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Abstract. Understanding the first billion years of the universe requires studying two critical
epochs: the Epoch of Reionization (EoR) and Cosmic Dawn (CD). However, due to lim-
ited data, the properties of the Intergalactic Medium (IGM) during these periods remain
poorly understood, leading to a vast parameter space for the global 21cm signal. Training
an Artificial Neural Network (ANN) with a narrowly defined parameter space can result in
biased inferences. To mitigate this, the training dataset must be uniformly drawn from the
entire parameter space to cover all possible signal realizations. However, drawing all possible
realizations is computationally challenging, necessitating the sampling of a representative
subset of this space. This study aims to identify optimal sampling techniques for the exten-
sive dimensionality and volume of the 21cm signal parameter space. The optimally sampled
training set will be used to train the ANN to infer from the global signal experiment. We in-
vestigate three sampling techniques: random, Latin Hypercube (stratified), and Hammersley
Sequence (quasi-Monte Carlo) sampling, and compare their outcomes. Our findings reveal
that sufficient samples must be drawn for robust and accurate ANN model training, regard-
less of the sampling technique employed. The required sample size depends primarily on two
factors: the complexity of the data and the number of free parameters. More free parameters
necessitate drawing more realizations. Among the sampling techniques utilized, we find that
ANN models trained with Hammersley Sequence sampling demonstrate greater robustness
compared to those trained with Latin Hypercube and Random sampling.
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1 Introduction

The ΛCDM (Lambda Cold Dark Matter) cosmological model asserts that the initial struc-
tures in the universe formed during the Cosmic Dawn as hydrogen gas collapsed under the
effect of gravity. The ultraviolet (UV) photons emitted by the first luminous sources initi-
ated the ionization of the surrounding intergalactic medium (IGM), causing the last tran-
sition phase in the universe’s evolution. This phase transition period is called the Epoch
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of Reionization (EoR) [1–4]. Due to the lack of observational data at these high redshifts,
the characteristics and timeline of the EoR remain poorly constrained. The HI 21cm signal
stands out as a promising probe for exploring these uncharted redshift ranges. This signal
originates from the hyperfine splitting of the ground state of the hydrogen atom, which arises
from the spin alignments of the proton and electron [5–7]. The ”spin-flip” transition respon-
sible for the signal is inherently forbidden. Nevertheless, an abundance of hydrogen in the
universe makes it an important astrophysical probe [8].

However, there are several challenges in observing the signal. The 21 cm signal is over-
shadowed by the foregrounds, 104 times brighter than the signal in the redshifted frequency
range. The foregrounds are predominantly due to galactic synchrotron emission. These fore-
grounds, along with the ionospheric effects and the instrument response to the observation,
pose a significant challenge to the detectability. Two distinct experimental techniques are
used for observing these faint cosmological signals. One approach involves single-radiometer,
as seen in experiments like Experiment to Detect the Global Epoch of Reionization Signature
(EDGES, [9]), Shaped Antenna Measurement of the Background Radio Spectrum (SARAS,
[10, 11]), Radio Experiment for the Analysis of Cosmic Hydrogen (REACH, [12]) and Large-
Aperture Experiment to Detect the Dark Ages (LEDA, [13]). Alternatively, interferometers
such as the Giant Meterwave Radio Telescope (GMRT, [14]), Hydrogen Epoch of Reioniza-
tion Array (HERA, [15]), Low-Frequency Array (LOFAR [16]), and the upcoming Square
Kilometer Array (SKA, [17]) are utilized. Recently, EDGES has reported a possible detec-
tion of the sky-averaged global 21 cm signal with an unexpectedly deep absorption trough at
78 MHz [18]. The depth is more than twice what the standard cosmology model predicted.
If true, the signal can give new insights into the physics of the reionization era. However,
another independent experiment, SARAS, has challenged this detection, suggesting that the
anomalous result might be due to uncalibrated systematics [19]. Thus, it emphasizes that
correctly modelling and removing the corruption from the signal is essential.

