal component of PCA, and c &
f the single latent variable of AE, respectively. Their horizontal coordinates are all occupation probability. They
all exhibit a simple linear increase in nature and overlap, making it impossible to identify the critical point of the
system. However, there is a highly similar behavior among the three.

modynamic limit are pc = 0.597(4) for site percola-
tion and pc = 0.501(3) for bond percolation, which
are consistent with theoretical expectations.
In comparison, the results obtained by extracting

a single latent variable (h) using an Autoencoder
(AE) are shown in Figures 5(c) and 5(i). The rela-
tionship between h and p conforms to a standard
Sigmoid function. In this case, we directly used
Mathematica to fit the data with a sigmoid func-
tion, see equation 14, yielding a critical value of
pc = 0.590(9) for site percolation, and pc = 0.506(5)
for bond, which is consistent with the theoretical
critical value.

f(x) =
1

1 + e−k(x−x0)
(14)

The finite-size scaling (FSS) results are shown in
Figures 5(f) and 5(l). Additionally, we calculated
the Pearson correlation coefficient between the AE
output and Monte Carlo (MC) results, which is 0.878
± (0.003) for site and 0.848 ± (0.002) for bond. This
indicates a strong positive correlation with the den-
sity of active sites/bonds. Similarly, we calculated
the Pearson correlation coefficient between PCA and
MC results, which is 0.999 ± (0.001) and 0.998 ±
(0.001). This extremely high positive correlation is
evident and can even be directly observed from the
figures.

Thus, using the same methodology, the results for
site percolation and bond percolation are consistent
with theoretical values. This strongly indicates that
the methods proposed in this study are valid and
effective.

3. The shuffled largest cluster

Upon reviewing the outcomes derived from ana-
lyzing both the raw configuration and the largest
cluster, we have delineated two plausible explana-
tions for the observed results. Firstly, it appears
that the largest cluster contains critical informa-
tion of significance. Secondly, there exists the possi-
bility that unsupervised learning methodologies are
solely capable of calculating the density of active
sites within the configuration. In order to confirm
these hypotheses, we carry out a shuffling experi-
ment on the largest cluster, subject to the perfor-
mance of the computer, here we only do the above
operation on the site percolation model. Should we
attain similar results as those obtained with the un-
shuffled largest cluster (depicted in FIG. IIIA 2) us-
ing randomly shuffled largest clusters, it would cor-
roborate that the first principal component of PCA
and the single latent variable of the AE indeed en-
capsulate the density of active sites. Conversely, dis-
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FIG. 5. The results of two-dimensional percolation model with the largest cluster selected from the raw configuration.
The vertical coordinates of Panels a-c denote the density of active sites, the first principal component of PCA, and
the single latent variable of AE, respectively. Their horizontal coordinates are all occupation probability. Panels d-f
then correspond to FFSS, FFSS and FSS, respectively. The mean correlation coefficients of h, pca1, to density are
0.878± (0.003) and 0.999± (0.001), respectively. The vertical coordinates of Panels g-i denote the density of active
bonds, the first principal component of PCA, and the single latent variable of AE, respectively. Their horizontal
coordinates are all occupation probability. Panels j-l then correspond to FFSS, FFSS and FSS, respectively. The
mean correlation coefficients of h, pca1, to density are 0.848± (0.002) and 0.998± (0.001), respectively.Both the ffss
method and the fss method exhibit excellent properties in locating critical points.

parate outcomes would imply that they represent al-
ternative facets of the system.

Utilizing a random shuffling process with a ra-
tio of 0.2, we perturbed the largest cluster, as il-
lustrated in Figure 1, during the transition from b
to c, while maintaining the constant total number of

occupied lattice points, we randomly select twenty
percent. of the lattice points (including both ac-
tive and inactive points) from the entire configura-
tion map for exchange. and employed the altered
configuration to conduct experiments utilizing the
three aforementioned methods. The results are il-
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FIG. 6. The results of two-dimensional site percolation with the shuffled largest cluster at ratio 0.2. The vertical
coordinates of Panels a-c denote the density of active sites, the first principal component of PCA, and the single latent
variable of AE, respectively. Their horizontal coordinates are all occupation probability. Panels d-f then correspond
to FFSS, FFSS and FSS, respectively. The mean correlation coefficients of h, pca1, to density are 0.859 ± (0.004)
and 0.997± (0.001), respectively. It exhibits no discernible difference from Figure 5 a-f, whether in terms of locating
critical points or the properties of the function’s graph.

