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 Multicellular organisms are composed of a wide range of stable tissues containing different cell types. It 
remains unclear how a large number of interacting cells can precisely coordinate their gene expression during 
tissue self-organization. Here we develop a spin glass model of tissue gene expression which accounts for 
intracellular and intercellular gene regulation. The model provides a theoretical framework for tissue self-
organization, with stable tissue configurations corresponding to local minima of the gene expression 
landscape. Intracellular gene regulation is defined using a Hopfield network, which enforces the stability of 
certain cell types in the absence of signaling. We represent multicellular tissue by a graph of interacting 
Hopfield networks. The edges of this graph represent cell-cell signaling which regulates the gene expression 
of adjacent cells. By tuning the signaling strength, the model exhibits a cascade of transitions between 
different self-organized tissue states. We specifically consider random cell-cell signaling networks and show 
that several properties of the distribution of stable tissues are preserved for different realizations. 
Counterintuitively, we find that random signaling networks tend to stabilize highly ordered tissue states. 
These results may explain why collections of cells in distinct organisms robustly self-organize into relatively 
simple tissues even when the microscopic interactions which drive the system are highly disordered.  

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Multicellular organisms are composed of a wide range of 
self-organized tissues that are distinguished by the spatial 
arrangement of cell types they contain. The tissue self-
organization process, which results in many cells collectively 
exhibiting a spatial pattern of gene expression, is a 
fundamental and mysterious requirement of multicellular 
life. It remains unclear how very large numbers of interacting 
cells are able to precisely coordinate their gene expression 
during development, homeostasis, and in response to 
infection. A key turning point was the discovery that cells 
can be experimentally “reprogrammed” to an 
undifferentiated state by turning specific genes on or off (1). 
This revolutionized our understanding of gene regulation 
within single cells and tissue. It is now widely recognized 
that cellular phenotypes are highly plastic and may be 
modified not only in vitro (1, 2) but also in vivo. Such cell 
type transitions are critical for proper tissue homeostasis and 
wound healing (3–6), leading to a very dynamic picture of 
tissue self-organization. Accordingly, disruption of the self-
organized tissue state through gene regulatory perturbations 
is implicated in the pathogenesis of many diseases, most 
notably cancer (7–10).  

A major challenge for understanding tissue self-
organization is the complexity of gene regulation. Despite 
this complexity, many biological processes are strikingly 
precise. Motivated by the regularity of cell fate specification 
during development, Waddington presciently put forward 
the concept of an “epigenetic landscape” in the 1950s (11). 
This seminal concept has been mathematically expanded as 
a result of experimental advances (12–15). In particular, 
modern experimental techniques such as single-cell RNA 
sequencing (scRNA-seq) have generated enormous amounts 
of transcriptomic data (16–18). Clusters in the data represent 
stable regions in single-cell gene expression space, and can 

therefore be thought of as dynamical attractors – the valleys 
of the epigenetic landscape. The large number of observed 
clusters in mammalian scRNA-seq data indicates that the 
dynamical system governing single-cell state is nonlinear 
and high-dimensional. This must be accounted for to 
accurately describe tissue gene expression.  

While cell state is regulated by intracellular mechanisms, 
it is also tightly regulated by extrinsic factors that mediate 
interactions between different cells. Yet there is a lack of 
models which can describe the gene regulation at the single-
cell and tissue levels. Classical work which focused on the 
tissue level demonstrated that spatiotemporal patterns can be 
generated from just two diffusing morphogens (19). 
However, this work and modern variants use partial 
differential equations to describe a “continuum” of cells. 
They are not appropriate to describe single-cell gene 
regulatory effects, for instance, cellular autonomy in the 
absence of morphogens. Several recent works have partially 
addressed this concern, using cellular automata to integrate 
single-cell and tissue level effects (20–22). Computational 
approaches which additionally consider physical interactions 
such as adhesion have recently been reviewed (23). Overall, 
previous works have focused on analytically studying the 
case of just one or two interacting genes, or use large, highly 
tuned simulations to study specific experimental systems.  

Significant international effort is underway through the 
Human Cell Atlas (HCA) project (16, 18) to catalog the cells 
found in human tissue from development to adulthood and in 
disease. The large volume of scRNA-seq data, which can 
measure gene expression in millions of single cells at a time, 
allow us to observe cell state in unprecedented detail. This 
has enabled reconsideration of classical cell type 
categorizations such as “macrophage” or “fibroblast”. A 
data-driven view is that cell types should be defined based 
on clusters in the transcriptomic data, as the expression 



2 
 
signatures of observed clusters tend to align with known sets 
of marker genes expressed by in vivo cell types (17, 18, 24). 
However, an integrated model of how gene regulation 
proceeds at the intra- and intercellular levels is necessary to 
fully interpret the associated data. This will ultimately 
address fundamental questions such as whether cell types are 
discrete or continuous entities, as well as related 
experimental questions (e.g. organoid growth and 
differentiation protocols (25)).  

The high-dimensionality of gene regulatory networks 
remains a significant challenge for modeling tissue self-
organization. As a representative example, mammalian cells 
have on the order of 10ସ protein-coding genes, with ~10ଷ 
identified as transcription factors – genes that regulate the 
expression of other genes (26). Due to the limited degree to 
which gene-gene interactions are quantitatively 
characterized in various organisms, physically 
parameterized models of gene networks are of limited utility. 
Additionally, the stability of certain gene expression 
signatures in the scRNA-seq data is an experimental 
constraint that needs to be accounted for. Thus we focus on 
minimal models which can encode a set of high-dimensional 
gene expression patterns as dynamical attractors. We 
specifically employ Hopfield Networks (HNs) (27, 28) 
which have been used to describe reprogramming in 
individual cells (29, 30). 

In the next section, we present a model of multicellular 
gene expression which unifies the single-cell and tissue 
levels of biological organization by coupling the 
transcriptomic states of interacting cells in a systematic, 
tunable manner. In the Results section, we demonstrate how 
different choices of cell-cell interactions can cause the 
multicellular system to self-organize into a broad range of 
collective spatial patterns. To examine how cell-cell 
interactions control the development of such patterns, we 
consider an ensemble of tissues composed of non-interacting 
cells and tune the strength of signaling. This reveals a rich 
sequence of transitions in the space of tissue gene expression. 
In the strong signaling regime, we characterize the 
distribution of stable tissues and show that it may be 
partitioned into a relatively small number of tissue types. Our 
results suggest that several aspects of this distribution are 
invariant under different realizations of the random signaling 
rules. We conclude with a discussion of these results, which 
have implications for understanding the self-organization 
gene expression patterns in development and homeostasis. 
Our analysis may also inform our understanding of diseases 
that disrupt the phenotypic composition of tissues, such as 
autoimmunity and cancer. 

 

2. MODEL 

In this section we outline the model of multicellular gene 
expression. First, we introduce the fundamental unit of the 
model, the single cell. We then present the multicell model 
wherein single cells interact on a graph describing spatial 
coupling of cells. Finally, we explain how the cell-cell 

interactions are incorporated. A concise overview of all 
terms and expressions in this section is given in SI Table 1. 

 

2.1 Single-cell model 

We assume that the phenotype of a single cell is defined 
by its gene expression pattern, where each gene is in a binary 
“on” or “off” state. This simplifying assumption follows 
Kauffman’s classical work (31). The state of the cell is then 
given by a binary vector 𝐬 ∈ {+1, −1}ே where 𝑁 is the 
number of genes and 𝑠௜ denotes the state of gene 𝑖. 