Over recent years, machine learning (ML) algorithms have gained extensive popularity
in signal modelling and parameter estimation. For signal modelling, approaches such as those
by [20–24] leverage Artificial Neural Networks (ANN) to model the 21cm signal across various
aspects. Simultaneously, [25–27] employ ML algorithms to extract parameters linked to the
signal. Apart from the ML algorithm, several traditional methods are used to remove the
signal and associated parameters [28–31]. Currently, due to limited observational constraints
on intergalactic medium (IGM) properties, there is no singular and firmly established set of
quantities to parameterize the underlying astrophysical processes shaping the signal. Several
potential parameters have been suggested in various proposed models of the signal[32–35].

Previously, [26, 27, 36] successfully developed and presented an ANN model capable
of extracting astrophysical parameters of the 21 cm signal from mock observation data sets.
These models considered limited sets of possible signal combinations, incorporating the effects
of foregrounds, ionosphere, instruments, and noise. To develop a robust ANN model for
foreground removal, it is crucial to consider all possible varieties of signals in the training
set [34]. However, considering all the possible signal combinations will be computationally
expensive. To address this issue, in this study, we create a sub-sample from the entire signal
parameter space, ensuring it represents the overall parameter space using various sampling
methods. Nonetheless, there are no straightforward rules to determine the optimal sampling
technique and identify the minimum number of samples required for training the ANN model
in a robust and accurate manner, which poses uncertainties. Addressing these questions
requires a more in-depth exploration.
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To address these questions, this study explores three distinct sampling methods—Random
(Rand) sampling, Latin Hypercube Sampling (LHS), and Hammersley Sequence sampling
(HSS)—to comprehensively map the parameter space and generate various global 21cm sig-
nal types. We also analyzed the minimum number of samples required to train the ANN
effectively, ensuring its robustness across different signal types. Furthermore, our investi-
gation aims to understand the efficiency of these sampling algorithms and determine the
minimum training data size needed to achieve consistent accuracy as the parameter space
dimensionality and dataset complexity increase, particularly with the addition of foreground
and thermal noise to the global 21cm signal. Additionally, we conducted generalizability tests
by generating multiple training datasets through repeated parameter space sampling. The
ANN was trained multiple times with these datasets and subsequently tested with unknown
datasets generated using various sampling methods. This approach allows us to examine the
consistency of the sampling algorithms in effectively covering the parameter space and to
understand the clustering issues associated with these sampling methods by examining the
consistency of the ANN’s predictions.

This paper is structured as follows: Section 2 outlines the observable aspects of the HI
21cm Signal. Section 3 delves into the observational challenges, while Section 4 describes
the methods for simulating the global 21cm signal. Section 5 covers sampling techniques,
and Section 6 provides a basic overview of ANN. Section 7 discusses the training and test
datasets for the ANN, and Section 8 outlines the results, including a discussion of the ANN
predictions. The final section, Section 9, comprises the summary and overall discussions.

2 HI 21cm Signal

The 21cm signal arises because of hyperfine splitting of 1S ground level of hydrogen atom due
to the interaction of magnetic moments of electrons and protons. Commonly, this transition
is known as the spin-flip transition, where the spin transition from parallel to anti-parallel
takes place. This transition results in the spontaneous emission of 21cm photon.

A single dish experiment measures the brightness temperature of the signal Tb in contrast
to the background temperature of Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB), TCMB; this is
called the differential brightness temperature:

δTb ≈ 27(1− xHI)

(
Ωbh

2

0.023

)(
0.15

Ωm,0

1 + z

10

)1/2(
1− TCMB(z)

Ts

)
(2.1)

where xHI is the neutral fraction of hydrogen, Ωb and Ωm are the baryon and total matter
density, respectively, in units of the critical density, H(z) is the Hubble parameter at redshift
z and, Ts is the spin temperature of neutral hydrogen.

