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Abstract. The growth-rate fσ8(z) of the large-scale structure of the Universe is an impor-
tant dynamic probe of gravity that can be used to test for deviations from General Relativity.
However, in order for galaxy surveys to extract this key quantity from cosmological observa-
tions, two important assumptions have to be made: i) a fiducial cosmological model, typically
taken to be the cosmological constant and cold dark matter (ΛCDM) model and ii) the mod-
eling of the observed power spectrum from Hα emitters, especially at non-linear scales, which
is particularly dangerous as most models used in the literature are phenomenological at best.
In this work, we propose a novel approach involving convolutional neural networks (CNNs),
trained on the Quijote N-body simulations, to predict fσ8(z) directly and without assuming
a model for the non-linear part of the power spectrum, thus avoiding the second of the afore-
mentioned assumptions. We find that the predictions for the value of fσ8 from the CNN
are in excellent agreement with the fiducial values, while the errors are within a factor of
order unity from those of the traditionally optimistic Fisher matrix approach, assuming an
ideal fiducial survey matching the specifications of the Quijote simulations. Thus, we find the
CNN reconstructions provide a viable alternative in order to avoid the theoretical modeling
of the non-linearities at small scales when extracting the growth-rate.

1Corresponding author.
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1 Introduction

Recent cosmological observations indicate that the Universe is experiencing a phase of acceler-
ated expansion, which is typically attributed to a new form of matter, i.e., dark energy, that is
responsible for this phenomenon. Within the context of the Friedmann-Lemâıtre-Robertson-
Walker (FLRW) cosmology, this new dark energy component is frequently attributed to the
cosmological constant Λ, which is introduced regardless of the fine-tuning issues that this
may cause [1, 2]. Together with the assumption of a cold dark matter (CDM) component,
these two ingredients make up the so-called ΛCDM model, which is currently the concordance
cosmological model [3].

The large-scale structure (LSS) of the Universe encodes very important details that are
crucial to test cosmological models, as it provides information about the late-time evolution
of the Universe and the structure of the matter density field. Both are useful for constraining
the current values of the fractional density parameters for CDM, baryonic matter, and dark
energy: Ωm,0, Ωb,0 and ΩΛ,0 respectively, and many other parameters like the clustering
strength σ8 [4, 5]. They are also important probes to search for possible deviations from
general relativity.

An overriding challenge in modern cosmology is understanding the features of dark
energy, and here lies the importance of obtaining highly accurate data from forthcoming
cosmological missions such as Euclid [6], LSST [7], and DESI [8], which aim to provide percent
measurements of the various key parameters related to the LSS. In order to make sense of the
plethora of currently available cosmological models and observations [9, 10], it is necessary
to develop valuable statistical tools. In particular, Machine Learning (ML) has attracted
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increasing attention as it simplifies the usually computationally expensive procedures for
data treatment [11]. Simulations also play an indispensable role in understanding the whole
picture of the LSS, since some information is particularly difficult to extract due to the non-
linearity nature of the system. This is the motivation behind the Quijote N-body simulations,
consisting of CDM particle simulations that allow quantifying data on the matter field in the
fully non-linear regime and with different statistics [12].

One way of probing the dynamics of LSS is by measuring the growth of matter den-
sity perturbations δm = δρm/ρm, where ρm is the background matter density and δρm its
linear order perturbation, and its growth rate that is usually represented by its logarithmic
derivative f = d ln δm

d ln a . However, when dealing with galaxy surveys, the observed quantity
is, in fact, the galaxy density δg, which is connected to the matter perturbations through a
bias parameter that changes from survey to survey: δg = b δm and depending on the type of
galaxy observed [13]. At some redshift bin zi, the growth rate f(zi) can be combined with the
bias b(zi) to give rise to the so-called velocity-density coupling parameter β(zi) = f(zi)/b(zi),
while the combination of b(zi)σ8(zi) can also be independently measured [14], where σ8(z) is
the root mean square (RMS) density fluctuation in a sphere of radius R = 8Mpc/h. There-
fore the combination fσ8(z) ≡ f(z)σ(z) is independent of bias and can be measured via
redshift-space distortions [15].

However, this approach has the issue that in order to extract the fσ8(z) quantity, two
main assumptions have to be made: first, that of a cosmological model (typically assumed to
be the ΛCDM model), as we need to convert the redshifts of galaxies and coordinates in the
sky to distances in order to extract the correlation function [16]. Second, we need to assume
a model for the non-linear part of the power spectrum (at scales k & 0.3h/Mpc), typically
done with phenomenological models [17–21].

This approach has also led to the creation of several fσ8(z) data set compilations,
see for example, Refs. [14, 22, 23] and references therein, where the data have an explicit
dependence on the cosmology used. Even though this can be somewhat easily corrected for
via an Alcock-Paczynski (AP) type correction [22], the second issue of the model dependence
on the non-linear power spectrum is more insidious as all models used are phenomenological,
and thus far, there is no way to correct for that a posteriori.

One approach which has been recently proposed to extract cosmological parameters in
a theory-agnostic manner is via ML and, in particular, by training Convolutional Neural
Networks (CNNs) on N-body simulations and then extracting the parameters from the LSS
statistics [24]. This approach was also further expanded to also extract the cosmological
density and velocity fields from N-body simulations [25, 26]. These ML approaches have the
main advantages that after the original training has occurred, any subsequent evaluations
are practically instantaneous, and more importantly, they allow for extracting the quantities
of interest with minimal assumptions.

In this work, we aim to extract and compare the growth-rate fσ8 quantity by leveraging
ML techniques, in particular by training a CNN directly on N-body simulations at different
redshift bins and also on the power spectrum of these simulations. For comparison, we also
calculated the estimated errors of fσ8 for an ideal survey corresponding to our simulations.
Thus, while we do not avoid the cosmological model dependence, we avoid the assumption
of the modeling of the non-linear power spectrum.

