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Abstract. The detection of phase transitions is a central task in many-body physics.

To automate this process, the task can be phrased as a classification problem.

Classification problems can be approached in two fundamentally distinct ways: through

either a discriminative or a generative method. In general, it is unclear which of

these two approaches is most suitable for a given problem. The choice is expected to

depend on factors such as the availability of system knowledge, dataset size, desired

accuracy, computational resources, and other considerations. In this work, we answer

the question of how one should approach the solution of phase-classification problems

by performing a numerical case study on the thermal phase transition in the classical

two-dimensional square-lattice ferromagnetic Ising model.

1. Introduction

Mapping out the phase diagram of physical systems is a central task in many-body

physics [1, 2]. Typically, this process relies heavily on human intuition and involves the

identification of a few suitable low-dimensional quantities that capture the nature of each

of the phases at play – so-called order parameters – or corresponding response functions,

such as the magnetic susceptibility or the heat capacity. In recent years, physicists have

begun exploring the use of machine learning to automate this task [3, 4, 5]. To this end,

the task of mapping out a phase diagram can be framed as a classification task, which

can be addressed in a data-driven manner using tools from machine learning [6, 7]. Based

on the solution of this classification task, indicator functions can be constructed whose

local maxima highlight phase boundaries (similar to traditional response functions).

The classification tasks underlying the problem of mapping out a phase diagram

can be tackled in two distinct ways [7]. In a discriminative approach, models such as

fully-connected or convolutional neural networks (NNs) are trained to approximate the

probability distribution P (y|x) over the labels y ∈ Y of a sample x ∈ X given a labeled
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training dataset D = {(xi, yi)}i. Whereas in a generative approach, an approximation

of P (y|x) is constructed via Bayes’ rule

P (y|x) = P (x|y)P (y)

P (x)
(1)

based on generative models underlying the system, i.e., models for P (x|y). In general, it

is unclear which of these two approaches is the most suitable choice for a given problem.

In particular, this choice is expected to depend on factors such as the extent of available

system knowledge, the selected model, the size of the dataset, the required accuracy,

the computational budget, and the type of indicator being computed.

In this work, we tackle the question of how one most efficiently computes indicator

functions to locate phase transitions in physical systems in an automated fashion. We

consider two distinct settings. First, a data-driven setting in which we lack knowledge

about the underlying system in an explicit form, but configurational data of the system

is available. This setting captures scenarios in which systems are only accessible

experimentally. Second, a knowledge-driven setting in which knowledge about the

underlying physical system is available and can be readily exploited in the process.

In particular, we assume the underlying system Hamiltonian to be known. This setting

captures scenarios where systems are investigated numerically. As a physical system

for our case study, we will focus on the thermal phase transition in the classical two-

dimensional square-lattice ferromagnetic Ising model.

2. Methodology

2.1. Detecting phase transitions using machine-learned indicators

In this work, we focus on three distinct approaches for mapping out phase diagrams

from data that are based on computing scalar indicators of phase transitions I(γ) whose

local maxima indicate phase boundaries [7]. For simplicity, we assume the system to

be characterized by a single tuning parameter γ ∈ R. Note that the methods have

previously been extended to higher-dimensional parameter spaces [7]. We analyze the

system at a discrete set of such points Γ. The indicator computation boils down to

solving classification tasks where the label y ∈ Y specifies a subset of the sampled

points Γy. The three approaches differ in the specific classification tasks that are solved,

i.e., in the choice of {Γy}y∈Y . It can be shown that the indicators of all three approaches

are underapproximators of the system’s Fisher information [8].

Approach 1: Supervised learning —The first approach, so-called supervised learning

(SL) [9], presumes some prior knowledge of the phase diagram. Here, the number of

distinct phases K and representative points in parameter space Γy are assumed to be

known. That is, the label y plays the role of denoting each of the phases of the system
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where y ∈ Y = {1, . . . , K}. The corresponding indicator can then be computed as

ISL(γ) =
1

K

∑
y∈Y

∣∣∣∣∂P (y|γ)
∂γ

∣∣∣∣ ,
where P (y|γ) = Ex∼P (·|γ) [P (y|x)] is to be interpreted as the posterior probability of

point γ belonging to phase y. In this work, we have K = 2 and always choose the

leftmost and rightmost points from the sampled parameter range as our training points

for phase y = 1 and phase y = 2, respectively.