The spin temperature, which is the relative populations of hydrogen atoms in the two
spin states, is decided by competition between 3 processes and their corresponding physical
quantities: (1) absorption of CMB photons and stimulated emission; TCMB, the temperature
of CMB, (2) collisions with other hydrogen atoms (H-H), free electrons (H-e), free hydrogen
nuclei (H-p); Tk, Kinetic gas temperature (of IGM), and (3) scattering of Lyman- α photons,
Tα, colour temperature for Wouthuysen–Field effect. The spin temperature, Ts is calculated
as [37][38]:

T−1
s =

T−1
CMB + xkT

−1
k + xαT

−1
α

1 + xk + xα
(2.2)
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Here, xk, xα are collisional and Lyman- α coupling coefficients. Thus, the global signal evolves
over the redshift range as a function of the properties of IGM.

3 Observational Challenges

Observing the redshifted 21cm signal poses challenges due to various observational obstacles,
including bright foregrounds, ionospheric effects, beam chromaticity, thermal noise, and radio
frequency interference (RFI). In this study, our primary focus is on addressing two specific
challenges: the impact of foreground and thermal noise, while simulating observations to
construct the training datasets.

3.1 Foregrounds

About 70% of the foregrounds obscuring the 21 cm signal come from galactic synchrotron
sources, and the rest are free-free emissions and thermal dust emissions. Extragalactic fore-
grounds are primarily caused by radio emission from star-forming galaxies. There are two
ways to deal with the foreground: avoiding and removing it. The former can be applied for
interferometric observations but not for the global 21cm signal. For global 21cm experiments,
the foregrounds must be modelled and removed. The foregrounds are spectrally smooth com-
pared to the global 21cm signal. The high coherence of the diffuse galactic foregrounds across
frequency compared to the signal can be used for foreground subtraction [39]. Due to their
spectral smoothness, the foregrounds can be modelled as a low-order polynomial [4]. In this
study, we simulated the diffuse foreground using a third-order polynomial in log(ν)− log(T ),
as previously described by [26, 40].

log(TFG) =
n∑

i=0

ai

(
log

(
ν

ν0

))
(3.1)

where ν0 = 80 MHz. The four foreground parameters, constants of the log(ν) − log(T )
polynomial, are varied around their inferred value by [40], a0 = log(T0) = 3.30955; a1 =
−2.42096; a2 = −0.08062; a3 = 0.02898.

3.2 Thermal Noise

The thermal noise, denoted as n(ν), in the observed spectrum can be expressed using the
ideal radiometer equation in the following manner:

n(ν) ≈ Tsys(ν)√
δν · τ

, (3.2)

In this context, Tsys(ν) represents the system temperature, δν is the observational bandwidth,
and τ denotes the observation time.

4 Models for the Global 21cm Signal

To simulate the global 21cm signal, we employed two distinct models. The first model is based
on a parametrized model, while the other utilizes a semi-numerical astrophysical approach.
Further details are provided below:
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4.1 tanh Parametrization Model

We have used the tanh model to simulate the global 21 cm signal during the cosmic dawn
(CD) and the EoR using ARES [41]. The model uses simple parametric forms for the Lyman
α background, IGM temperature, and re-ionization histories [42]. This method models the
signal using IGM properties like the strength of Lyman α coupling, Jα(z); the temperature
of the IGM, T (z); and ionization fraction, Xi, but do not take into account the source
properties. Each of these quantities are evolved as:

A(z) =
Aref

2

(
1 + tanh

(
z0 − z

∆z

))
(4.1)

Here Aref is the step height, z0 is the pivot redshift, and ∆z is the width. The quantities
become zero at high redshift, turn on for a redshift interval ∆z around a z0, the central
redshift, and achieve maximum Aref saturation at low redshift.