The layout of our paper is as follows: in Sec. 2, we briefly summarize the theoretical
background of our analysis, while in Sec. 3, we present the details for the Quijote simulations
used in our analysis. Then in Sec. 4, we describe the results of our ML analysis using the
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density field of the simulations, while in Sec. 5, we compare our results to the conventional
likelihood inference. Finally, in Sec. 6, we summarize our conclusions.

2 Theoretical framework

2.1 The ΛCDM model and the growth-rate

In this work, we will consider general relativity and a flat ΛCDM universe with an equation
of state of w = −1 for dark energy.

At the background level, the Hubble parameter in a flat ΛCDM model is given by the
first Friedmann equation as usual:

H(a)2 = H2
0

(
Ωm,0a

−3 + 1− Ωm,0

)
, (2.1)

where H0 is the Hubble constant and the matter density Ωm,0 can be related to the scale
factor a by:

Ωm(a) =
Ωm,0a

−3

H(a)2/H2
0

. (2.2)

Also, assuming a flat universe we can calculate the comoving distance D(z) from us to a
redshift z as

D(z) =

∫ z

0

c dz′

H(z′)
, (2.3)

where c is the speed of light and H(z) is Hubble parameter at redshift z calculated via
Eq. (2.1), when neglecting radiation and neutrinos at late times.

On the other hand, observations from the LSS and the cosmic microwave background
(CMB) also suggest the existence of small ∼ O(10−5) perturbations. Thus, we have to work
in the framework of a perturbed FLRW metric as the gravitational instability produced
by density fluctuations plays a crucial role in seeding the structures at large scales. In
the conformal Newtonian gauge, we consider scalar metric perturbations Ψ and Φ, so the
perturbed metric can be written as [27, 28]

ds2 = a(τ)2
[
−(1 + 2Ψ(~x, τ))dτ2 + (1− 2Φ(~x, τ))d~x2

]
, (2.4)

where the potentials depend on the space-time point xµ = (~x, τ), with τ being the conformal
time, while the scale factor a(τ) only depends on the conformal time.

In general, we can assume that the matter component behaves as a perfect fluid and
described by the stress-energy tensor:

Tµν = Pδµν + (ρ+ P )UµUν , (2.5)

where the 4-velocity is Uµ = dxµ√
−ds2 , the total density is ρ = ρ̄ + δρ, the total pressure is

P = P̄ + δP , ρ̄ = ρ̄(τ) and δρ = δρ(~x, τ) and δP = δP (~x, τ) are the density and pressure
perturbations respectively, while P̄ = P̄ (τ) are the background energy density and pressure
quantities. Therefore, the stress-energy tensor components are [29]:

T 0
0 = −(ρ̄+ δρ), (2.6)

T 0
i = (ρ̄+ P̄ )ui, (2.7)

T ij = (P̄ + δP )δij + Σi
j , (2.8)
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where Σi
j ≡ T ij − δij T kk /3 is the anisotropic stress and u = ~̇x. The dot denotes derivative

with respect to τ [30]. Recall that the energy-momentum tensor follows the conservation law
Tµν ;ν = 0, as a consequence of the Bianchi identities [29].

To study the evolution of the perturbed variables, we resort to the perturbed Einstein
equations in k-space [27, 29]:

k2Φ + 3
ȧ

a

(
Φ̇ +

ȧ

a
Ψ

)
= 4πGNa

2δT 0
0 , (2.9)

k2

(
Φ̇ +

ȧ

a
Ψ

)
= 4πGNa

2(ρ̄+ P̄ )θ, (2.10)

Φ̈ +
ȧ

a
(Ψ̇ + 2Φ̇) +

(
2
ä

a
− ȧ2

a2

)
Ψ +

k2

3
(Φ−Ψ) =

4π

3
GNa

2δT ii , (2.11)

k2(Φ−Ψ) = 12πGNa
2(ρ̄+ P̄ )σ, (2.12)

where the fluid velocity is defined via θ = ikju
j and kj is the wavenumber of the perturbations

in Fourier space. We can also rewrite the anisotropic stress as (ρ̄+P̄ )σ ≡ −(−k̂ik̂j− 1
3δij)Σ

ij .

By taking the following approximations: sub-horizon (only the modes in the Hubble
radius are important) and quasi-static (neglect terms with time derivatives), we can simplify
the perturbed Einstein equations. Let us consider the perturbation of the Ricci scalar, and
see how it simplifies with these approximations:

δR = −
12
(
H2 + Ḣ

)
a2

Ψ− 4k2

a2
Φ +

2k2

a2
Ψ− 18H

a2
Φ̇− 6H

a2
Ψ̇− 6Φ̈

a2
,

' −4k2

a2
Φ +

2k2

a2
Ψ,

(2.13)

then, we can find the following expressions for the Newtonian potentials, see [29]:

Ψ(k, a) = −4πGN
a2

k2
µ(k, a)ρ̄mδm, (2.14)

Φ(k, a) = −4πGN
a2

k2
Qeff(k, a)ρ̄mδm, (2.15)

where µ(k, a) ≡ Geff(k, a)/GN is used to denote an evolving Newton’s constant. In GR the
two parameters µ(k, a) and Qeff(k, a) can be shown to be equal to unity, but in modified
gravity theories they are, in general, time and scale dependent [29].