Approach 2: Learning by confusion — In a second approach, so-called learning by

confusion (LBC) [10], at each sampled point γ ∈ Γ, the parameter space is partitioned

into two sets Γ1(γ) and Γ2(γ), where Y = {1, 2}, that are each comprised of the l points

closest to γ in part 1 and 2 of the split parameter space, respectively. Based on these

labeled sets of points, we can compute an error probability

perr(γ) =
1

2

∑
y∈{1,2}

1

|Γy|
∑
γ′∈Γy

Ex∼P (·|γ′) [perr(x)] , (2)

where perr(x) = min {P (1|x), P (2|x)} is the (optimal) average error probability when

predicting the label of sample x. The indicator can then be computed as ILBC(γ) =

1− 2perr(γ).

Approach 3: Prediction-based method — In a third approach, the so-called

prediction-based method (PBM) [7, 11, 12], each sampled value of the tuning parameter

is assigned its own label Γy = {γy}, y ∈ Y = {1, . . . , |Γ|}. The indicator is then given

as

IPBM(γ) =
∂γ̂(γ)/∂γ

σ(γ)
, (3)

where

γ̂(γ) = Ex∼P (·|γ) [γ̂(x)] = Ex∼P (·|γ)

[∑
y∈Y

P (y|x)γy

]
(4)

is the mean predicted value of the tuning parameter and

σ(γ) =

√
Ex∼P (·|γ) [γ̂(x)2]−

(
Ex∼P (·|γ) [γ̂(x)]

)2
(5)

is the corresponding standard deviation.

2.2. Discriminative modeling vs. generative modeling

In the previous section, we have shown how to reduce the problem of detecting phase

transitions from data to the computation of a scalar indicator of phase transitions.

Crucially, this computation involves solving classification tasks, i.e., one needs to model

the probability P (y|x) of a label y ∈ Y given a sample x ∈ X . In the following, we

will refer to approximate quantities with ·̃. Once such a model P̃ (y|x) is obtained,

we can compute an estimate of the indicator Ĩ by substituting P (y|x) with P̃ (y|x) and
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approximating expected values with sample means. Models of this type can be obtained

in two fundamentally distinct ways.

Discriminative modeling — In a discriminative approach, given a set of samples Dγ

drawn from P (x|γ) for each γ ∈ Γy, i.e., a labeled set of data points, a model P̃ (y|x)
approximating P (y|x) is constructed directly. Throughout this work, we assume that

|Dγ| is the same ∀γ ∈ Γ. Typically, P̃ (y|x) is parametric, i.e., P̃θ(y|x) is represented

as an NN whose parameters θ are optimized in a supervised fashion to solve the

classification task. That is, one minimizes a cross-entropy loss function

L(θ) = − 1

|Y|
∑
y∈Y

1

|Dy|
∑
x∈Dy

ln
(
P̃θ(y|x)

)
, (6)

where Dy = {x ∈ Dγ|γ ∈ Γy}. For approach 3, it can be useful to use a parametric

predictive model γ̂θ(x) that is trained to solve a regression task instead of a classification

task. Here, we use a mean-square-error loss

L(θ) = 1

|Y|
∑
y∈Y

1

|Dy|
∑
x∈Dy

(γ̂θ(x)− γy)
2 . (7)

We will use this strategy throughout this work for approach 3. As discriminative models,

we use simple feedforward NNs, i.e., multilayer perceptrons (MLPs) and convolutional

NNs (CNNs) where fitting. Details on the choice of architecture, hyperparameters, and

training are summarized in Appendix B.

Generative modeling — To solve the underlying classification tasks in a generative

manner, we can choose P (γ|y) = 1/|Γy| for γ ∈ Γy and zero otherwise. This yields

P (x|y) =
∑

γ∈Γ P (x|γ)P (γ|y) = 1
|Γy |
∑

γ∈Γy
P (x|γ). Using Bayes’ rule [Eq. (1)] with

P (y) = 1/|Y|, we have

P (y|x) =
1

|Γy |
∑

γ∈Γy
P (x|γ)∑

y′∈Y
1

|Γy′ |
∑

γ′∈Γy′
P (x|γ′)

. (8)

Based on this expression, we can obtain models P̃ (y|x) given models for P (x|γ) –

the probability distributions underlying the measurement statistics at various discrete

points in parameter space. Note that we want to be able to efficiently sample from these

distributions.