Stable single-cell phenotypes (cell types) are represented 
as attractors of the biological gene regulatory network (32). 
The transcriptome of a given cell type 𝜇 is denoted by 𝛏ఓ (as 
an 𝑁-dimensional binary vector). Sequencing efforts have 
identified the stable transcriptomic signatures of a large set 
of 𝑝 cell types {𝛏ఓ}ఓୀଵ

௣ . The stability of each observed cell 
type 𝛏ఓ is a key constraint for a candidate model of gene 
expression dynamics. 

Hopfield networks (HN) (27, 28, 33) provide a tractable 
minimal model to encode such attractors. Mathematically, an 
HN is a form of Ising spin glass and is defined by the 
Hamiltonian (or “energy landscape”) 

 

ℋ଴(𝐬) = −
1

2
𝐬୘𝐉𝐬 − 𝐡୘𝐬. (1) 

where 𝐡 is an applied field on each gene and the gene-gene 
interactions 𝐉 are chosen so that each pattern 𝛏ఓ is a global 
minimum of Eq. (1) in the absence of an external field. 
Choosing 𝐉 based on a rule to encode a set of patterns as 
minima is commonly called pattern storage in the HN 
literature.  

Because the gene expression vectors associated with cell 
types are typically correlated (i.e. non-orthogonal), we use 
the projection rule (34, 35) for pattern storage as in (29). 
Given an 𝑁 × 𝑝 matrix of cell type transcriptomes 𝛏 =
[𝛏ଵ 𝛏ଶ ⋯ 𝛏௣], the projection rule for storing the 𝑝 patterns is 

 

𝐉୮୰୭୨ = 𝛏(𝛏୘𝛏)ିଵ𝛏୘, (2) 
 

which specifies an 𝑁 × 𝑁 matrix of gene-gene interactions. 
As in (34) we set the diagonal elements 𝐽௜௜ to zero. 

Minima of the Hamiltonian Eq. (1) correspond to stable 
gene expression states. In the absence of noise or external 
signals 𝐡, a given cell state 𝐬 ∈ {+1, −1}ே will decrease its 
energy ℋ଴(𝐬) until it reaches a local minimum 𝐬∗ of ℋ଴. The 
projection rule Eq. (2) ensures each cell type 𝛏ఓ is a global 
minimum of ℋ଴ (34, 35).  

This framework has been shown to recapitulate aspects of 
in vitro cellular reprogramming in single cells (29, 30). HNs 
have also been used in a variety of other biological contexts 
(36–40). To describe multicellular systems such as tissue, we 
next consider how cells may influence one another’s gene 
expression.  

 

2.2 Multicellular model 

To treat a multicellular system of 𝑀 cells, we extend Eq. 
(1) by adding intercellular interaction terms. The 
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Hamiltonian for the collection of 𝑀 cells, as a set of 𝑁-
dimensional gene expression vectors {𝐬௔}௔ୀଵ

ெ , is 
  

ℋ({𝐬௔}) = ෍ ℋ଴(𝐬௔)

௔

+ 𝛾 ෍ ෍ 𝐴௔௕𝑓(𝐬௔, 𝐬௕)

௕௔

. (3) 

 

where the summation is over individual cells. The first sum 
describes the 𝑀 individual cells, while the second sum 
contains the cell-cell couplings with a symmetric functional 
form 𝑓(𝐱, 𝐲) = 𝑓(𝐲, 𝐱). Biologically, these cell-cell 
interactions can be mediated by a variety of factors, and we 
detail a particular form for the coupling inspired by ligand-
receptor signaling in Section 2.3. The spatial adjacency 
matrix 𝐀 defines which cells are interacting, with 𝐴௔௕ = 1 if 
𝑎 and 𝑏 are neighbors (interact) and 0 otherwise. This graph 
representation of interacting cells is depicted in Fig. 1A. 

The overall interaction strength is quantified by the global 
parameter 𝛾 ≥ 0. As 𝛾 → 0 the tissue acts as a collection of 
𝑀 independent, non-interacting cells. Beyond a certain 
threshold 𝛾 > 0 the system may exhibit emergent 
multicellular behavior, such as signaling dependent cell 
types or collective spatial patterns. 

For simplicity, we assume an adjacency matrix 
corresponding to a square lattice. This choice is biologically 
inspired by cells interacting through paracrine signaling of 
secreted compounds over relatively short distances. While 
we focus on the two-dimensional case for ease of 
visualization, an arbitrary cell-cell interaction matrix can be 
chosen instead of the square lattice. Likewise, the interaction 
strength 𝛾 could also be distance-dependent instead of 
constant.  

 

2.3 Cell-cell interactions 

Many genes participate in cell-cell interactions by 
generating, sensing, or transducing signals that are sent 
between cells. For example, a cell may express and secrete 
signaling molecules (ligands) into the surrounding 
environment, which in turn affects the gene expression of 
neighboring cells that sense and respond to these signals. 
Each ligand may influence the expression of many genes in 
a target cell resulting in an intercellular gene-gene interaction 
network. We represent this network of sender-recipient 
signaling interactions via an 𝑁 × 𝑁 matrix 𝐖, where 𝑊௜௝ 
represents the effect gene 𝑗 (in a sender cell) has on gene 𝑖 
(in a recipient cell). A complete empirical 𝐖 is not yet 
available from the biological data and so we focus on the case 
of randomly sampled 𝐖 in Section 3.  

The cell-cell signaling matrix 𝐖 effectively couples the 
gene regulatory networks of neighboring cells, and is 
depicted graphically in Fig. 1B. We denote the “signaling 
field” which cell 𝑏 exerts on a neighboring cell 𝑎 by 𝐡௔௕ =
𝛾𝐖𝐬௕, which acts as an applied field on the single-cell 
Hamiltonian for cell 𝑎, ℋ଴(𝐬௔) (Eq. (1)). Summing over all 
neighbors gives the total applied field that the tissue 
collectively exerts on cell 𝑎,  

 

𝐡௔ = 𝛾𝐖 ෍ 𝐴௔௕𝐬௕

௕

. (4) 

 

Note that this collective applied field is not static; it changes 
with the state of the tissue. This aspect is essential for the 
self-organizing properties of the model.  

The collective applied field Eq. (4) we have chosen for our 
initial investigation depends only on the state of the sender 
cells. In principle, this function could also depend on the 
state of the recipient cell. For example, a cell which is not 
expressing certain receptors will not be able to sense and 
respond to the corresponding ligands. This more complex 
signaling form will be explored in future work.  