From the context developed before and by using the continuity equations that come
from the conservation of the energy-momentum tensor (via the Bianchi identities), we arrive
to a second-order differential equation that describes the evolution of the matter density
perturbations (in the absence of massive neutrinos), which is valid in the context of most
modified gravity models [31]:

δ′′m(a) +

(
3

a
+
H ′(a)

H(a)

)
δ′m(a)− 3Ωm,0 µ(k, a)

2a5H(a)2/H2
0

δm(a) = 0, (2.16)

for which we assume the initial conditions δm(a� 1) ∼ a and δ′m(a� 1) ∼ 1 at some initial
time in the matter domination era, e.g. a = 10−3.
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In GR and the ΛCDM model (µ = 1), the analytical solution for the growing mode can
be found by directly solving Eq. (2.16) and is given by [32–35]

δm(a) = a · 2F1

(
1

3
, 1;

11

6
; a3

(
1− 1

Ωm,0

))
, (2.17)

where we use the quasi-static and sub-horizon approximations [31] and 2F1 is the Gauss
hypergeometric function expressed as1

2F1(a, b, c, z) =
∞∑
n=0

(a)n(b)n
(c)n

zn

n!
, (2.18)

where (x)n is the rising factorial calculated as

(x)n = x(x+ 1)(x+ 2) · · · (x+ n− 1). (2.19)

With this in mind, we can define several key quantities: the growth rate f , and σ8,
which is the root mean square (RMS) normalization of the matter power spectrum as:

f(a) =
d log δm

d log a
, (2.20)

σ8(a) = σ8,0
δm(a)

δm(1)
, (2.21)

σ2
8,0 =

〈
δm(x)2

〉
. (2.22)

It’s important to mention that in general, we have to correct the data for the Alcock-
Paczynski effect (as different surveys use different fiducial cosmologies) [36–38]. The combi-
nation of the growth rate f(z) and σ8(z) gives rise to a new bias-independent variable fσ8,
that is in fact what is measured by galaxy surveys from redshift space distortions (RSDs):

fσ8(a) = a
δ′m(a)

δm(1)
· σ8,0. (2.23)

This quantity can be directly measured from current and forthcoming galaxy surveys and
several compilations exist in the literature [14, 22, 23]. Thus, if a growth rate measure-
ment has been obtained via a fiducial cosmology H ′(z), then the corresponding fσ8 value is
obtained for the true cosmology H(z) via an AP-like correction [22, 38, 39]:

fσ8(z) ' H(z)DA(z)

H ′(z)D′A(z)
fσ′8(z). (2.24)

Nonetheless, one of the main advantages of the fσ8 growth-rate is that it is a direct
dynamic probe of gravity since, as can be seen from Eq. (2.16), the dependence on the
gravitational theory appears explicitly via the normalized evolving Newton’s constant µ(k, a)
and indirectly via the Hubble parameter H(a). On the other hand, one of its main weaknesses
is also that the measurements, as currently made by the galaxy surveys, suffer from model
dependence (typically assumed to be the ΛCDM model) and by the fact that the modeling
of the non-linear scales is phenomenological [17–21].

1In the scipy python module, the Gauss hypergeometric function 2F1 is implemented as
scipy.special.hyp2fi(a,b,c,z).

– 5 –



2.2 Error estimates from the Fisher matrix

Here we now briefly summarize the so-called Fisher matrix approach that can be used to
forecast the measurement errors for cosmological observables from forthcoming galaxy surveys
[21, 40–42]. This approach allows us to obtain a typically optimistic estimate of the errors,
assuming some particular specifications for a survey in question.

The first step is to assume a fiducial galaxy survey that is split in Nbins redshift bins,
then the Fisher matrix in every bin i is [21, 40–42]

F bin
αβ (zi) =

1

8π2

∫ 1

−1
dµ

∫ kmax

kmin

k2 dk

[
∂ lnPobs

∂θα

∂ lnPobs

∂θβ

]
Veff(zi, k, µ), (2.25)

where k is the Fourier wavenumber, µ is the cosine of the angle between the line-of-sight and
the wave-vector k, θα is the set of parameters varied in the Fisher matrix (to be specified
below) and

Veff(k, µ; z) = Vs(z)
[ n(z)Pobs(k, µ; z)

n(z)Pobs(k, µ; z) + 1

]2
, (2.26)

is the effective volume of the survey, where Vs(z) is the comoving volume of a region covering
a solid angle between the redshift limits of the bin. The integral over the wave-numbers
k in Eq. (2.25) is done up to a maximum value kmax, chosen such that we remain within
approximately linear scales kmax = 0.25hMpc−1 (our pessimistic scenario) or going slightly
into the non-linear regime kmax = 0.30hMpc−1 (our optimistic scenario). In what follows,
we mainly focus on the pessimistic scenario.

Finally, the observed power spectrum is

Pobs(k, µ; z) =
1

q2
⊥ q‖

[
bσ8(z) + fσ8(z)µ2

]2
1 + [f(z)kµσp]2

Pdw(k, µ; z)

σ2
8(z)

Fz(k, µ; z) + Ps(z), (2.27)

where q⊥, q‖ are the AP projection coefficients, b is the bias, σp is a non-linear parameter
computed from the linear power spectrum, Pdw is the “de-wiggled” power spectrum, Fz
accounts for the smearing of the galaxy density field along the line of sight direction and
finally, Ps(z) is a scale-independent offset due to imperfect removal of shot noise (see Ref. [42]
for more details). In this work we calculate the power spectrum numerically, using the
Boltzmann code CLASS [43, 44].

With these in mind, in order to actually calculate the Fisher matrix we need to eval-
uate the derivatives of the observed power spectrum. Unfortunately, this can only be done
numerically, thus we employ a two-point central difference formula for the derivatives. We
also need to de-wiggle the power spectrum, and to do this we apply a Savitzky-Golay filter
with a window size of 201 and polynomial order equal to 3.2

Of crucial importance is also the choice of the bias function b(z), as this appears in the
bσ8(z) quantity. Here we choose to model the halo bias as

bhalo(z) = A+B eC z, (2.28)

where A = 0.648, B = 0.689 and C = 0.792 are free parameters determined by fitting the
model to the halo catalog. Then, the total Fisher matrix is obtained by summing over all

2In the scipy python module, the Savitzky-Golay filter is implemented as scipy.signal.savgol filter(data,
window length, poly order).
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the redshift bins as:

Fαβ =

Nbins∑
i=1

F bin
αβ (zi). (2.29)