Non-parametric models construct an approximation P̃ (x|γ) from data without

using free tunable parameters. In this work, we will consider such models obtained

via histogram binning P̃ (x|γ) = 1/|Dγ|
∑

x′∈Dγ
δx,x′ . While simple (and asymptotically

unbiased), such models are expected to perform poorly if the state space X gets too

large. This is particularly problematic in our case because the state space of many-body

systems typically grows exponentially with the system size and large system sizes are

needed to observe collective phenomena such as phase transitions.

More generally, parametric models P̃θ(x|γ) can be constructed. To illustrate the

training procedure, in the following, we will omit the conditioning on γ. Ideally, we
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would like P = P̃θ. The Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence,

KL(P |P̃θ) =
∑
x∈X

P̃θ(x) ln

(
P̃θ(x)

P (x)

)
, (9)

allows us to measure how different the two distributions are. In particular, KL(P |P̃θ) =

0 if the two distributions match and KL(P |P̃θ) > 0 otherwise. Note that the KL

divergence is not symmetric, and we have

KL(P̃θ|P ) =
∑
x∈X

P (x) ln

(
P (x)

P̃θ(x)

)
. (10)

However, also in this case KL(P̃θ|P ) = 0 holds if the two distributions match. So a

priori, both represent valid objectives to optimize.

Using KL(P̃θ|P ), the so-called forward KL divergence, we have

KL(P̃θ|P ) ≈ 1

|D|
∑
x∈D

ln

(
P (x)

P̃θ(x)

)
, (11)

where D is a dataset of points sampled from P . Based on this, we can formulate a loss

function

L(θ) = − 1

|D|
∑
x∈D

ln
(
P̃θ(x)

)
. (12)

Note that minimizing this loss is equivalent to maximizing the log-likelihood, i.e.,

performing maximum-likelihood estimation. If we use the reverse KL divergence instead,

we have

KL(P |P̃θ) =
∑
x

P̃θ(x) ln

(
P̃θ(x)

P (x)

)
. (13)

In case the system is described by a Boltzmann distribution P(x) = e−βH(x)/Z with Z

being the partition function, H the system Hamiltonian, and β = 1/kBT the inverse

temperature, we can write

KL(P |P̃θ) =
∑
x∈X

P̃θ(x)
[
ln
(
P̃θ(x)

)
+ βH(x) + ln(Z)

]
. (14)

Thus, the relevant loss function is

L(θ) =
∑
x∈X

P̃θ(x)
[
ln
(
P̃θ(x)

)
+ βH(x)

]
, (15)

which can be approximated solely by drawing samples from P̃θ. In general, we can use

it whenever the target density P is known up to a normalization constant, i.e., given

that the Hamiltonian is known because any probability distribution can be modeled as

a Boltzmann distribution with a suitable Hamiltonian [14, 15].
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Figure 1: Physical and ground-truth indicators (corresponding to Bayes-optimal

predictive models) of the three ML methods for the Ising model [Eq. (17), L = 4].

For the physical indicators we consider the heat capacity C/NkB and the magnetic

susceptibility χ/NkB, where N = L2 = 42 = 16 is the number of spins. For the machine-

learning methods, we consider supervised learning (SL), learning by confusion (LBC;

l = 5), and the prediction-based method (PBM). Throughout this article, the set Γ is

composed of a uniform grid with 51 points ranging from 0.1 kBT/J to 5.1 kBT/J . The

ground-truth indicator is computed from {P (·|γ)}γ∈Γ which can be computed exactly

for this lattice size. The critical point given by Onsager’s solution [13] is highlighted by

the red dashed line.

A common approach to designing generative models with explicit, tractable

densities in discrete state spaces is to leverage the chain rule of probability. This involves

expressing the joint probability of all state variables, x = (x1, . . . , xN), as a product of

conditional probabilities

P̃θ(x) = ΠN
i=1P̃θ(xi|x1, . . . , xi−1). (16)

If the factors are parametrized by NNs, such an architecture is referred to as an

autoregressive NN. Given that the Ising model we are going to study lives on a two-

dimensional lattice, we opt for the so-called PixelCNN [16] which uses convolutional

filters and has previously been shown to accurately describe the Ising model [17, 18, 19].