The step height, Aref , in units of 10−21 ergs−1cm−2Hz−1sr−1 corresponding to the
Lyman α (Lyα) background is Jref . It saturates at low redshift, with a value of 11.69 as
determined by [42] using MCMC parameter estimation. In our study, we treat it as a constant,
as done in our work. The redshift interval and pivot redshift for Lyα background tanh
parametrization are Jdz and Jz0 respectively. Similarly, for X-ray heating, the temperature
of IGM, T (z), Tdz and Tz0 denotes redshift interval and central redshift in units of Kelvin.
The amplitude, Aref , corresponding to IGM temperature, represented by Tref , saturates at
around 1000K. For the ionization fraction, Xi, the natural value for step height is unity. The
redshift interval ∆z and the pivot redshift z0 over which ionization takes place are given by
Xdz and Xz0, respectively. The values for these parameters inferred by [42] are: Jdz = 3.31,
Jz0 = 18.54, Tdz = 2.82, Tz0 = 9.77, Xdz = 2.83, Xz0 = 8.68.

4.2 Astrophysical Model

We used a semi-numerical model which simulates the global signal based on the evolution
of the properties of the IGM during the EoR, described in [43]. The astrophysical input
parameters to simulate the global 21 cm signal from the Cosmic Dawn are the following:

1. Star formation efficiency, f∗: A high value of star-forming efficiency implies earlier
cosmic heating and a shallower absorption feature;

2. The escape fraction of the ionizing photons into the IGM, fesc: The number of ionizing
photons able to reach the IGM decides the duration of the reionization;

3. X-ray heating efficiency, fX : The efficiency of X-ray sources to heat the IGM decides
the depth of the absorption trough. For high values of fX , the shallower absorption
feature is shifted to higher redshifts;

4. Number of Ly α photons produced per baryon, Nα: The Lyman α background emission
depends upon the metallicity of the stars;

The parameters are described in detail in [27, 43]. Due to the limited observation for detecting
the 21 cm signal from the Cosmic Dawn, the astrophysical parameters and the IGM properties
still need to be determined. Some of the astrophysical parameters are poorly constrained,
like the optical depth of the CMB by Planck data [44]. Thus, the astrophysical parameters
can have any value within an extensive range. For this work, we have assumed the following
ranges for the parameters to simulate the different realization of the global 21cm as tabulated
in Tab. 1.
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Figure 1. Each subplot illustrates training datasets for the global 21cm signal, constructed using
Random, Latin Hypercube, and Hammersley sequence sampling methods, respectively, for the pa-
rameterized signal. The final subplot depicts training datasets with added foreground and thermal
noise. Signal subsets are highlighted in color, while the remaining sets are displayed in gray as the
background.

5 Sampling the Parameter Space

To train artificial neural networks (ANNs) or any machine learning model for parameter
extraction from the 21 cm signal, a comprehensive training set is required, ideally covering
all possible signal templates. As described earlier, the challenge is the computational power
required to construct such a gallery, given that the parameters governing the signal theo-
retically span large ranges. The problem can be tackled by considering a sub-sample of the
parameter space that optimally covers the range of all parameters. For instance, Cohen 2017
[34] computed 193 signal realizations for different sets of astrophysical parameters. For this
work, we consider and compare three different sampling techniques to optimally sample the
parameter space of the global 21 cm signal:

5.1 Random sampling

Random sampling is the commonly used sampling to ensure an unbiased selection of points in
the parameter space. Each parameter is assumed to have a uniform probability distribution.
This implies that each possible value within the parameter space has an equal likelihood of
being selected during the sampling process.
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Figure 2. Each subplot illustrates training datasets for the global 21cm signal, constructed using
Random, Latin Hypercube, and Hammersley sequence sampling methods, respectively, for the physical
signal. The final subplot depicts training datasets with added foreground and thermal noise. Signal
subsets are highlighted in color, while the remaining sets are displayed in gray as the background.

5.2 Latin Hypercube sampling

Latin Hypercube sampling (LHS) is a type of stratified sampling [45]. In LHS, the range

of each input parameter is divided into N intervals having equal marginal probability
1

N
.