Finally, we should note that compared to other analyses, e.g. that of Refs. [21, 42], we
choose to vary for the Fisher matrix only the cosmological parameters, namely the parameter
set θcosmo = {Ωb,0,Ωm,0, h, ns, ln

(
1010As

)
,
∑
mν}, along with the set of non-cosmological

θnon−cosmo = {σp, Ps}, which are related to the non-linear prescription and the shot noise
(see Ref. [21] for more info). Unlike other analyses, we do not vary with respect to quantities
in each bin, such as the angular diameter distance DA(zi), the Hubble parameter H(zi),
the growth rate fσ8(zi) or bσ8(zi), as all of them already in principle depend on the vector
of cosmological parameters θcosmo. Clearly, by including the aforementioned quantities as
free parameters we would be double-counting the information, as we have already fixed our
fiducial model to be the ΛCDM model. Thus, our final vector of parameters for the Fisher
matrix is θtotal = θcosmo + θnon−cosmo. We also assume that all parameters in our analysis are
constant across all the redshift bins.

Then, after the total Fisher matrix has been determined, we perform an error-propagation
to go from the covariance matrix Cαβ ≡ F−1

αβ of the θtotal parameters to the covariance matrix
of the growth rate values fσ8(zi) in each redshift bin. This is done in practice via:

Cij =
∂fσ8,i

∂θα

∂fσ8,j

∂θβ
Cαβ, (2.30)

where we calculate the transformation matrix J iα ≡
∂fσ8,i
∂θα

numerically as well. Then, the er-
rors of fσ8(zi) in each redshift bin are simply given by the diagonal elements of the covariance
matrix as

σ2
fσ8(zbin,i)

= Cii. (2.31)

We have made extensive comparisons with other analyses, e.g. that of Refs. [21, 42],
and we find that the results of our approach are in excellent agreement, thus we are confident
in the robustness of our methodology.

3 The Quijote simulations

The Quijote simulations, see Ref. [12], are a set of 44100 N-body simulations created via
the TreePM code Gadget-III in boxes of sides of 1 Gpc/h, where h is the reduced Hubble
constant. In this work, we use these simulations to train and test of our CNN.3

The Quijote simulations have 2, 000 realizations which vary the value of cosmological
parameters (Ωm,Ωb, h, ns, σ8), chosen by the Latin-hypercube, and whose limits are set by

Ωm ∈ [0.1, 0.5],

Ωb ∈ [0.03, 0.07],

h ∈ [0.5, 0.9],

ns ∈ [0.8, 1.2],

σ8 ∈ [0.6, 1.0]. (3.1)

3The detailed document of the Quijote simulations can be accessed here. The simulation data can be
accessed through binder, which can be accessed from here.
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Figure 1. The distribution of the fσ8 parameter values for Latin-hypercube realizations of the
Quijote simulations at their corresponding redshifts. Black dots represent the mean value at each
redshift and the dashed curve shows the ΛCDM prediction.

z range z mean relative number nhalo comoving distance box size

[(h−1Gpc)−3] [h−1Mpc] [deg]

[0.5, 1.0] 0.75 2 8.0× 103 1.9× 103 30.2

[1.0, 1.5] 1.25 4 1.6× 104 2.7× 103 20.9

[1.5, 2.0] 1.75 3 1.2× 104 3.4× 103 16.9

[2.0, 3.0] 2.5 1 8.0× 103 4.1× 103 14.0

Table 1. Specifications for the mock simulation. The relative number is the expected number
of halos given our assumed toy observation, which roughly corresponds to the Euclid survey, and
nhalo is the number of halos included in the simulation box after the random draw. We also provide
observation-related quantities, the comoving distance to the mean redshift and subtended angle of
the simulation box placed at the comoving distance.

Each simulation box has 5123 dark matter particles and each realization has 5 snapshots at
redshifts z = [3.0, 2.0, 1.0, 0.5, 0.0]. In Fig. 1, we show the distribution of fσ8 for the
realizations of the simulation and for each redshift.

3.1 The halo catalog

The Quijote simulations have a halo catalog identified by a Friends-Of-Friends (FOF) al-
gorithm, in which each halo has at least 20 dark matter particles. Therefore, the lower
limit of the halo mass is O(1012) - O(1013) [M�/h] (the value varies with the values of the
cosmological parameters).

As a rough approximation, we probe redshifts from 0.5 to 3 spanned in 4 redshift bins,
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where mean redshifts are z = [0.75, 1.25, 1.75, 2.5] for the analysis of the halo distribution.
And then, we assume the redshift halo distribution, that roughly corresponds to the Euclid
survey, and randomly pick up halos such that the redshift distribution matches to the relative
numbers in Table. 1. In this table, the mean of the comoving number density of the halos in
each redshift bin over 2,000 realizations after the picking up is also shown. We also provide a
relation between the box size (= 1 Gpc/h) for each redshift. We can calculate the apparent
angular size of the object whose physical size l at redshift z as

θ [rad] = 2 arctan

(
l/a

2D(z)

)
, (3.2)

where a = 1/(1 + z) is the scale factor.

3.2 Data for Machine Learning

The architecture of our CNN will be discussed in Sec. 4.1. For the training part, we use the
dark matter or halo distribution and we build images for our CNN as follows: first, we define
the 403 grids in a simulation box, while this size of a grid corresponds to k = 0.25 h−1Mpc in
Fourier space, and then we redistribute dark matter particles or halos to the cells by Nearest
Gridding Point. As a result, we get the 3D images whose size is 403 and each voxel value is
the density of dark matter or halo in each cell.

And then, for comparison, we train and test a neural network (NN) by the Legendre
expanded power spectrum Pl(k), which is the two-point statistics in the redshift-space defined
as

P (k, µ) =
∑
l

Pl(k)Ll(µ)(2l + 1)

Pl(k) =
1

2

∫ 1

−1
P (k, µ)Ll(µ)dµ, (3.3)

where P (k, µ) is the power spectrum in real space, µ is the cosine of the angle between the
line of sight and the vector of wave number, and Ll(µ) is the Legendre polynomial. In this
work, we use the expansion coefficient P0(k), P2(k), and P4(k) which are already calculated
for the dark matter distribution in the simulations we introduce and are available publicly.
As the input to our NN, we use the P0(k), P2(k), and P4(k) for k ≤ 0.25.