Figure C1 shows that the PixelCNN can accurately reproduce physical quantities, such

as the energy or magnetization of the Ising model. Details on the choice of architecture,

hyperparameters, and training are summarized in Appendix B.
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2.3. Ising model

As an example for our case study, we consider the two-dimensional square-lattice

ferromagnetic Ising model described by the following Hamiltonian

H(σ, J) = −J
∑
⟨ij⟩

σiσj. (17)

Here, the sum runs over all nearest-neighboring sites (with periodic boundary

conditions), J is the interaction strength (J > 0), and σi ∈ {+1,−1} denotes the discrete
spin variable at lattice site i. This results in a state space of size 2L×L for a square

lattice of linear size L. The system is completely characterized by its spin configuration

σ = (σ1, σ2, . . . , σL×L). We consider the system to be in thermal equilibrium, i.e., the

distribution of spin configurations is assumed to be Boltzmann

P (σ|γ) = e−βH(σ, J)/Z (18)

with Z being the partition function, inverse temperature β = 1/kBT , and γ = kBT/J .

We draw spin configurations from Boltzmann distributions at distinct temperatures via

Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC), see Appendix A for details.

This system exhibits a phase transition between a paramagnetic (disordered) phase

at high temperature T > Tc and a ferromagnetic (ordered) phase at low temperature

T < Tc, where the critical temperature Tc obtained in the thermodynamic limit is

2J/kB ln(1 +
√
2). Figure 1 shows how well the machine-learning methods described

above highlight the phase transition in comparison to physical quantities, such as the

heat capacity or magnetic susceptibility.

For such Boltzmann distributions, it is known that the energy is a minimum

sufficient statistic for the parameter γ [6, 7]. Thus, to detect phase transitions using

machine-learned indicators, it suffices to consider the energy, i.e., H [Eq. (17)], instead

of the spin configuration σ itself. This corresponds to an optimal lossless compression

of the state space and enables the simple non-parametric modeling approach described

in the previous section. Note, however, that this requires knowledge of the underlying

Hamiltonian, i.e., it can only be performed in the knowledge-driven setting.

3. Results: Data-driven setting

First, we consider a data-driven setting in which only raw snapshots of the spin

configuration are available but no information about the underlying Hamiltonian. In

this scenario, the key quantity measuring the associated cost is the number of data

points being collected.

Figure 2 shows the error between machine-learned indicator Ĩ and ground-truth

indicator I (see Fig. 1) as a function of the dataset size |Dγ|. We observe that

both the NN-based discriminative and generative approaches can outperform the naive

histogram-based generative approach, i.e., achieve a lower error for a given number
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Ĩ P

B
M

)2
〉 (c)

Figure 2: Mean-square-error between machine-learned indicator Ĩ and ground-truth

indicator I as a function of the dataset size |Dγ| for the Ising model [Eq. (17), L = 4] in

the data-driven setting. We consider the indicators of (a) supervised learning (SL), (b)

learning by confusion (LBC; l = 5), and (c) prediction-based method (PBM). Shaded

band corresponds to the 1-standard deviation error estimated from 5 independent runs.

Figure 3: Mean-square-error between machine-learned indicator Ĩ and ground-truth

indicator I as a function of the computation time for the Ising model [Eq. (17), L = 4]

in the data-driven setting. Here, the computation time encompasses both the time to

construct/train the relevant models as well as the subsequent indicator computation.

The time required for generating the data is not counted. We consider the indicators

of (a) supervised learning (SL), (b) learning by confusion (LBC; l = 5), and (c)

prediction-based method (PBM). Shaded bands correspond to the 1-standard deviation

error estimated from 5 independent runs. Scattered points show optimization runs with

distinct hyperparameter settings, see Appendix B. Bold lines highlight their envelope,

i.e., the hyperparameter setting achieving the lowest error at a given computation time

budget.

of samples. In all cases, this advantage seems to diminish as the number of samples

becomes large in comparison to the size of the state space |X | = 24×4 = 65536. In this

regime, the histogram-based approach becomes highly accurate whereas the accuracy

of NN-based methods starts to suffer from internal biases. In the case of supervised

learning, almost no advantage can be observed, this is because in this case, the optimal

prediction is solely based on estimating the probability of drawing a ground-state

configuration [6] which can be estimated with very few samples using naive histogram

binning. LBC and PBM are instead sensitive to the entire state space. It is also
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interesting to observe that NN-based generative modeling can be on par or even more

efficient compared to the discriminative approach. This also holds when considering

models with a different number of trainable parameters, see Fig. C4(a) in the Appendix.