The key idea is to ensure an even and representative sampling of the entire parameter space.
For each parameter, N samples are drawn at random from each interval. In the case of a
Latin square with only two parameters x and y, the xi, yi, for i = 1, 2, ..., N are sampled
independently. The samples taken from each parameter are matched at random as (xi, yj)
for i, j = 1, 2, ..., N . A Latin hypercube extends this concept to higher-dimensional spaces.
Simple Latin Hypercube design and its variant have been commonly used in computer ex-
periments designed for their space-filling properties. In cosmology, the use of LH algorithms
has been explored for the construction of training sets for emulators [21, 24, 46, 47].

LHS has certain merits over random sampling. Random sampling could lead to the
clustering of points in specific regions of the parameter space, thereby creating an uneven
representation across different regions. LHS ensures an even coverage of the whole parameter
space by spreading the sample points over the entire range of each parameter. Furthermore,
LHS can achieve this goal with a relatively small number of samples compared to random
sampling.
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5.3 Hammersley Sequence sampling

Hammersley Sequence Sampling (HSS) is a sampling method developed by Kalagnanam
and Diwekar [48] to address certain limitations associated with other sampling methods,
particularly in the context of quasi-monte carlo methods and numerical integration. Low
discrepancy sequences (LDS) like Hammersley sequences are one of the solutions to achieve
a distribution of points with low discrepancy, where discrepancy is a metric for the deviation
from a uniform distribution. The low discrepancy sequences have a deterministic structure
as opposed to the stochastic nature of the random sampling, meaning that the sequence
of points is fully determined by the number of points and the dimensionality of the space.
Notably, in scenarios involving large-dimensional parameter spaces, the HSS demonstrates
good uniformity over the Latin hypercube sampling [49].

To construct a Hammersley sequence sample, n relatively prime numbers (integers that
have no common divisors other than 1) are chosen: p1, p2, .., pn. Each non-negative integer k
can be expressed with a prime base p

k = a0 + a1p+ a2p
2 + a3p

3 + ... (5.1)

where, ai is an integer in [0, p – 1]. Subsequently, the following expression is computed for
each prime p:

ϕp(k) =
a0
p

+
a1
p2

+
a2
p3

+ ... (5.2)

For d dimensions, the kth d-dimensional Hammersley’s point is ( kn , ϕp1(k), ϕp2(k), ..., ϕpd−1
(k))

for k = 0, 1, 2, ..., n–1 ,where n is the total number of Hammersley’s points and p1 < p2 <
... < pd–1. HSS finds its main applications in computer graphics and design optimization.
This work is the first to employ this sampling method in the context of cosmology.

6 Artificial Neural Networks

Artificial Neural Networks (ANNs) are widely used supervised machine learning algorithms,
with applications increasingly found in cosmology as well. Mathematically, for a given set of
[xi, yi], ANNs try to find a function, f(x), such that yi = f(xi) through a series of weighted
summations. This operation occurs in a series of layers. The neurons are the building blocks
of the ANN. The ANN contains n number of layers, with one input layer, one output layer,
and n-2 hidden layers. The input values xi with D dimensions are given to the first layer
with D nodes. The output from one layer ai goes to the next layer’s jth neuron as input aj :

aj = h

(
D∑
i=1

wjixi

)
+ wj0 (6.1)

Here, h is the activation function, wji and wj0 are weights and biases associated with the
neuron set, respectively. There is no activation function used in the output layer.

The aim is to train the model to minimize the loss function, i.e., finding the weight
values that mimic the function. It involves updating the weights with an optimizer using
back-propagation to reduce the loss at a rate called the learning rate. The default loss
function in the training of ANNs, including in this work, is the Mean Squared Error (MSE),
given by:

MSE =
1

n

n∑
i=1

(yi − ŷ
(n)
i )2 (6.2)
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Here, yi is the true output label and ŷ
(n)
i is the prediction after updating the weights, wji,

and biases, wj0, with n iterations of the ANNs:

ŷ
(n)
i = f

 m∑
j=1

w
(n)
ji · xi + w

(n)
j0

 (6.3)

Most optimizers are based on the gradient descent method of loss optimization.
The number of layers, number of neurons in each layer, learning rate, and activation

function are to predecided. These parameters are known as hyperparameters. We can search
over a range of hyperparameters and use the ones giving minimum loss and maximum accu-
racy. In this work, Scikit-learn 1 and Keras2 are used for building an ANN.