The Quijote simulations have 2000 realizations, so we use 1500 simulations as training
data, 100 as validation data, and 400 as test data for both CNN and NN.

4 Machine learning based cosmological parameter inference

In this section, we describe the ML approach to extract cosmological parameters from images
of the density field or the measured power spectra using the Quijote simulation. We first
provide a basic structure of the ML architecture which is specifically optimized for image
analysis and power spectrum analysis. We then show results in comparison with various
different methodologies. Given the available dataset, we have established a set of comparison
ladder : i.e. we first compare the result of CNN on dark matter density field images to those
on the halo density field images (Sec. 4.2). This will directly compare the ability to constrain
fσ8 between dark matter and halo. We then compare the result of CNN on dark matter with
ML-based dark matter power spectrum result (Sec. 4.3). This enables us to isolate the extra
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Figure 2. Here we show an overview of our work, highlighting the various comparisons between the
different reconstruction methods. PS stands for the power spectrum, ML for machine learning, and
CNN for convolutional neural network.

DM halo (all) halo DM DM halo

CNN CNN CNN PS-ML PS-Fisher PS-Fisher

z = 0.75 3.8 3.9 4.5 2.3 1.4 0.42

1.25 2.3 2.2 2.5 2.0 1.7 0.63

1.75 1.2 1.1 1.7 2.7 1.7 0.67

2.5 0.74 1.2 1.2 2.9 1.5 0.61

(×10−2)

Table 2. The predicted errors on the fσ8 quantity as derived by different methods. The first row
shows the target of each analysis, i.e. DM (halo) means the analysis of the dark matter (halo)
distribution, and halo (all) means we use the images including all halos. The second row shows the
method of the analysis and each name corresponds to the one in Fig. 2. Every line from the third to
sixth corresponds to each redshift from 0.75 to 2.5, and the components in this table show the values
of the error divided by 10−2 for each method.

information content of the image which is not included in the power spectrum. Finally, we
compare the ML-based dark matter power spectrum result with the Fisher matrix analysis
(Sec. 4.4) or the conventional likelihood inference (Sec. 5) to see the advantages of the ML
approach in terms of the constraining accuracy on fσ8 as well as the possible systematic
biases on the measurement.

The whole comparison ladder between the different methods is summarized in Fig. 2,
while the predicted errors on the fσ8 quantity as derived by different methods are then given
in Table 2. In what follows, we proceed to discuss in detail how the analysis is performed for
each method and how we perform the measurements in each case.

4.1 ML architecture

In this work, we use the 3-dimensional CNN for the analysis of the images and a NN for the
power spectrum. We used the publicly available platform PyTorch [45] to construct our CNN
and NN and the architecture based on Ref. [46], however, note that some hyperparameters
are different from those of that work, as the size of input data is different. In Table 3 and
Table 4, we show the architecture of our CNN, while it should be noted that for the activation
function, we apply the ReLU after each convolution layer and FullyConnected layer except
for the last layer. Also, our CNN predicts the value of fσ8(z) from the 40 × 40 × 40 image
of dark matter or halo distribution introduced in Sec. 3.2.
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Layer Output map size

1 Input 40× 40× 40× 1

2 3× 3× 3 convolution 38× 38× 38× 2

3 BatchNorm3d 38× 38× 38× 2

4 2× 2× 2 MaxPool 19× 19× 19× 2

5 2× 2× 2 convolution 18× 18× 18× 64

6 BatchNorm3D 18× 18× 18× 64

7 2× 2× 2 MaxPool 9× 9× 9× 64

8 3× 3× 3 convolution 7× 7× 7× 64

9 3× 3× 3 convolution 5× 5× 5× 64

10 2× 2× 2 convolution 4× 4× 4× 128

11 BatchNorm3d 4× 4× 4× 128

12 Flatten 8192(= 43 × 128)

13 FullyConnected 512

14 FullyConnected 256

15 FullyConnected 1

Table 3. Our CNN architecture. In all convolutional layers, stride = 1 and padding is not applied.
Output map size corresponds to (height, width, depth, and channel). After each convolution layer
and FullyConnected layer except for the last layer, we apply the ReLU as the activation function.
The total number of trainable parameters is 5,345,341.

Layer Output size

1 Input 3× 39

2 FullyConnected 512

3 FullyConnected 512

4 FullyConnected 512

5 FullyConnected 512

6 FullyConnected 1

Table 4. Our neural network architecture. After each FullyConnected layer except for the last layer,
we apply the dropout layer with rates of 0.1. The total number of trainable parameters is 848, 897.

Here we also use the mini-batch learning and when we choose Nb as the batch size, we
randomly divide the training data into groups, and each group has Nb training data. This
group is called a mini-batch and then, the average value of the loss function in the mini-batch
is used to update the trainable parameters. With trial and error, we determined that the
optimal batch size is 16, note however that if we make the batch size unity (online learning),
the loss value does not converge because we use batch normalization in our CNN.

As our main loss function we use the Mean Squared Error (MSE)

L =
1

Nb

Nb∑
i=1

(yi − ŷi)2, (4.1)
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where Nb is the batch size, yi is the predicted value of fσ8 from our CNN for the i-th data
in the mini-batch data, and ŷi is the ground-truth value, i.e. the correct fσ8 value.

In updating the trainable parameters, we use the Adam optimizer, which is defined as
torch.optim.Adam() in Pytorch. We use 5×10−7 and 0.1 as the value of lr and weight decay
which are the arguments of torch.optim.Adam(), respectively. The batch normalization is
used in our CNN as we have found that this improves the efficiency of the learning. This is
defined as torch.nn.BatchNorm3d() in PyTorch and we use the default values for all param-
eters.