The advantage of the NN-based methods is even more striking in Fig. 3 which

shows the error as a function of the computation time. For SL and PBM, at a

fixed computation time budget, the NN-based discriminative approach yields the most

accurate approximations of the ground-truth indicators. For LBC, the NN-based

generative approach is most favorable. Note that the only factor influencing the

computation time in the nonparametric generative approach is the chosen dataset size.

In contrast, the performance of the parametric approaches can differ strongly depending

on the choice of hyperparameters, such as the number of training epochs. The cost of

the hyperparameter tuning is not explicitly included here. Instead, we show different

optimization runs with distinct hyperparameter settings (scattered points in Fig. 3).

The envelopes marking the hyperparameter settings that achieve the lowest error at a

given computation time budget are highlighted by bold lines.

4. Results: Knowledge-driven setting

In the knowledge-driven setting, the underlying Hamiltonian is assumed to be known.

However, raw data is unavailable and must be generated through simulation. Therefore,

we include the data generation in the overall computation time. In this setting, the key

quantity measuring the cost is the computation time.

Figure 4: Mean-square-error between machine-learned indicator Ĩ and ground-truth

indicator I as a function of the computation time for the Ising model [Eq. (17), L = 4]

in the knowledge-driven setting. Here, the time spent for generating the data via

MCMC is included in the overall computation time. We consider the indicators of (a)

supervised learning (SL), (b) learning by confusion (LBC; l = 5), and (c) prediction-

based method (PBM)). Shaded bands correspond to the 1-standard deviation error

estimated from 5 independent runs. Scattered points show optimization runs with

distinct hyperparameter settings, see Appendix B. Bold lines highlight their envelope,

i.e., the hyperparameter setting achieving the lowest error at a given computation time

budget.

Figure 4 shows the error between machine-learned indicator Ĩ and ground-
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truth indicator I as a function of the computation time. For all three approaches,

the nonparametric generative method using the sufficient statistic yields the best

performance at a given computation time except for very small computation time

budgets, i.e., very high error tolerances. This is because the number of unique energies,

|XE| = L2 − 1 (for even L), is much smaller than the number of unique configurations,

|X | = 2L
2
. Hence, histogram binning results in accurate results for all but the smallest

number of samples. In the knowledge-driven setting, all data-driven strategies are also

available. However, as expected, the data-driven strategies perform worse than the

knowledge-driven strategies, see Fig. C3 in Appendix C.

Examining how the error decreases as a function of the dataset size in the

knowledge-driven setting, as shown in Fig. C2 in Appendix C, both generative and

discriminative approaches perform similarly. The NN-based generative approach is

slightly favored for smaller number of samples and the other two approaches are favored

for larger number of samples, |Dγ| > 104. Again, this is also observed to hold when

considering models with a different number of trainable parameters, see Fig. C4(b) in

the Appendix.

5. Conclusion and outlook

In this work, we have investigated different approaches for solving the classification

task underlying popular machine-learning methods for detecting phase transitions in an

automated fashion on the example of the two-dimensional square-lattice ferromagnetic

Ising model.

In the data-driven setting, we find that NN-based approaches are favored over

the nonparametric approach in terms of computation time. When only having access

to a small number of samples |Dγ| ⪅ |X | = 2L
2
, NN-based methods also achieve

lower errors compared to the nonparametric approach. We find that the NN-based

generative approach is most favored in combination with LBC, whereas the NN-based

discriminative approach is most favored in combination with SL and PBM. The efficiency

of discriminative LBC may be further improved using multi-tasking, see Ref. [20]. In

this case, the NN-based discriminative approach becomes comparable with the NN-based

generative approach. However, the efficiency of the training for parametric generative

models may also be improved along similar lines. In Ref. [21], for example, it was

shown that accurate generative models across a wide range of the parameter space

can be obtained by fine-tuning a model that is pre-trained at the critical point. In

Ref. [22], more accurate generative models were obtained by a two-stage training process

consisting of a data-driven training stage based on forward KL followed by a knowledge-

driven training based on Ritz’s variational principle. This constitutes a promising line

of research for future works.