lustrated in FIG. 6. Upon comparison of FIG. 6(a)
with FIG. 5(a), it becomes evident from the MC ex-
periment outcomes that the density of active sites
remains unaltered. Intriguingly, akin to FIG. 5(b),
similar outcomes are observed in FIG. 6(b), with
negligible alterations in shape and the critical point
persisting around 0.593. Similarly, FIG. 6(c) yields
outcomes analogous to those of FIG. 5(c). This pre-
liminary evidence indicates that the PCA and AE
methods exclusively provide insights into the den-
sity of active sites of the system phase.

4. The largest cluster of shuffled largest cluster

Lastly, we extracted the largest cluster from the
shuffled configuration to diminish the number of ac-
tive sites in the configuration while retaining the
information pertaining to the largest cluster. This
serves as a secondary method to validate our hy-
pothesis. If we procure akin learning outcomes as
those derived from the unaltered largest cluster, it
indicates that ML can discern certain order parame-
ter information from the largest cluster. Conversely,
disparate learning outcomes would imply that the
results obtained through ML are inherently linked
to density of active sites information.

The results of the MC simulation are depicted in
FIG. 7(a). At this juncture, we have significantly
altered the original configuration by first extracting
the largest cluster and subsequently shuffling it with
a certain ratio. Consequently, the spatial correlation
of the system has undergone modification. Thus,
discussing the phase transition points of the system
may no longer be appropriate. However, to encap-
sulate the overall alteration in this configuration, we
opted to employ the term ”jumping location”. As
evidenced by FIG. 7(a), the jumping location ap-
pears to shift towards the right. This phenomenon
can be attributed to the reduction in density of ac-
tive sites of the extracted largest cluster following
the shuffled configuration.

FIG. 7(b) showcases the outcome of the first prin-
cipal component of PCA. Notably, the jumping loca-
tion of the curve also shifts towards the right, mir-
roring the trend observed in the MC results. The
remarkable concurrence between the MC density of
active sites outcomes and the first principal compo-
nent of PCA lends credence to the notion that the
primary information encapsulated by the first prin-
cipal component of PCA pertains to the density of
active sites. This observation underscores that PCA
predominantly captures the density of active sites,
rather than the specific arrangement of active sites.
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FIG. 7. The experimental results involve selecting the largest cluster from the shuffled largest cluster. panel (a)
shows the results of the MC simulation, panel (b) the results of PCA, and panel (c) the results of AE.The mean
correlation coefficients of h, pca1, to density are 0.849± (0.003) and 0.988± (0.002), respectively.A clear observation
can be made that the jumping location of the image have shifted to the right.

Once again, it is demonstrated that PCA learns the
density of active sites rather than the order param-
eter.

To further substantiate this perspective, we con-
ducted learning experiments using an AE neural net-
work. FIG. 7(c) illustrates the learning outcome of
the AE’s single latent variable. Notably, the jump-
ing location depicted in FIG. 7(c) does not exhibit
a pronounced shift towards the right. This discrep-
ancy could potentially be attributed to the small
shuffle ratio (r = 0.2).

In order to delve into the impact of the shuffle
ratio on the jumping location in greater detail, we
maintained the system size at L = 40 and shuf-
fled the largest cluster at varying ratios, namely 0,
0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, and 1. These modified configu-
rations were then fed into PCA and autoencoder
for learning, respectively, as depicted in FIG. 8.
FIG. 8(a) displays the PCA results, wherein a dis-
cernible rightward shift in the jumping location of
the curve is evident with increasing shuffling ra-
tio when the system size remains constant. Simi-
larly, FIG. 8(b) presents the results obtained from
the AE. Analogous to PCA, an unmistakable right-
ward shift in the jumping location of the function is
observed as the shuffling ratio escalates. This fur-
ther underscores that both methods primarily cap-
ture the density of active sites of the configuration
rather than the order parameter. For more detailed
AE results, refer to TABLE. II. The jumping loca-
tion in TABLE. II is determined through sigmoid
function fitting. It is evident that as the shuffling
ratio increases, the jumping location also increases,
underscoring the robustness of the AE’s single latent
variable results.