And then, our NN predicts the value of fσ8 from the Legendre expanded power spec-
trum. We use the P0(k), P2(k), and P4(k) for k ≤ 0.25, so the size of input data to our NN
is 3 (P0, P2, and P4)× 39 (the number of k-bins). Furthermore, we apply the dropout layer
with the rate of 0.1 after each Fully Connected layer, except for 6th layer, see Table 4.

Finally, as the loss function and the optimizer of the trainable parameters, we use the
MSE and the Adam optimizer where lr= 5 × 10−6 and weight decay= 0. In addition, we
apply Nb = 16 as the batch-size in training.

4.2 CNN results on dark matter and halo

In this subsection, we compare the results from our CNN for the images of dark matter
distribution and the halo distribution.

In the training part, we train our CNN over 100 epochs, where an epoch means the
number of times our CNN trained by all training data. And then, in the test phase, we use
the CNN model which minimizes the value of the loss function for the validation data.

In this work, the errors are estimated by the standard deviation of the vector of ∆fσ8,i =
(ypred,i − ytrue,i), where ypred,i and ytrue,i are the CNN prediction and the ground truth for
the i-th test data, respectively.

The validity of this estimation is confirmed as follows.

• We make a 30× 30 grid of parameters for Ωm ∈ [0.1, 0.5] and σ8 ∈ [0.6, 1.0].

• For each redshift, we evaluate the fσ8 in the whole grid and then, we pick 400 grid
points (this is the same number of the test data for our CNN) from them.

• We make the fake CNN predictions based on Gaussian with error σ.

• We compare the predicted error from the standard deviation of ∆fσ8,i vector with
fiducial error.

Figures 3 and 5 show the relation between true and predicted fσ8 and ∆fσ8 for our
CNN results for dark matter (blue) and halo (orange) images, respectively. For comparison
purposes, here we use all halos in making images without throwing away halos. The horizontal
axis corresponds to ∆fσ8, and the vertical axis shows the number of test images for each
∆fσ8. By comparing the results for dark matter images and halo images, we find that the
errors are mostly comparable for all redshift bins, while the results for the dark matter images
are better for z = 2.5.

For both dark matter and halo images, we find that the error decreases when the redshift
becomes larger. It is one of the possibilities that the non-linearities make it more difficult
to extract the information from the matter distribution at the low redshift. At z = 2.5, the
error for the halo images is larger than the one for the dark matter and comparable to the
one for z = 1.75 halo images. We can consider that it is caused by the shot noise because
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Figure 3. The results of our CNN for dark matter images (blue) and halo images, including all halo
(orange) for each redshift. The horizontal axis shows the true value of fσ8, and the vertical axis shows
the predicted value of fσ8 by our CNN.

the halo number in the simulation at z = 2.5 is less than one-tenth of the other redshift in
using all halos.

Next, we investigate the effect of the random selection of the halos. Instead of the
images including all halos, we reduce the number of halos so that its redshift distribution
follows realistic observation (the ratio is shown in Table 1) and use them to train and test our
CNN, and the results are shown in Fig. 4. Even when we use only randomly selected halos,
we can see the redshift dependence of the error in the same as the all-halo case. The errors
of the selected-halo case are larger than the ones for all halos, but this is reasonable because
the images of the selected halos lose the information compared to the images including all
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Figure 4. The histograms of the CNN prediction for dark matter images (blue) and halo images
(orange) for each redshift bin. The horizontal axis corresponds to the value of ∆fσ8 predicted by our
CNN, and the vertical axis shows the number of test images for each ∆fσ8. The error bars show the
standard deviation of ∆fσ8, and its value is shown in the legend.

halos.
We additionally performed some tests in the CNN architecture by exploring different

loss functions in order to corroborate our results. We studied the CNN behavior with MSE
Loss, MAE (Mean Squared Error) Loss, Hubber Loss, and the moments network Loss (LFI)
[47, 48]. The MSE Loss calculates the mean squared error between the CNN estimates,
and the true values and is set up to find an approximation of the marginal posterior mean.
The advantage of LFI with respect to the other loss functions is that it achieves a better
convergence between the CNN output and both: the mean µi and standard deviation σi of
the marginal posterior parameters θi,j . According to the mentioned arguments, LFI Loss is
defined by [49]:

LLFI =
6∑
i=1

log

 ∑
j∈ batch

(θi,j − µi,j)2

+
6∑
i=1

log

 ∑
j∈ batch

(
(θi,j − µi,j)2 − σ2

i,j

)2

 . (4.2)

As a matter of interest, we found a similar outcome with all the considered Loss functions
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Figure 5. The results of our CNN for images including all halos (orange) and randomly selected
halos (brown) for each redshift bin. The horizontal axis corresponds to the value of ∆fσ8 predicted
by our CNN and the vertical axis shows the number of the test images for each ∆fσ8. The error bars
show the standard deviation of ∆fσ8 and its value is shown in the legend.

- an error decrease for larger redshifts. It is worth mentioning that LFI performs better, as
expected. In Table 5 we show the results only for the MSE and LFI Loss functions for
simplicity, where we see that the LFI indeed improves the error estimates compared to the
previously considered MSE Loss function.

z MSE Loss LFi Loss

0.75 3.2 1.8

1.25 2.3 1.5

1.75 1.1 0.9

2.5 1.2 1.0

(×10−2)

Table 5. Predicted errors for each redshift snapshot using Mean Squared Error (MSE) Loss and the
moments networks Loss (LFI) Functions in the CNN architecture.
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4.3 ML-based power spectrum analysis on dark matter
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Figure 6. The results of our CNN for dark matter images (blue) and PS-ML (green) for each
redshift bin. The horizontal axis correspond to the value of ∆fσ8 predicted by our CNN and PS-ML,
and the vertical axis shows the number of the test images for each ∆fσ8. The error bars show the
standard deviation of ∆fσ8 and it’s value is shown in the legend.