When both 𝐉 and 𝐖 are symmetric, the collective behavior 
can be studied from a statistical mechanics perspective 
through the multicellular Hamiltonian introduced above. The 
choice of collective applied field in Eq. (4) corresponds to 

choosing 𝑓(𝐬௔, 𝐬௕) = −
ଵ

ଶ
𝐬௔୘𝐖𝐬௕ for the interaction terms 

in Eq. (3). The full multicellular Hamiltonian is then 
 

ℋ({𝐬௔}) = −
1

2
෍ 𝐬௔୘ 𝐉𝐬௔

௔

−
𝛾

2
෍ ෍ 𝐴௔௕𝐬௔୘𝐖𝐬௕

௕௔

. (5) 

 

We also note that Eq. (5) can be compactly expressed as 

ℋ(𝐱, 𝛾) = −
ଵ

ଶ
 𝐱୘𝓙(𝛾)𝐱, where 𝐱 is an 𝑁𝑀 vector of each 

cell’s transcriptome concatenated, and the 𝑁𝑀 × 𝑁𝑀 
interaction matrix 𝓙(𝛾) has a block form,  

 

𝓙(𝛾) = 𝐈ெ ⊗ 𝐉 + 𝐀 ⊗ 𝛾𝐖, (6) 
 

with ⊗ denoting the Kronecker product for constructing 
block matrices and 𝐈ெ the 𝑀 × 𝑀 identity matrix. See Fig. 
1C for an illustration of how 𝓙(𝛾) is constructed from its 
component matrices. The diagonal blocks correspond to the 
same intracellular gene interactions 𝐉 shared by all cells, 
whereas the off-diagonal blocks correspond to the 
intercellular signaling matrix 𝐖 tiled according to the 
adjacency matrix 𝐀 and scaled by 𝛾.  

Various types of block Ising models have been studied in 
different contexts (41–44), but they have largely been 
restricted to either two cells or to uniform off-diagonal 
interactions (i.e. constant 𝑊௜௝ or simple adjacency 𝐴௔௕ =

1 − 𝛿௔௕). We are focused here on much more general off-
diagonal interactions (randomly sampled 𝑊௜௝ and structured 
adjacency matrices; see Section 3). Of note, Refs. (45–47) 
studied disordered “multi-species” block systems with an 
arbitrary number of cells, but they consider alternative 
couplings between cells and do not focus on the deterministic 
limit. 

Although in this work we consider discrete gene 
expression states, we note that related continuous state 
models known as coupled map lattices (48) have been used 
to describe lattices of interacting cells (49–51). These works 
focused on a few genes or underlying cell types, whereas the 
approach we outline is inherently scalable to many genes and 
cell types.  
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2.4 Gene expression dynamics 

The minima of Eq. (5) correspond to stable configurations 
of the tissue (collective gene expression patterns). To 
identify them, we use a discrete analog of gradient descent 
on Eq. (5). However, our results are also relevant in the case 
of mild gene expression noise. We present the full stochastic 
update rule here for completeness, then introduce the 
deterministic limit.  

We use Glauber dynamics (28, 52) as an asynchronous 
update rule for the single-cell spin glass Eq. (1) and its 
multicell extension Eq. (5). We emphasize that we are not 
focused on the dynamics itself, but rather in using it as a tool 
to sample the steady states which arise for interacting cells. 
For a given cell, the 𝑁 genes are updated in a fixed sequential 
order (i.e. not in parallel) according to  

 

𝑝(𝑠௜(𝑡 + 1) → 1) =
1

1 + exp൫−2𝛽ℎ௜
୲୭୲ୟ୪൯

(7) 

 

where ℎ௜
୲୭୲ୟ୪ = ∑ 𝐽௜௝𝑠௝(𝑡)௝ + ℎ௜, and 𝛽ିଵ represents the 

strength of the gene regulatory noise arising from various 
sources (analogous to thermal noise). The timestep 𝑡 is 

expressed in units of single gene updates. In the multicellular 
model, we update all cells (again in a fixed sequential update 
order) using Eq. (7). Note that the mean spin update is 
⟨𝑠௜(𝑡 + 1)⟩ = tanh(𝛽ℎ௜

୲୭୲ୟ୪). 

In the deterministic limit (𝛽 → ∞) of Eq. (7), the update 
rule for a single cell becomes 𝐬(𝑡 + 𝑁) = sgn(𝐉𝐬(𝑡) + 𝐡), 
where sgn(⋅) is applied element-wise and the 𝑁 genes are 
updated sequentially. A state is a fixed point of the update 
rule when 𝐬 = sgn(𝐉𝐬 + 𝐡). Note that the sequential update 
order does not impact whether a state is a fixed point. For 
𝐡 = 𝟎, it can be verified that the encoded cell types 𝛏ఓ are 
fixed points when 𝐉 is defined via the projection rule of Eq. 
(2).  

For the multicellular model, the deterministic update rule 
for each cell is  

 

𝐬௔(𝑡 + 𝑁) = sgn ቌ𝐉𝐬௔(𝑡) + 𝛾𝐖 ෍ 𝐴௔௕𝐬௕

௕

(𝑡)ቍ . (8) 

 

where 𝑎 ∈ {1, … , 𝑀}. Tissue level updates can be expressed 
compactly using Eq. (6) as 𝐱(𝑡 + 𝑁𝑀) = sgn(𝓙𝐱(𝑡)).  

Fig. 1. Multicellular model. (A) Biological tissue consisting of 𝑀 interacting cells is represented by a graph. Cells are depicted as squares 

with distinct colors denoting different gene expression states. Graph edges are defined by the adjacency matrix 𝐀 with 𝐴௔௕ = 1 if cells 𝑎, 𝑏

interact, 0 otherwise. (B) Single cell state is defined by the expression status of 𝑁 genes, 𝑠௜ ∈ {+1, −1}, 𝑖 = 1, … , 𝑁. We concisely denote 
the state of cell 𝑎 by the 𝑁-dimensional vector 𝐬௔. Every cell has the same intracellular gene regulatory rules specified by an 𝑁 × 𝑁 matrix 
𝐽௜௝. Adjacent cells interact according to a second 𝑁 × 𝑁 matrix 𝑊௜௝  which describes the effect that gene 𝑗 in a “sender” cell has on gene 𝑖 in 

a “recipient” cell. The cell-cell interaction strength 𝛾 tunes the magnitude of 𝐖 relative to 𝐉. (C) The interaction matrix for tissue gene 
expression, denoted by 𝓙(𝛾), defines interactions between all 𝑁𝑀 genes in the multicellular system. To illustrate its construction, we show 
𝓙(𝛾 = 0.5) for particular choices of 𝐉, 𝐖, and 𝐀 (indicated above).  
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Very similar systems of equations have been used as 
continuous-time dynamical systems, most notably in 
Hopfield’s classical work on associative memory (53). They 

take the form 
ௗ௨೔

ௗ௧
= −

௨೔

ఛ೔
+ ∑ tanh(𝛽𝑣௜)௝  with 𝑣௜ ≡

∑ 𝐽௜௝𝑢௝ + ℎ௜௝ , 𝜏௜ > 0. An analogous system has been applied 
to scRNA-seq data, where it generated experimentally 
validated predictions in the context of differentiation (24). 
Interestingly, this class of systems can also be used as 
“general-purpose” recurrent neural networks which may be 
trained to reproduce time series from other dynamical 
systems (54). 

Finally, we note that the dynamics (Eqs. (7) and (8)) 
remain valid when either of 𝐉, 𝐖 are asymmetric. In this case, 
the model becomes non-equilibrium and is known as an 
asymmetric kinetic Ising system (55–57). In addition to fixed  

point attractors, non-equilibrium systems can exhibit 
oscillatory behavior which is necessary to describe 
phenomena such as the cell cycle or temporal spatial 
patterns. The non-equilibrium case will be investigated in 
future work.  