6.1 Metric of accuracy

For testing and validating the data set, RMSE and R squared value is used as a measure
to see the difference between predictions of input parameters made by the model for testing
data and the actual value.

If N samples are there for testing, and ytrue, ypred are the actual and predicted value of
the parameter, ytrue, mean of all actual values of the parameter. Then,

RMSE(ytrue, ypred) =

√
1

N

∑
(ytrue − ypred)2 (6.4)

R2(ytrue, ypred) = 1−
∑N

i=1(ytrue − ypred)
2∑N

i=1(ȳtrue − ytrue)2
(6.5)

7 Training and Testing data set

In this work, we systematically explored parameter space using diverse sampling techniques to
ensure comprehensive coverage. We generated a comprehensive array of global 21cm signals
to enhance the robustness of our ANN model training. Additionally, we drew datasets of
various sizes for each sampling method to determine the minimum sample size requirement
for training the ANN more robustly and accurately. Our objective extended to evaluating the
efficacy of various sampling methods in ANN training, described in section 5. Furthermore,
we also check the robustness of these trained ANNmodels, which are trained with the different
sampled datasets by testing them with test datasets sampled with other sampling methods,
to understand whether the prediction accuracy of the final trained ANN model is consistent
with any random sets of the datasets or not.

To perform the above operation, we used two different types of signal models, one
parametrized and the other non-parametrized, based on the semi-numerical model, details
described in section 4. In the parametrized model, we used 6 parameters to simulate the
global 21cm signal, and for the non-parametrized model, we used 3 parameters to simulate
the global 21cm signal. Incorporating these two distinct models not only introduced diversity
in the signal parameters but also enabled the exploration of different dimensions within these
parameters. Similarly, integrating foreground and noise into the dataset added complexity
and increased the dimensionality of free parameters. We employed the same sampling meth-
ods used for the signal case to chart both signal and foreground parameters simultaneously.

1https://scikit-learn.org/stable/
2https://keras.io/
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Parametrized Physical

Parameters Ranges Parameters Ranges

Jz0 9.27, 27.81 fx * fxh 0.0255, 7.9800
Xz0 4.34, 13.02 fstar 0.0030, 0.0099
Tz0 4.89, 14.65 fesc 0.06, 0.19

Signal Jdz 1.65, 4.96 Nα 9000-800000
Tdz 1.41, 4.23
Xdz 1.42, 4.25

a0 2.97, 3.64 a0 2.97, 3.64
Foreground a1 -2.45, -2.37 a1 -2.45, -2.37

a2 -0.082, -0.079 a2 -0.082 ,-0.079
a3 0.027, 0.030 a3 0.027, 0.030

Table 1. The range of parameters used to build the training dataset for the Parametrized and Non-
parameterized (Physical) cases of global 21cm signals and foregrounds.

7.1 Signal only

For this scenario, we simulated the training and testing datasets by sampling the parameter
space of the global 21 cm signal, defined within a specific range of parameter values, using
three distinct sampling methods. The signal simulated utilizing the physical model and tanh
parametrization illustrated in Fig. 1 and 2, respectively.

We generated three datasets of varying sizes - 1000, 5000, and 10,000 samples - using
given sampling methods. Subsequently, we utilized these datasets to train ANN models,
aiming to analyze how the performance of the ANNs varies across these different dataset
sizes. For the training of the ANN, we split these sampled datasets into a 7:3 ratio, allocating
70 % for training and reserving the remaining 30 % for network testing.