In the knowledge-driven setting, the nonparametric approach is favored in terms

of computation time for all but the smallest number of samples |Dγ| ⪆ |XE| = L2 − 1

or in case of large error tolerances, where XE is the set of all possible energies for spin
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configurations in X .

While we only considered a small system size L = 4 in this work due to limited

computational resources, we expect the aforementioned trends to hold even for larger

system sizes with the size of the corresponding state space being the relevant threshold

value in terms of dataset size. Similarly, we expect our conclusions to apply to a variety

of different systems beyond the ferromagnetic Ising model on a two-dimensional square

lattice, particularly thermal transitions in classical lattice models with discrete degrees

of freedom at thermal equilibrium for which the same methods can be readily applied.

In future work, it will be of interest to investigate to what extent these findings apply

to the quantum domain and nonequilibrium settings, where different generative models

may be required, and exact sufficient statistics are typically unavailable.
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Appendix A. Details on data generation

The Ising dataset was generated using the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm for each

temperature parameter. In each update step, all 4 × 4 spins are traversed randomly.

We set the thermalization period to 105 steps, after which we assume the Markov Chain

has reached its stationary distribution, which matches the Boltzmann distribution at

the given temperature. To minimize correlations between adjacent states, we sampled

the Markov Chain every 10 steps, ultimately collecting 106 spin configurations to create

our largest dataset. Further, for the knowledge-driven settings, we also calculated the

energy of each spin configuration, which led to another 106 dataset consisting of scalar

energies. Those two datasets serve as the training foundation for all models.

SL-Data LBC-Data PBM-Data SL-Knowledge LBC-Knowledge PBM-Knowledge

Architecture Details

Model Type CNN CNN CNN MLP MLP MLP

Number of Hidden Layers 3 3 3 3 3 3

Neurons per Layer (MLP) 10 10 10 32 32 32

Filter Size (CNN) 3 × 3 3 × 3 3 × 3 N/A N/A N/A

Activation Function ReLU ReLU ReLU ReLU LeakyReLU ReLU

Total Number of Parameters 3894 3894 3883 2242 2242 2209

Training Hyperparameters

Learning Rate 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001

Batch Size 64 64 64 64 64 64

Optimizer Adam Adam Adam Adam Adam Adam

Number of Epochs 100 100 100 1000 1000 1000

Table A1: Descriptions of the six NN-based discriminative models utilized in this work.

We distinguish between the three different methods for detecting phase transitions (SL,

LBC, and PBM), as well as the setting (data-driven vs. knowledge-driven).

Appendix B. Details on training procedure

For the non-parametric generative approach using histogram binning, we use the spin

configuration dataset for data-driven settings and the energy dataset for knowledge-

driven settings. In each setting, we construct the corresponding empirical distribution,

which serves as the underlying data distribution. These empirical distributions then

serve as input to the three approaches for detecting phase transitions from data. We

perform five independent runs to assess the variability of each estimation around the

average.

For the discriminative approach, we employed multilayer perceptrons (MLPs) in the

knowledge-driven setting and convolutional neural networks (CNNs) for the data-driven

setting. The architectures and hyperparameters for both MLPs and CNNs are detailed
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Data-Driven Knowledge-Driven

Architecture Details

Model Type PixelCNN PixelCNN

Number of Hidden Layers 3 3

Neurons per Layer (MLP) 32 32

Filter Size (CNN) 3 × 3 3 × 3

Activation Function PReLU PReLU

Total Number of Parameters 2017 2017

Training Hyperparameters

Batch Size 64 64

Learning Rate 0.001, 0.0001 0.01

Optimizer Adam Adam

Scheduler N/A ReduceLROnPlateau(factor=0.92, patience=100, min lr=1e-6)

Regularization N/A Annealing learning rate

Number of Epochs & Annealing Rate (10, N/A), (100, N/A), (1000, N/A), (10000, N/A) (100, 0.9), (1000, 0.98), (1000, 0.99), (10000, 0.998)

Table B1: Descriptions of the two NN-based generative models utilized in this work.