 
3. RESULTS 

To characterize the stable tissues which may self-organize 
in a given multicellular system, we collect deterministic 
fixed points from arbitrary initial conditions for a given 
choice of intracellular interactions 𝐉, cell-cell interactions 𝐖, 
and cell-cell adjacency matrix 𝐀.  

For simplicity and to facilitate visualization, we consider a 
low-dimensional system with 𝑁 = 9 genes and 𝑝 = 3 
encoded single-cell types (shown in Fig. 2A). The set of cell  

Fig. 2. Encoded cell types allow a variety of stable tissue patterns for varying signaling rules. (A) An example system with 𝑁 = 9 genes and 
𝑝 = 3 single cell types {𝛏ఓ}ఓୀଵ

ଷ  defined by their gene expression patterns (arrow up/down denotes on/off). Each cell state is represented by a 

grid of up to 𝑁 white dots where the presence (absence) of a dot indicates the associated gene is on (off). Additionally, each unique cell state 
𝐬 ∈ 2ே is assigned a unique color. The choice of patterns fixes the intracellular rules 𝐉 through the projection rule Eq. (2). (B) Two-dimensional 
embedding of the single cell energy landscape ℋ଴(𝐬) Eq. (1) (details in SI Text). (C) A 400 cell (20 × 20 grid) lattice initial condition is prepared 
with 𝛏ଶ cells on the left half and 𝛏ଵ cells on the right half. (D) Stable tissue patterns reached from the initial condition in C are found for eight 
random symmetric signaling rules 𝑊௜௝ ∼ 𝑈[−1,1] with 𝛾 = 1.  
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type gene expression vectors {𝛏ఓ} determines the 
intracellular gene regulatory interactions 𝐉 through the 
Hopfield projection rule Eq. (2) (Fig. 1C). The single-cell 
energy landscape Eq. (1) is depicted in Fig. 2B for the single-
cell types from Fig. 2A (details in SI Text). In addition to the 
three encoded minima, there are five “spurious” minima 
consisting of the negation of each cell type, −𝛏ఓ (due to spin-
flip symmetry of ℋ(𝐬)), and the sum of the three types, 

±𝐒 = ±
ଵ

ଷ
(𝛏ଵ + 𝛏ଶ + 𝛏ଷ). Although some spurious minima 

may be biologically significant (29), others are likely not 
(e.g. the negations −𝛏ఓ). We assume throughout this paper 
that 𝐡 = 𝟎, but we note that certain minima can be 
eliminated using a global external field. 

As mentioned previously, the cell-cell interaction matrix 
𝐖 is not yet fully characterized experimentally. In addition 
to the many genes that have direct signaling roles (e.g. 
ligands and receptors), even more genes participate 
indirectly in signaling networks (e.g. as co-factors, 
downstream sensing molecules, activatable transcription 
factors, etc.) or as cargo for extracellular vesicles such as 
exosomes which can shuttle RNA between cells (58). In lieu 
of definitive data constraining 𝐖 (in contrast to the single-
cell transcriptomics data constraining 𝐉), we consider dense 
symmetric matrices, sampling the upper triangular elements 
as 𝑊௜௝  ~ 𝑈[−1, 1] (see e.g. Fig. 1C). 

 

3.1 Different signaling rules stabilize qualitatively  
      distinct tissue types 

We are first interested in assessing the range of possible 
tissues states which can self-organize under different cell-
cell signaling rules. In particular, we fix all aspects of the 
model except for the cell-cell signaling matrix 𝐖 (i.e. we fix 
𝐉, 𝐀, and 𝛾). As mentioned above, 𝐉 is set by the choice of 
encoded single-cell types (Fig. 2A), and 𝐀 represents a 
square lattice. We then sample different realizations of 
𝑊௜௝  ~ 𝑈[−1, 1] and identify the tissues which self-organize 
starting from a fixed initial condition of the tissue gene 
expression. 

In Fig. 2C we prepare an initial condition of 𝑀 = 400 cells 
arranged on a 20 × 20 lattice. This choice mimics a 2D sheet 
of cells consisting of two different cell types: the left half is 
composed of cells in state 𝛏ଶ and the right half is composed 
of cells in state 𝛏ଵ (Fig. 2A depicts the single-cell types {𝛏ఓ} 
which are stable in the absence of signaling). This tissue state 
then evolves according to the regulatory rules, eventually 
reaching a local minimum of Eq. (5). The state of the tissue 
is visualized as follows: each square in the grid describes a 
cell at a particular location in space. The gene expression 
state of each given cell is visualized both quantitatively 
(through the presence/absence of 𝑁 = 9 dots corresponding 
to “on” genes inside the square as in Fig. 2A) and 
qualitatively (each unique cell state 𝐬 ∈ 2ே is assigned a 
unique color).  

We identify fixed points reached from the initial condition 
in Fig. 2C for various interaction matrices 𝐖 sampled as 
described in Section 3.1, when the signaling strength 𝛾 is set 

to 1. Several representative examples are displayed in Fig. 
2D. Interestingly, sufficiently strong interactions can 
destabilize the encoded single-cell types {𝛏ఓ}, and the set of 
stable tissue configurations reached by different choices of 
𝐖 is quite diverse. Broadly speaking, the choice of 𝐖 
typically stabilizes one of several “tissue types”. These tissue 
categories include homogeneous (all cells are in the same 
state), ordered layers, and maze-like (a few states which are 
spatially interwoven). More heterogeneous patterns are 
possible, as are multi-phasic patterns where different spatial 
regions of the tissue exhibit different patterns (such as 
homogeneous in one region and maze-like in another). The 
spatial features of the observed patterns also scale with the 
signaling range (Fig. S1). 

Overall, different signaling rules 𝐖 can cause an arbitrary 
configuration of single-cells to self-organize into a variety of 
stable tissue configurations. These patterns are maintained 
through coherent signaling between the cells within their 
local neighborhoods (Eq. (4)). This tissue self-organization 
process is important for biological functions such as 
homeostasis in different organisms but is difficult to 
characterize experimentally due to the high-dimensionality 
of gene expression. This theoretical approach describes the 
formation and stabilization of collective gene expression 
patterns for particular choices of the gene regulatory 
parameters (𝐉, 𝐖, 𝛾) and spatial organization of cells (𝐀), 
which is useful for understanding how particular stable tissue 
states arise both in vivo and in vitro.  

 

3.2 Tuning the signaling strength destabilizes single-cell 
      types, leading to a rich sequence of tissue transitions 

Complex organisms exhibit a broad range of stable tissue 
configurations. It remains unclear how such diversity arises 
in the context of genetically predefined intracellular and 
intercellular regulatory rules (i.e. 𝐉, 𝐖 are fixed by the 
genome). In a given organism there are numerous “tissue 
types” that are distinguished by their cellular composition 
and spatial patterning. To carry out different functional roles, 
such tissue types are often strikingly distinct (e.g. adipose 
tissue and hepatic lobules). In addition to the macroscopic 
variation across tissue types, there can also be fine-scale 
variation in a given type. In this case, the tissues are 
constructed from the same set of unique cell states, but there 
is minor variation in cell number or spatial arrangement (e.g. 
the fingerprints of identical twins).  

Here we characterize the diversity of stable tissue 
configurations in the multicellular model when the 
regulatory parameters 𝐉, 𝐖, and 𝐀 are fixed. We focus on 
how this diversity emerges as the cell-cell signaling strength 
𝛾 is tuned, as might occur during development or as part of 
homeostasis and adaptation to environmental pressures.  