7.2 Foreground and thermal noise corrupted signal

In this scenario, our training dataset is created by exploring the parameter space of both the
signal and foreground using the three given sampling methods. These sampled parameters
are then utilized to construct the signal and foreground components. We utilized two different
models to simulate the signal: the parametrized and physical models. We have simulated
the foreground using a log-log polynomial model, as detailed in section 3. To simulate a
realistic observational scenario spanning 1000 hours, we have added the thermal noise into
the simulated signal and foreground datasets using the radiometer equation, resulting in
the generation of our final training datasets. We generated three different dataset sizes:
10,000, 50,000, and 200,000 samples by drawing parameters from the specified ranges for the
parametrized signal case. We created dataset sizes of 10,000, 50,000, and 100,000 samples for
the physical case. Given the comparatively larger size of the datasets compared to scenarios
where only the signal is considered, adhering to the common thumb rule, we have partitioned
the datasets in a 9:1 ratio. Here, 90 % is designated for training the ANN model, while 10%
is set aside for evaluating its performance, which should be sufficient. This split ensures an
adequate representation of the variety of signals in the dataset, enhancing the accuracy and
robustness of the model’s predictions.
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8 Results

In this study, we trained the ANN model under two scenarios: one with the signal alone and
another that included the signal, foreground, and thermal noise. These datasets were gener-
ated using three unique sampling methods: Random sampling, Latin Hypercube sampling,
and Hammersley sequence sampling. To ensure accurate and robust training, we employed
varying dataset sizes, as elaborated below. We also employed two distinct types of global
signals generated by two different models: one based on parametrized modelling and the
other referred to as non-parametrized to showcase ANNs generalizability. The detailed result
for the non-parametric signal is showcased in Appendix A.

8.1 Signal Only

The model we use for training is constructed with Keras’ Sequential API and comprises 1024
input neurons matching with 1024 frequency channels and three hidden layers with 64, 27 and
18 neurons, respectively; these hidden layers are activated by ReLU (Rectified Linear Unit)
and ‘tanh’ activation function. The output layer has 6 neurons to predict the parametrized
global 21cm signal parameters. The input training data sets are normalized and standardized
with the ’MinMaxScaler’ and ‘StandardScaler’ functions, and corresponding parameters are
normalized using ‘MinMaxScaler’, available in Scikit-learn. We evaluated the performance
of the trained ANN using a test dataset and assessed its prediction accuracy by calculating
the R2 and the RMSE.

The ANN trained with 1000 datasets achieved the overall R2 score of 0.6744 for datasets
sampled using HSS. For LHS, the overall R2 score obtained is 0.6594, while for Random
sampling, the R2 score is obtained at 0.6367. Similarly, with 5000 datasets, the overall R2

score of 0.9059 was achieved for datasets sampled using HSS. For LHS, the overall R2 score
obtained was 0.8937, while the overall R2 score of 0.8837 was obtained for the dataset sampled
using Random sampling. With 10,000 datasets, the overall R2 score of 0.9259 was obtained
for datasets sampled using HSS. For Random sampling, the overall R2 score obtained was
0.9187, while the overall R2 score of 0.9210 was obtained for the dataset sampled using
LHS. The detailed results for each sampling method with the various dataset sizes, the R2

and RMSE score for the individual parameters are listed in Tab. 2 and Tab. 3. We also
individually show the predicted parameter values against the original values for each sampling
method across different dataset sizes. These visualizations are presented in Fig. 3 for HSS,
Fig. 4 for LHS, and Fig. 5 for Random Sampling.

Our investigation revealed that, across all three sampling techniques, the accuracy of
the ANN improved with an increase in the number of training datasets. For example, when
dealing with datasets consisting of 10,000 samples, all three sampling methods demonstrated
significantly higher prediction accuracy compared to situations where the network was trained
with 5,000 and 1,000 samples using the same techniques. Further details are provided in
Tab. 2. Additionally, it was observed that ANN models trained with Hammersley Sequence-
sampled datasets achieved slightly higher overall R2 scores for dataset sizes of 1000, 5000,
and 10,000 compared to models trained with LHS and Randomly sampled datasets.