Now we compare the results for the ML-based power spectrum (PS-ML) analysis with
the one from our CNN for dark matter. In this subsection, we use the NN whose architecture
is shown in Table 4 for the power spectrum analysis. In training, we train our NN over 3,000
epochs. And then, in the test, we use the NN model which minimizes the value of the loss
function for the validation data. The method of the estimation of the error is the same as
the one for our CNN in Sec. 4.2.

In Fig. 6 we compare the results obtained by dark matter images (blue, same as the
one in Fig. 5) and PS-ML (green). At the lowest redshift, the error by the CNN analysis is
larger than the one by PS-ML. We also find that the errors by PS-ML do not largely depend
on redshift, unlike the CNN analysis. So at higher redshifts (z > 1.75), our CNN can predict
fσ8 more precisely.
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Figure 7. The results of PS-ML (green, same as Figure 6) for each redshift, plotted togather with
the errors from the Fisher analysis for the power spectrum of dark matter (red) and the one of halo
(gray-shaded). The horizontal axis corresponds to the value of ∆fσ8 predicted, and the vertical axis
shows the number of the test images for each ∆fσ8.

4.4 Comparison with a Fisher analysis

In this subsection, we compare the results for the ML-based power spectrum analysis in
Sec. 4.3 and the Fisher analysis described in Sec. 2.2. The results are shown in Fig. 7. Here,
the errors of the Fisher analysis for halo are computed by using the bias shown in equation
(2.28), and the one for dark matter is calculated for b = 1.

For the analysis of dark matter distribution, both of the errors calculated by the ML-
based and Fisher analysis do not largely depend on redshift. In addition, the errors from the
Fisher analysis is smaller than the one from the ML-based analysis. This means there is a
possibility that PS-ML does not access all the information included in power spectra, and
there is room for improvement on our NN architecture.

In Fig. 7, the gray-shaded region shows the errors from the Fisher analysis for halo
distribution and this error is smaller than the one for dark matter. This could be because
the shot noise affects the analysis. As we can find from the halo bias Eq. (2.28), the amplitude
of the halo power spectrum is larger than the one for dark matter. Therefore, the effect of
the shot noise on the halo analysis is smaller relative to the dark matter analysis.
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4.5 Effect of the random seed

Finally, we discuss the effect of the random initial conditions. So far, we have used the set
of Latin-hypercube Quijote simulations, and these simulations have different random seeds
for the initial conditions. Therefore, the difference in these simulations is caused by the
difference in both its cosmological parameters and its initial condition. To discuss the effect
of the latter, we use another dataset of Quijote simulations. The Quijote simulations have
15,000 realizations as ‘Fid’ simulations for the same cosmological parameter set and different
random seeds for their initial conditions.

First, we pick up 400 realizations randomly from the ‘Fid’ simulation dataset and make
the 3D images of halo distribution from these data following Sec. 3.2. And then, we test our
CNN model for halo images, trained in Sec. 4.2, using the images from the ‘Fid’ simulations.
By doing this, we can see the error only from random initial conditions. As a result, we find
that the error for ‘Fid’ realizations is about 0.005 regardless of the redshift. This is about
one-fifth of the error in the results in the previous subsections, which includes both effects
from the cosmological parameters and the initial condition. Therefore, we conclude the error
in our analysis is dominated by the difference in the cosmological parameters.

5 Comparison to the conventional likelihood inference

Here we compare the results from the CNN and ML-based power spectrum analysis to the
likelihood-based parameter inference, which is widely adopted in the literature. To avoid any
uncertainty in the theoretical model, we use the set of Latin-hypercube Quijote simulation
outputs as a well-calibrated model. We first measure the covariance matrix from 15,000
realizations for the fiducial cosmological parameter set. Also, we consider the power spectrum
averaged over 15,000 realizations as the observed data, where the fluctuations caused by the
cosmic variance are eliminated. In a practical situation, the data include the cosmic variance
uncertainty and but the model does not. However, given the available dataset of Quijote
simulations, we include the cosmic variance uncertainty in the model.

Given the magnitude of the covariance errors, which corresponds to the 1 [h−1Gpc]3

survey volume, we find that the sampling rate of the Latin-hypercube simulations is too
sparse to correctly sample the cosmological parameter. Therefore, we linearly interpolate
the power spectra in the 6 dimension cosmological parameters, namely the 5 parameters
listed in the Eqs. (3.1) and fσ8(z). To test the interpolation accuracy, we first generate the
interpolation table using 1,600 random samples from Latin-hypercube simulations and then
compare the interpolated power spectra at the locations of the rest of 400 sets of cosmological
parameters. We find that the interpolated power spectra recover the measured power spectra
within ∼10% accuracy including the cosmic variance at all scales k < 0.4Mpc−1h.

Using those well-reproduced interpolated model, we find the best-fitting parameters in
the parameter vector of {Ωm, h, ns, σ8, fσ8}, using a Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)
analysis, with the publicly available code, emcee. In Fig. 8 we show the obtained one dimen-
sional likelihood marginalized over other parameters. The best-fitting value of fσ8 is slightly
higher than the fiducial value, but it is well within the 1σ region. Also, the measured error
is slightly smaller than the Fisher matrix prediction in Sec. 4.4.
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Figure 8. Bound on the fσ8 parameter from a MCMC analysis. The black vertical line shows the
best-fitting value and the black shaded region is the 1σ range, while red dashed vertical line shows
the fiducial value of the simulation and the red shaded region is a prediction from the Fisher analysis.

6 Discussions and conclusions

The growth-rate of matter density perturbations, described by the bias-independent fσ8(z)
quantity, is an important quantity in the study of the large scale structure of the Universe,
as it allows us to probe the dynamic features of gravity. However, in order to extract fσ8(z)
from observations made by galaxy surveys two key assumptions have to be made: i) a fidu-
cial cosmological model and ii) the modeling of the non-linear part of the power spectrum.
From these two assumptions, the latter is particularly insidious as currently only purely
phenomenological models exist in the literature, thus potential biasing the measurements of
fσ8(z) in ways that are not easy to correct a posteriori.