As an illustrative example, in Fig. 3A we reconsider the 
initial condition from Fig. 2A and gradually increase 𝛾 for a 
particular choice of cell-cell signaling rules 𝐖. Here we keep 
the same choice of 𝐉 and 𝐀 as in Fig. 2 but lower the size of 
the system to a 10 × 10 lattice (𝑀 = 100 cells) to facilitate 
computation and visualization. The initial tissue 
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configuration (Fig. 3A, left) is composed of single-cell types 
that are stable in isolation (i.e. in the absence of signaling), 
and it therefore remains stable for very mild levels of cell-
cell signaling. However, once 𝛾 passes a certain threshold, 
the tissue is destabilized and self-organizes into a different 
stable configuration. These multicellular patterns are 
characterized by signaling-dependent single-cell states (i.e. 
they are maintained by cell-cell interactions). As 𝛾 increases 
the tissue undergoes a cascade of such transitions which are 
punctuated by intervals of stability. At 𝛾 ≳ 1 the tissue 
reaches a limiting configuration which no longer changes 
with increasing signal strength, which we term the strong 
signaling regime.  

Fig. 3A displays only a few of the many tissue transitions 
which are observed from this particular initial condition. 
While the transition sequence appears quite complex overall, 
the earliest transitions at low 𝛾 may be anticipated with the 
following heuristic. By definition, a given tissue state is 
stable if all cells {𝐬௔} present in the tissue are stable, as 
defined by Eq. (8). Because the tissue states at 𝛾 = 0 consist 
of only stable single-cell types 𝛏ఓ, we can readily enumerate 
the possible neighborhoods (which are defined by the 
adjacency matrix 𝐀). These neighborhoods determine the 
collective signaling field experienced by a given cell, Eq. (4). 
The simplest neighborhood present in the initial condition in 
Fig. 3A consists of a cell in state 𝛏ఓ surrounded by 𝑧 ≡ 8 cells 
also in state 𝛏ఓ (𝑧 is the coordination number for 𝐀). Recall 
that the right half of the lattice is composed of 𝛏ଵ while the 
left half is composed of 𝛏ଶ. We therefore ask: at what 𝛾 does 
the fixed point condition 𝛏ఓ = sgn(𝛏ఓ + 𝛾𝑧𝐖𝛏ఓ) no longer 
hold? For 𝜇 = 1 this criterion gives 𝛾ଵ

∗ ≈ 0.0231, whereas 
for 𝜇 = 2 it gives 𝛾ଶ

∗ ≈ 0.0559. This analysis is reflected in 
Fig. 3A, which shows that by 𝛾 = 0.024 the right half is 
destabilized but not the left, and by 𝛾 = 0.056 the left half 
 

becomes destabilized as well. A general consequence of this 
analysis is that the encoded single-cell types {𝛏ఓ}ఓୀଵ

௣
 are 

destabilized in a sequential fashion, from which we identify 
at least ~𝑝 low-𝛾 transitions. This heuristic is less useful for 
describing the many transitions at intermediate levels of 𝛾 
because it requires enumerating all possible neighborhoods 
and the combinatorics become prohibitive.  

 

3.3 Nonlinear dimension reduction reveals the 
      emergence of self-organized tissue types 

To generalize beyond a single initial condition, we 
numerically investigate the distribution of stable gene 
expression states (of the entire tissue) reached by an 
ensemble of initial conditions. Specifically, we choose 𝑘 =
10ସ random initial conditions {𝐱௜

଴} and for each we compute 
the stable tissue 𝐱௜ which self-organizes at a particular value 
of 𝛾. This mapping generates a large matrix 𝐗ఊ ∈

{+1, −1}ேெ × ௞ . Each column of 𝐗ఊ, denoted 𝐱௜, is a local 
minimum of Eq. (5) (equivalently, fixed points of Eq. (8)).  

The volume of high-dimensional data makes it challenging 
to manually identify relationships between local minima 𝐱௜. 
We therefore use an unsupervised approach to identify points 
which exhibit similar gene expression patterns. Specifically, 
we use Uniform Manifold Approximation and Projection 
(UMAP) (59), a nonlinear dimension reduction technique. 
Despite the high-dimensionality of this data, UMAP is able 
to generate an informative two-dimensional embedding. In 
Fig. 3B we display the nonlinear embedding of 𝐗ఊ for several 
representative values of 𝛾. Each point in a given panel 
corresponds to a stable tissue 𝐱௜, and we color these points 
by 𝑛(𝐱௜) which denotes the number of unique single-cell 
states that are present in the tissue.  

At 𝛾 = 0, the points are embedded in a relatively 
unstructured manner. This is expected and suggests that the 

Fig. 3. Emergence of clusters of stable tissue 
patterns through cell-cell signaling. We fix 𝐉

as in Fig. 2 and sample a particular set of cell-
cell signaling rules 𝑊௜௝ ∼ 𝑈[−1,1]. We use 

the same type of adjacency matrix 𝐀 as in Fig. 
2 but with a 10 × 10 lattice (𝑀 = 100 cells). 
(A) From a specific tissue initial condition we 
increase 𝛾 and identify the resulting stable 
configuration. Numerous tissue transitions are 
observed as 𝛾 is tuned (see Fig. 2 for 
visualization details). (B) We fix 𝑘 = 10ସ

random initial conditions and compute the 
corresponding stable tissue states 𝐱௜ ∈

{+1, −1}ேெ (𝑁 genes, 𝑀 cells) for eight 
different values of 𝛾. For each 𝛾, this 

generates a matrix 𝐗 ∈ {+1, −1}ேெ × ௞. We 
embed 𝐗 in two dimensions using nonlinear 
dimension reduction (aligned UMAP (59)). 
Each point 𝐱௜  is colored according to the 
number of unique single cell states present in 
the tissue, 𝑛(𝐱௜). 
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way we are sampling local minima (choice and size of the 
initial condition ensemble) is not overtly biased. A heuristic 
argument for this observation is as follows: in the absence of 
interactions (𝛾 = 0), a tissue state is stable whenever each 
cell is stable. The number of stable single-cell states 𝑛 
includes the 𝑝 encoded single-cell types {𝛏ఓ} but can also 
include additional spurious stable states. For the system with 
𝑝 = 3 encoded cell types considered in this paper, there are 
𝑛 = 8 stable states (Fig. 2B). This gives 𝑛ெ distinct stable 
tissue states. When this very large space of 𝑛ெ minima is 
sub-sampled at random, one expects little structure in the 
pairwise distances between sampled minima. This disorder 
is ultimately reflected in the embedding.  

As 𝛾 increases this unstructured fine-scale diversity of 
non-interacting cells in arbitrary spatial arrangements 
gradually coalesces into a relatively small number of 
clusters. Interestingly, these clusters have a clear signature in 
terms of 𝑛(𝐱) – the unique single-cell states that are present 
in the tissue – as well as the energy ℋ(𝐱) Eq. (5) (see Fig. 
S2). This indicates that the embedding is clustering distinct 
“types” of tissue (in analogy to cell types) which maintain 
some intra-cluster variation. For instance, for 𝛾 ≥ 0.15 there 
are two large clusters which contain tissues comprised of just 
two cell states. These feature will be explored in more detail 
in the next section.  