All computations are run on a V-100 GPU.

in Tab. A1. The models were carefully designed to ensure comparable architectures,

including the same number of parameters, layers, activation functions, and other key

elements, allowing for a fair performance comparison. After conducting five independent

runs on a V-100 GPU, we calculated the average performance and the variability around

the mean.

For the parametric generative approach, we chose the PixelCNN architecture, which

is an autoregressive model with an explicit, tractable density. In the data-driven setting,

we utilized the spin configurations dataset with the forward KL divergence as the

loss function. For the knowledge-driven setting, instead of using the energy dataset,

we assumed knowledge of how to compute the Hamiltonian and employed the reverse

KL divergence as the loss function. Notably, careful design of the annealing rate was

essential in this approach. A detailed list of hyperparameter settings can be found in

Tab. B1.

Appendix C. Additional results

In this Appendix, we show additional results supporting our claims in the main text.

Figure C1 shows that the PixelCNNs trained both with forward and reverse KL are

capable of accurately modeling the Boltzmann distribution underlying the system. In

particular, the generative models are capable of reproducing key physical quantities,

such as the system’s average energy or magnetization. Figure C2 shows how the error

in the indicator scales as a function of the utilized dataset size within the knowledge-

driven setting. Similarly, Fig. C3 contains the results of all possible approaches to detect

phase transitions within the knowledge-driven setting as a function of the computation

time. Finally, in Fig. C4 we show how the error in the LBC indicator scales as a

function of the dataset size when different-sized NN as employed for both generative

and discriminative models.
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Figure C1: (a) Mean energy and (b) mean magnetization of the 4 × 4 Ising model

estimated from trained PixelCNNs using either the forward KL divergence (data-driven)

or reverse KL divergence (knowledge-driven) as an objective. Here, in the data-driven

setting, we utilize |Dγ| = 106 and train for 10 epochs. In the knowledge-driven setting,

we train for 10’000 epochs. We obtain the most accurate results for these settings,

i.e., these settings correspond to the most resources being utilized. For all other

hyperparameters, see Tab. B1.
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Figure C2: Mean-square-error between machine-learned indicator Ĩ and ground-truth

indicator I as a function of the dataset size |Dγ| for the Ising model [Eq. (17), L = 4] in

the knowledge-driven setting. We consider the indicators of (a) supervised learning (SL),

(b) learning by confusion (LBC; l = 5), and (c) prediction-based method (PBM). Shaded

band corresponds to the 1 standard deviation error estimated from 5 independent runs.



15

101 102 103 104

Time (s)

10 5

10 4

10 3

10 2

10 1

〈 (I
S
L
−
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Ĩ P

B
M

)2
〉 (c)Histogram (S)

Histogram (E)
CNN (S)
MLP (E)
PixelCNN (S)
PixelCNN (E)

Figure C3: Mean-square-error between machine-learned indicator Ĩ and ground-truth

indicator I as a function of the computation time for the Ising model [Eq. (17), L = 4] in

the knowledge-driven setting. Here, the time required for data generation is included in

the overall computation time. We consider the indicators of (a) supervised learning (SL),

(b) learning by confusion (LBC; l = 5), and (c) prediction-based method (PBM). Shaded

bands correspond to the 1-standard deviation error estimated from 5 independent runs

for the histogram-based approach. For the NN-based approaches, the envelopes of

variations over hyperparameters are shown (cf. bold lines in Fig. 4).
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Figure C4: Mean-square-error between machine-learned indicator ĨLBC (l = 5) and

ground-truth indicator ILBC as a function of the dataset size for the Ising model [Eq. (17),

L = 4] in (a) the data-driven and (b) the knowledge-driven setting. For each NN-

based approach we consider a smaller model variation with fewer trainable parameters.

In panel (a), the small PixelCNN contained 787 trainable parameters (in contrast to

the 2017 parameters of the large model) and the small MLP has 610 (in contrast to

the 2242 parameters of the large model). In panel (b), the small PixelCNN has 787

trainable parameters (in contrast to the 2017 parameters of the large model) and the

small MLP has 610 (in contrast to the 2242 parameters of the large model). For other

hyperparameter settings, see Tabs. A1 and B1. Shaded bands correspond to the 1-

standard deviation error estimated from 5 independent runs for the histogram-based

approach.
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