B. Discussions

The four parts above respectively explore four dif-
ferent configurations of site percolation using MC
simulations and unsupervised learning techniques:
the raw configuration, the largest cluster, the shuf-
fled largest cluster, and the largest cluster after shuf-
fling. These findings are summarized in TABLE. III.
The raw configuration of site percolation is randomly
generated, and the density of active sites does not
reveal critical information, thus no critical point is
identified in this column. In the largest cluster col-
umn of TABLE. III, we employ three methods to as-
certain the critical value. The results indicate that
the largest cluster can effectively represent the crit-
ical information of the site percolation model. This
observation motivates further investigation into the
relationship between density of active sites, PCA’s
first principal component, AE’s individual latent
variables, and order parameters.

In the shuffled largest cluster column of TA-
BLE. III, all three methods still capture the crit-
ical point of the model effectively. This suggests
that PCA’s first principal component and AE’s sin-
gle latent variable precisely extract the number of
active sites in the system, which appears to have lit-
tle association with the specific spatial arrangement
of the active sites. Lastly, a similar study is con-
ducted on the largest cluster after shuffling. Due to
the altered spatial correlation of the system, discus-
sion shifts from the system’s phase transition point
to the jumping location, illustrating the influence of
shuffle ratio.
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FIG. 8. The experimental results of selecting the largest cluster from the raw configuration and shuffling it to select
the largest cluster conformations are obtained. The system size is fixed at L = 40, and different shuffling ratios
are used for the learning results. Panel a shows the results of PCA, and panel b shows the results of AE. With an
increase in the probability of shuffling, it is evident that the jumping location of the images are shifting progressively
to the right.

r(shuffle ratio) 0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0
jumping location 0.5695(6) 0.6020(4) 0.6192(2) 0.6274(2) 0.6323(2) 0.6384(2) 0.6423(2) 0.6454(1) 0.6482(2) 0.6491(2) 0.6491(2)

TABLE II. AE results of two-dimensional site percolation with different shuffle ratios, where L = 40. The second
row in the table represents the single potential variable results of the largest cluster after shuffling the largest cluster
with different shuffle ratios. Corresponding to Figure8b, the sigmoid function is employed.

method

pc configuration
raw largest cluster shuffled largest cluster

MC(density) None 0.595(2) 0.590(2)
PCA(pca1) None 0.597(4) 0.591(7)
AE(latent) None 0.590(9) 0.589(4)

TABLE III. This table presents the critical values of the two-dimensional site percolation model (L = 40) under three
different methods, MC, PCA, and AE, where the shuffle ratio of the largest cluster is r = 0.2.

IV. CONCLUSION

Previous attempts to locate the critical point of
percolation models using unsupervised learning on
raw configurations have been unsuccessful. In this
paper, we propose using the largest cluster to iden-
tify the critical point and achieve promising results
with Monte Carlo (MC) simulations, Principal Com-
ponent Analysis (PCA), and Autoencoders (AE).
Additionally, we introduce a novel FFSS method
that significantly aids in extracting the critical point
from unconventional functional images.

In the process of capturing the critical point us-
ing largest cluster, we observed that the PCA and
AE learning results of the raw and largest cluster-
ing configurations were very similar to the density of

active sites MC results. Through a thorough exami-
nation of various model configurations, we hypothe-
sized that the first principal component of PCA and
the single latent variable of AE may inherently re-
flect density of active sites. To test this hypoth-
esis, we performed a random shuffle of the largest
cluster and found that the experimental results did
not change significantly before and after the shuffle.
This confirms that the first principal component of
PCA and AE’s single latent variable effectively rep-
resents the density of active sites in the percolation
model.

However, we noted that for largest clusters of the
same size, different shuffling probabilities affected
the size of the remaining largest clusters. By analyz-
ing the remaining largest clusters after varying de-
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grees of shuffling, we observed a shift in the system’s
inflection point. This indicates that random shuf-
fling alters the correlation length of the system—the
greater the shuffling ratio, the smaller the correla-
tion length. This further supports the notion that
the first principal component of PCA and the single
latent variable of AE have a physical interpretation
related to density of active sites.
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