Overall, tuning the interaction strength 𝛾 promotes the 
self-organization of the multicellular system into a wide 
array of stable tissue configurations. At 𝛾 = 0, the model is 
simply a collection of 𝑀 non-interacting single-cell types. As 
𝛾 increases, multicellular structures emerge through 
collective interactions between the cells. We have shown that 
the low-𝛾 transitions are associated with sequential 
destabilization of the encoded single-cell types, whereas the 
transitions for higher 𝛾 are more nuanced. In the next section, 
we show that the unsupervised approach we take here is 
especially useful for identifying and distinguishing tissue 
types in the strong signaling regime.  

 

3.4 Strong signaling causes the tissue to self-organize 
      into a relatively small number of types 

In the preceding section, we applied nonlinear dimension 
reduction to the stable gene expression patterns 𝐗ఊ reached 
from an ensemble of random initial conditions. We showed 
that the self-organized tissue states form several clusters in 
the low-dimensional space as 𝛾 is increased. Here we focus 
on 𝐗ఊ in the limiting regime of strong signaling (𝛾 = 1). Fig. 
4𝐴 shows the UMAP embedding of 𝐗ఊୀଵ colored by the 
number of unique single-cell states present in the tissue, 
𝑛(𝐱௜). Several representative points from each cluster are 
annotated and visualized in Fig. 4B.  

By comparing the annotated points within and between the 
clusters, we conclude that this unsupervised approach is 
producing intuitive clusters which group very similar tissue 
states (e.g. Fig. 4B, examples 4, 5, 6) while separating very 
different ones. In analogy to “cell types”, which are defined 
based on clusters of scRNA-seq data (and specified by gene 
expression signatures 𝛏ఓ), we refer to these clusters as “tissue 

types”. In particular, we observe clusters of maze and strip-
like patterns wherein each cell is in one of two specific cell 
states (Fig. 4B, examples 4-6, 11, 12), clusters where the 
tissue gene expression is homogeneous (Fig. 4B, examples 1 
and 9), and clusters which consist of tissue types that each 
are composed of two of the aforementioned tissue types 
separated by an interface (Fig. 4B, examples 2, 7, 8, 10).  

We also note that within each cluster described above, 
there can be extensive fine-scale variation (for instance, in 
the spatial arrangement of cell states within the maze-like 
clusters). This suggests a hierarchical picture of the 
multicellular energy landscape Eq. (5). At a high level, the 
landscape is partitioned into several basins of attraction 
corresponding to the different tissue types. In more detail, 
each of these basins may be locally very rugged (i.e. contain 
many local minima in close proximity), reflecting the large 
number of similar but distinct stable tissue configurations we 
observe in some of the clusters.  

Additionally, we observe that these clusters appear in 
symmetric pairs. Inspection of the elements of each pair 
reveals that they have opposite gene expression patterns (i.e. 
{𝐬௔} →  {−𝐬௔}, compare e.g. Fig. 4B points 6 and 12). This 
is a reflection of the spin-flip symmetry present in Eq. (5), 
and indicates that the way the local minima are being 
sampled (i.e. the ensemble size and dynamical update rule) 
is sufficient to capture expected aspects of the energy 
landscape in a relatively unbiased manner. As an aside, the 
antisymmetric minima can be eliminated by applying an 
external field to the gene expression of each cell (e.g. by 
biasing certain “housekeeping” genes to remain on), and this 
will be investigated in further work. 

Separately, we also report the distribution of both 𝑛(𝐱௜) 
and the multicellular energy 𝐸 = ℋ(𝐱௜) over all sampled 
minima {𝐱௜}௜ୀଵ

௞  of ℋ(𝐱). We display the data in Fig. 4C, 
which contains a scatter plot as well as the two marginal 
distributions (i.e. 𝑝(𝑛) and 𝑝(𝐸)). In Fig. 4D we provide a 
version of Fig. 4A colored instead by 𝐸 = ℋ(𝐱௜).  

The data exhibits three main features. First, there is a clear 
correlation between 𝑛(𝐱௜) and ℋ(𝐱௜) (note this is also 
apparent when comparing Fig. 4 A and D). This means that 
the deepest minima tend to be highly ordered states 
characterized by a low number of unique single-cell states 
(low 𝑛 – as exemplified, for instance, by point 1 in Fig. 4B). 
In contrast, the higher energy minima tend to be more 
disordered with large numbers of distinct single-cell states 𝑛, 
illustrated by point 3 in Fig. 4B. Second, these low energy, 
highly ordered minima are also the most probable (over an 
ensemble of random initial conditions). This is reflected in 
the small 𝑛, low energy peaks in 𝑝(𝑛) and 𝑝(𝐸). In terms of 
the energy landscape, this suggests that the basins of 
attraction for these deep ordered states have large volume. 
And third, looking specifically at the distribution of the 
number of single-cell states within a tissue, 𝑝(𝑛), there is a 
smooth “bulk” of disordered minima with 5 < 𝑛 < 35 which 
appears bimodal.  
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In the following section we investigate how these 
properties of the local minima of Eq. (5) depend on the 
choice of random cell-cell signaling rules 𝐖. 

 

3.5 Distribution of stable tissues under different random 
      signaling rules displays universal characteristics 

In the strong signaling regime we observe several striking 
features of the distribution of stable tissue configurations 
(𝛾 = 1 data shown in Fig. 4). Here we investigate to what 
extent these features are preserved under different 
realizations of the random cell-cell signaling rules 𝐖. 

As above we denote the frequency of local minima with 𝑛 
unique single-cell states by 𝑝(𝑛), and the frequency of local  

 

minima with energy 𝐸 = ℋ(𝐱) by 𝑝(𝐸). For eight different 
signaling rules {𝐖ఈ}ఈୀଵ

଼ , we sample the local minima (self-
organized tissue configurations) reached by an ensemble of 
random initial conditions of the tissue gene expression. The 
signaling rules 𝐖ఈ have uniformly distributed elements 
between −1 and 1, 𝑊௜௝  ~ 𝑈[−1, 1]. The data for each 𝐖ఈ is 
shown in the Fig. 5. Each panel shows a scatter plot of 
𝑛(𝐱௜), ℋ(𝐱௜) for the sampled minima {𝐱௜} as well as the 
marginal distributions 𝑝(𝑛), 𝑝(𝐸).  

Despite some expected variation between the eight plots, 
the three features identified in the preceding section are 
largely preserved. All plots exhibit a positive correlation 
between the energy 𝐸 and the number of unique single-cell 

Fig. 4. Distribution of stable tissue configurations for strong signaling. (A) The 𝛾 = 1 sub-panel of Fig. 3B is shown with (B) twelve 
representative examples from the observed clusters (see Fig. 2 for visualization details). (C) For each point 𝐱௜  from panel A, the number of 
unique single cell states present in the tissue, 𝑛(𝐱௜), is plotted against the energy 𝐸 = ℋ(𝐱௜) (Eq. (5)). Histograms are shown for both 
distributions. (D) The embedding from panel A is colored according to the multicell Hamiltonian ℋ(𝐱௜). 
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states 𝑛. This indicates that the deepest minima in the energy 
landscape Eq. (5) are also the simplest (i.e. composed of few 
types of cells), which is denoted in Fig. 5 by the dashed green 
box. Likewise, the more disordered minima (large 𝑛) tend to 
have higher energies and also form a “bulk” (indicated by a 
dashed gold box in Fig. 5) which also has a positive slope. In 
all plots we see that these ordered, deep minima appear with 
much higher probability (note the logarithmic scale) than the 
disordered, shallow minima.  