In this work we use a particular ML approach based on training CNNs on the N-body
simulations in order to extract fσ8(z) from galaxy surveys without having to assume any
particular modelling of the non-linearities of the power spectrum. In a sense we perform a
likelihood-free extraction of the growth rate by taking advantage of the ability of the neural
network architecture to predict the growth fσ8(z) from images of the dark matter or halo
distributions as discussed in Sec. 4.1.

Specifically, in our work we followed a multi-pronged approach in order to find the
optimal way to extract the growth via a ML architecture. Also, in order to validate our
approach we performed a standard Fisher matrix analysis by assuming an ideal and fiducial
survey motivated by the Quijote simulations, i.e. having the same number of redshifts bins
and covering an area in the sky corresponding to the angle subtended by a box of the
simulations.

We summarize our overall approach in Fig. 2, while the main results and comparisons
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between the various approaches are shown in Figs. 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7, where we showed scatter
plots and histograms comparing the CNN dark matter and halo reconstructions, the CNN
dark matter and PS-ML reconstructions and finally, the PS-ML and Fisher matrix approach.
The predicted errors from all approaches are also shown in Table 2.

Overall, as can be seen in the aforementioned figures and Table 2, we find that the
ML-architecture can predict quite accurately the value of the growth rate fσ8(z), while the
reconstructed errors from the CNN are comparable within a factor of order unity between
the different ML approaches based on the DM or halo catalogs.

When comparing the ML results to the Fisher matrix approach for a fiducial survey
based on specifications inspired from the Quijote simulations, we find that the Fisher results
for the errors are quite optimistic. Specifically, we found a factor of reduction of two for low
redshifts compared to the CNN DM results and a factor of two to ten for the halo results.
The latter result could be due to the fact that the Fisher in this case integrates over many
more Fourier modes of the perturbations, thus has more information, which in principle might
not be accessible to the CNN. Also, in the case of the Fisher matrix approach we observe
no reduction in the errors with increasing errors, instead the errors seem to track well the
assumed redshift distribution of the ideal survey sample.

One plausible reason for the redshift trend of the CNN results and the deviation from the
Fisher results, might be that at low redshifts the enhanced non-linearities might introduce
more scatter in the observed by the CNN values of fσ8, something which might not be
captured correctly by the Fisher matrix approach which uses a phenomenological approach
for the non-linearities. Instead the Fisher matrix approach errors seem to follow the redshift
distribution of objects for the ideal survey sample and ignore the more complicated non-linear
regime at low redshifts.

So, in order to investigate the differences from the Fisher matrix approach and the
observed redshift trend for the DM and Halo CNN results, we performed several tests. First,
we examined the effect of the random selection of the halos, by making images that have a
part of halos to reproduce the relative number shown in Table 1 and then used them to train
and test our CNN. Doing so we found the same redshift dependence of the error as in the
previous case. Second, we also explored different loss functions, including the MSE, MAE,
Hubber Loss and LFI loss functions. Overall, we found a similar decrease in the error with
redshift, but the LFI function displays an improvement in the error estimates with respect to
the MSE loss function. Third, we investigated the effect of the random initial conditions by
using another dataset of Quijote simulations. Doing so we find that the error contribution is
only one-fifth of the total error, thus we conclude that the error in our analysis is dominated
by the difference in the cosmological parameters.

We leave for future work the extension of this analysis to models beyond the ΛCDM
model, i.e. to eliminate the first assumption of current growth measurements as mentioned
earlier since that requires N-body simulations for modified gravity. Also, we leave for future
work a more detailed comparison between the CNN and the Fisher matrix approach, as it
would require significant theoretical modifications on the non-linear part for the latter, and
more tests on the CNN architecture to investigate the effect on low redshifts.

Finally, given that in a few years the forthcoming galaxy surveys will provide a plethora
of high-quality data related to the large-scale structure of the Universe, novel ways to anal-
yse these data will be required in order to minimize the theoretical errors emanating from
assumptions, just as the non-linear modeling at small scales. Here we provided the first step
in this direction, but more work will be required to bridge the gap between the theory and
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the actual data.
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D. Anglés-Alcázar et al., Constraining cosmology with machine learning and galaxy clustering:
the camels-sam suite, arXiv preprint arXiv:2204.02408 (2022) .

[50] P. Virtanen, R. Gommers, T.E. Oliphant, M. Haberland, T. Reddy, D. Cournapeau et al.,
SciPy 1.0: Fundamental Algorithms for Scientific Computing in Python, Nature Methods 17
(2020) 261.

[51] C.R. Harris, K.J. Millman, S.J. van der Walt, R. Gommers, P. Virtanen, D. Cournapeau et al.,
Array programming with NumPy, Nature 585 (2020) 357.

[52] J.D. Hunter, Matplotlib: A 2d graphics environment, Computing in Science & Engineering 9
(2007) 90.

– 24 –

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41592-019-0686-2
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41592-019-0686-2
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-020-2649-2
https://doi.org/10.1109/MCSE.2007.55
https://doi.org/10.1109/MCSE.2007.55

	1 Introduction
	2 Theoretical framework 
	2.1 The CDM model and the growth-rate
	2.2 Error estimates from the Fisher matrix

	3 The Quijote simulations 
	3.1 The halo catalog
	3.2 Data for Machine Learning

	4 Machine learning based cosmological parameter inference
	4.1 ML architecture
	4.2 CNN results on dark matter and halo
	4.3 ML-based power spectrum analysis on dark matter
	4.4 Comparison with a Fisher analysis
	4.5 Effect of the random seed

	5 Comparison to the conventional likelihood inference 
	6 Discussions and conclusions