This data suggests that, in the strong interaction regime, 
the energy landscape exhibits several universal features 
which are relatively invariant under different realizations of 
the cell-cell interaction matrix 𝐖. Minor deviations arising 
from atypical 𝐖 are observed, (e.g. the lack of a strong single 
peak at low 𝑛 for 𝐖ହ). Most notably, the lowest energy 
minima tend to also be the most ordered minima, as 
quantified by 𝑛(𝐱). Furthermore, these deep, ordered minima 
appear to have large basins of attraction when compared to 
the “bulk” of more disordered, shallow minima.  

 

4. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 

We have presented a model of multicellular gene 
expression which couples single cell gene-regulation with 
cell-cell signaling in a tunable manner. This tunability allows 
us to systematically study how initially non-interacting 
single cells can self-organize into a variety of stable tissue 
types as the cell-cell signaling strength 𝛾 is tuned. 

Specifically, we have investigated the distribution of stable 
tissues represented by the local minima of the tissue gene 
expression landscape at various levels of signaling strength 
𝛾. In the strong signaling regime, we identify several semi-
universal properties which appear to be preserved across 
different realizations of the random cell-cell signaling rules. 
These results may point to organizing principles for 
multicellular organisms and other complex systems with 
modular structure, such as self-assembling materials and 
social networks.  

The basic unit of the model, the single cell, is 
parameterized solely by a set of gene expression vectors {𝛏ఓ} 
corresponding to prescribed single-cell types. These cell 
types are encoded as stable fixed points of a Hopfield 
network (HN), defining a gene-gene interaction matrix 𝐉. At 
the multicellular level, all cells have the same internal rules 
𝐉, and interact according to a spatial adjacency matrix 𝐀 and 
a cell-cell signaling matrix 𝛾𝐖 which couples the gene 
expression of adjacent cells. For the disordered cell-cell 
interactions we consider here, the resulting model of tissue is 
a type of spin glass with a repeating block structure (Fig. 1C).  

This model of multicellular gene expression displays 
striking self-organizing properties. When the multicell lattice 
is initialized with simple spatial patterns of single cells (such 
as one cell type on the left half of the lattice, and another cell 
type on the right half), it morphs into a stable configuration 
determined by the interplay of intracellular gene regulation 𝐉 

Fig. 5. Distribution of stable tissues under different signaling rules. Eight signaling matrices {𝐖ఈ} are sampled according to 𝑊௜௝  ~ 𝑈[−1, 1]. 

For each 𝐖ఈ, the space of stable tissues (local minima of Eq. (5)) is sampled via 𝑘 = 10ସ random initial conditions at 𝛾 = 1. For each stable 
tissue 𝐱௜ , we compute its energy 𝐸 = ℋ(𝐱௜) and the number of unique single cell states 𝑛(𝐱௜). Each panel visualizes the joint distribution of 
these quantities as well as their marginal distributions 𝑝(𝑛), 𝑝(𝐸). The dashed green (gold) box denotes the ordered, low energy (disordered, 
high energy) segments of the distribution. The top-left panel 𝐖ଵ corresponds to the cell-cell signaling rules used in Figs. 3 and 4. All panels 
use the same 𝐉, 𝐀 as in Figs. 3 and 4. 
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and the cell-cell signaling rules 𝐖. Notably, stable 
configurations of the multicell collective can include single-
cell states which are unstable in the absence of signaling. 
This may be important in different biological contexts where 
the strength of collective signaling varies, such as wound 
healing and the immune response. A diverse range of stable 
tissue configurations is observed when we sample different 
𝐖 (Fig. 2), including homogeneous patterns, “spotted” 
patterns, maze-like structures, and multiphasic 
configurations with distinct patterns that are separated by an 
interface. The spatial features of the observed patterns also 
scale with the cell-cell interaction distance. It will be 
important to investigate in future work if, given 𝐉, 𝐖, 𝐀, and 
𝛾, one can predict the types of tissues which may self-
organize. For instance, what are the characteristics of the 
model parameters which enable maze-like patterns? 

The cell-cell signaling strength 𝛾 tunes the strength of the 
intercellular interactions 𝛾𝐖 relative to the intracellular 
interactions 𝐉. When both sets of gene regulatory rules (𝐉, 𝐖) 
are held fixed, and only 𝛾 is tuned, the model displays rich 
behavior, including numerous transitions in the structure of 
the space of stable tissues. At 𝛾 = 0 the multicell model 
describes 𝑀 non-interacting replicas of the single model. 
Beyond a certain critical value 𝛾 > 𝛾௖ collective 
multicellular behavior emerges, characterized by self-
organizing tissue states which are unstable in the absence of 
signaling. We have identified ~𝑝 low-𝛾 transitions 
corresponding to sequential destabilization of the encoded 
cell types. The subsequent tissue transitions at higher 𝛾 
depend on the detailed structure of 𝐉 and 𝐖, and will be 
investigated in future work.  

Our analysis of the strong signaling regime suggests that 
the distribution of stable tissue configurations can be 
grouped into a relatively small number of classes which we 
refer to as tissue types. This gives a hierarchical picture of 
the energy landscape of tissue gene expression. The state 
space is partitioned into several large basins of attraction 
which correspond to the identified tissue types. Within these 
macroscopic attractors there can be many subtly distinct 
minima, such that these tissue type basins can be very rugged 
locally. We refer to this phenomenon as “fine-scale 
diversity” of a given tissue type. Interestingly, our results 
suggest that several features of the energy landscape are 
invariant to different realizations of the random cell-cell 
signaling rules. In particular, we found that minima depth 
and simplicity (as characterized by number of unique single-
cell states and spatial structure) were positively correlated. 
Additionally, these deep, simple minima tend to have very 
large basins of attraction compared to the less ordered, 
shallow minima. These results may explain why 
multicellular tissues in different organisms robustly self-
organize into relatively simple configurations (composed of 
few unique cell states) despite the microscopic interactions 
which drive the system – defined here by the cell-cell 
signaling networks – being highly disordered. These 
observations may have implications in other contexts, such 
as hierarchical self-organization in neuroscience (60, 61) and 

in non-biological systems including material self-assembly 
(62). 

In natural systems, escape from a particular tissue type 
may represent a breakdown of tissue homeostasis and the 
initiation of a chronic disease process. Such transitions can 
arise from stochasticity in gene expression, or can be driven 
by extrinsic factors such as environmental changes including 
drugs or direct changes to tissue composition such as 
wounding – which can be represented in the model as 
external applied fields. Each of these plays an important role 
in disease initiation and progression, and will be considered 
in future analyses of the framework developed in this paper. 
The analysis of transitions between stable multicell states in 
our framework may be particularly relevant for 
understanding major diseases associated with aging, most 
notably chronic autoimmunity and cancer, which are 
characterized by stable changes in the phenotypic 
composition of tissue.  

Our work has implications for how “cell type” should be 
defined (63). Modern experimental techniques which can 
measure gene expression in millions of single cells at a time 
allow us to observe cell state in unprecedented detail. This 
has led to significant international effort (16, 18) to catalog 
the cell types found in human tissue, with the ultimate goal 
of understanding and treating disease. A common approach 
to define cell type is based on the identification of clusters of 
similar cells in single-cell gene expression data. In our 
framework, the fixed points of the multicellular system 
clearly change as the strength of signaling 𝛾 changes. 
Varying cell-cell interaction strength may be an important 
consideration when analyzing natural systems, especially 
during the experimental data collection. At low 𝛾 the 
prescribed single-cell types are by definition stable, but at 
high 𝛾 they can be destabilized as multicellular structures 
emerge. In vivo, cells are continuously interacting and these 
interactions affect which cell states are stable or unstable. 
Modern definitions of biological cell type must be made to 
accommodate this.  

An important next step for the framework presented here 
is to incorporate cellular birth and death. This will enable 
deeper connections to broader biological processes, of which 
multicellular development is perhaps the most fascinating 
and ubiquitous. During mammalian development the 
multicell system robustly “unfolds” from a single cell in a 
particular embryonic state to, eventually, an adult organism 
comprised of trillions of cells. Despite the complexity and 
duration of the process, it occurs with remarkable 
predictability. Introducing cellular division to our framework 
will lead to a cascade of self-organized transitions of the 
multicell system reminiscent of the developmental unfolding 
process (64). The intra- and intercellular regulatory rules 
𝐉, 𝐖 will determine the fate of these unfolding trajectories. 
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Supplementary Information for “Emergent properties of collective gene expression patterns in multicellular systems” 

Matthew Smart and Anton Zilman 

Numerical methods and software: Python 3.8 is used for all simulations, data analyses, and visualizations. The following 
Python libraries were used: NumPy (v1.20.0), SciPy (v1.6.0), Matplotlib (v3.3.4), Scikit-Learn (v0.24.1), ProPlot (v0.6.4), 
Seaborn (v0.11.1), and UMAP-Learn (v0.5.0).  

Embedding of the single cell energy landscape: The single cell energy landscape depicted in Fig. 2B in the main text is 

produced by computing the Hamming distance between four minima of ℋ଴(𝐬): 𝛏ଵ, 𝛏ଶ, 𝛏ଷ and 𝐒 =
ଵ

ଷ
(𝛏ଵ + 𝛏ଶ + 𝛏ଷ), and each 

of the 2ே gene expression states {𝐬}. This results in a matrix 𝐗 ∈ ℝସ × ଶಿ
. Principle component analysis (PCA) is then applied 

to 𝐗 to obtain a two-dimensional embedding 𝐗෩ ∈ ℝଶ × ଶಿ
. The columns of 𝐗෩ correspond to embeddings of each gene expression 

state 𝐬, which we plot in three dimensions using ℋ଴(𝐬) as the vertical axis. 
 

 

Fig. S1. Tissue patterns scale with signal radius. We choose the “maze-generating” cell-cell signaling rules 𝐖 which stabilized the upper 
left tissue state in Fig. 2D. Details of the visualization approach are provided in Fig. 2. Each tissue is generated from the same dual initial 
condition as in Fig. 2C for 𝜸 = 𝟏. The interaction radius 𝑹, which defines a corresponding adjacency matrix 𝐀𝑹, is indicated above each 
tissue. The white shaded region denotes the neighborhood which experiences signaling from the indicated cell.  

 

 
Fig. S2. Relative energy of self-organized tissue states for increasing cell-cell signaling strength 𝜸. Within a panel, each point represents a 
stable state 𝐱𝒊 of the multicellular gene expression. Here we color each point according to its multicellular energy 𝓗(𝐱𝒊). The same 
sequence of embeddings is visualized in Fig. 3B by 𝒏(𝐱𝒊), which counts the number of unique single cell states present in 𝐱𝒊. 
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Table S1. Details of each variable and expression in the mathematical model.  

  

 

Expression Dimension Description Biological Interpretation 

𝑁 -- Positive integer. Number of distinct genes which a 
single cell may express. 

𝑝 -- Positive integer. Number of stable single cell types. 
E.g., fibroblast, hepatocyte, etc. 

𝑀 -- Positive integer. Number of cells in the tissue. 

𝐬 𝑁 Generic state vector. 
Elements 𝑠௜ ∈ {+1,  − 1}. 

Single cell gene expression state 
(each gene is “on” or “off”). 

𝛏ఓ 𝑁 Special state vectors (“cell types”) 
indexed by 𝜇 ∈ {1, … , 𝑝}. 

Transcriptome of cell type 𝜇. 

𝛏 = [𝛏ଵ 𝛏ଶ ⋯ 𝛏௣] 𝑁 × 𝑝 Cell types arranged as matrix columns. Transcriptomes of 𝑝 cell types. 

𝐉 = 𝛏(𝛏୘𝛏)ିଵ𝛏୘ 𝑁 × 𝑁 Hopfield network interaction matrix. 
Elements 𝐽௜௝. 

Specifies gene-gene interactions 
which stabilize the 𝑝 cell types 
represented by 𝛏. 

ℋ଴(𝐬) = −
1

2
𝒔୘𝐉𝒔 − 𝐡୘𝐬 

-- Hamiltonian of an Ising spin glass in 
an external field 𝐡. 

Single cell epigenetic landscape. 

{𝐬௔}௔ୀଵ
ெ  𝑁 (each) Set of 𝑀 interacting cells  

(each is 𝑁-dimensional). 
The gene expression vectors of all 
cells present in the tissue.  

𝐱 NM Tissue state represented as a column 
vector (𝑀 cells concatenated). 

A gene expression vector describing 
tissue gene expression. 

𝐀 𝑀 × 𝑀 Adjacency matrix representing a 
multicell graph. 

Elements 𝐴௔௕ ∈ {0,  1}. 

Specifies which cells are interacting 
(e.g., paracrine signaling). 

𝐖 𝑁 × 𝑁 Symmetric matrix.  

Elements randomly sampled as 
𝑊௜௝  ~ 𝑈[−1,1]. 

Cell-cell signaling matrix for 
adjacent cells 𝑊௜௝ specifies the effect 
gene 𝑖 in cell 𝑎 has on gene 𝑗 in cell 
𝑏. 

𝛾 -- Scales the elements of 𝐖. Cell-cell signaling strength. 

𝐡௔ = 𝛾 ෍ 𝐴௔௕𝐖𝐬௕

௕

 𝑁 Applied field cell 𝑎 receives from its 
adjacent cells. 

Gene expression bias on cell 𝑎 due to 
collective cell-cell signaling. 

ℋ({𝐬௔})

= −
1

2
෍ 𝐬௔୘𝐉𝐬௔

௔

−
𝛾

2
෍ ෍ 𝐴௔௕𝐬௔୘𝐖𝐬௕

௕௔

 

-- Block Ising spin glass. 

The first set of terms accounts for 𝑀 
non-interacting cells. 

The second set of terms accounts for 
cell-cell interactions between adjacent 
cells.  

Gene expression landscape for the 
tissue (set of interacting cells). 

𝓙(𝛾) = 𝐈ெ ⊗ 𝐉 + 𝐀 ⊗ 𝛾𝐖 𝑁𝑀 × 𝑁𝑀 Multicell interaction matrix in block 
form. Diagonal blocks are copies of 
the single cell interactions 𝐉, and off-
diagonal blocks are copies of 𝛾𝐖 or 𝟎. 

Interaction matrix for all genes 
present in the tissue (𝑁 genes times 
𝑀 cells). 