8.2 Signal and Foreground with Thermal Noise

In this study, we trained an ANN using datasets that included signals corrupted with fore-
ground and thermal noise. The addition of foreground into the global 21cm signal not only
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Figure 3. The scatter plots above show predicted signal parameter values obtained through an
ANN model trained on the global 21cm signal. The signal data sets are generated by sampling the
parameter space using Hammersley sequence sampling in three sizes: 1000, 5000, and 10,000 samples.
Blue points in each scatter plot denote predictions made by the ANN trained with 1000 samples,
while magenta and green points indicate predictions from ANN models trained with 5000 and 10000
samples, respectively. The true value of the parameters are plotted in solid black line in the each plot.

Size 1000 5000 10000

HSS LHS Rand HSS LHS Rand HSS LHS Rand

Avg. 0.6744 0.6594 0.6379 0.9059 0.8937 0.8837 0.9259 0.9187 0.9210

Jz0 0.9471 0.9442 0.9389 0.9821 0.9780 0.9770 0.9868 0.9844 0.9859
Xz0 0.8797 0.8552 0.8687 0.9716 0.9681 0.9693 0.9751 0.9793 0.9758
Tz0 0.8589 0.8899 0.8908 0.9449 0.9431 0.9410 0.9686 0.9583 0.9615
Jdz 0.5514 0.4943 0.4107 0.9094 0.8790 0.8978 0.9323 0.9294 0.9258
Xdz 0.1942 0.1372 0.0807 0.7982 0.7759 0.7200 0.8395 0.8075 0.8161
Tdz 0.6151 0.6377 0.6377 0.8289 0.8180 0.7973 0.8450 0.8534 0.8607

Table 2. The computed R2-scores for all signal parameters for predicted each case studied are listed
here. We used the parametrized model to construct the global 21cm signal.
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Figure 4. The scatter plots above show predicted signal parameter values obtained through an ANN
model trained on the parametrized global 21cm signal. The signal datasets are generated by sampling
the parameter space using Latin Hypercube sampling in three sizes: 1000, 5000, and 10,000 samples.
Blue points in each scatter plot denote predictions made by the ANN trained with 1000 samples,
while magenta and green points indicate predictions from ANN models trained with 5000 and 10000
samples, respectively. The true values of the parameters are plotted in a solid black line in each plot.

Size 1000 5000 10000

HSS LHS Rand HSS LHS Rand HSS LHS Rand

Jz0 0.0661 0.0679 0.0720 0.0392 0.0429 0.0447 0.0354 0.0356 0.0346
Xz0 0.1044 0.1137 0.1035 0.0502 0.0513 0.0508 0.0460 0.0420 0.0452
Tz0 0.1077 0.0944 0.0980 0.0680 0.0678 0.0716 0.0586 0.0588 0.0572
Jdz 0.1905 0.1997 0.2211 0.0876 0.1018 0.0920 0.0754 0.0772 0.0788
Xdz 0.2661 0.2740 0.2657 0.1303 0.1347 0.1527 0.1153 0.1265 0.1238
Tdz 0.1805 0.1710 0.1754 0.1186 0.1242 0.1294 0.1118 0.1118 0.1060

Table 3. The computed RMSE scores for all signal parameters for predicted each case studied are
listed here. We used the parametrized model to construct the global 21cm signal.
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Figure 5. The scatter plots above show predicted signal parameter values obtained through an
ANN model trained on parametrized the global 21cm signal. The signal data sets are generated by
sampling the parameter space using Random sampling in three sizes: 1000, 5000, and 10,000 samples.
Blue points in each scatter plot denote predictions made by the ANN trained with 1000 samples,
while magenta and green points indicate predictions from ANN models trained with 5000 and 10000
samples, respectively. The true values of the parameters are plotted in a solid black line in each plot.

increases the complexity of the dataset but also expands the dimensionality of the parame-
ter space. We followed a methodology similar to that used for signal data to construct our
training datasets. We charted the parameter space for both the signal and foreground com-
ponents using three different sampling methods. We generated three distinct dataset sizes
for the parametrized signal: 10,000, 50,000, and 200,000 samples to explore the minimum
sample size required to train the ANN for improved accuracy and robustness effectively. We
pursued two distinct approaches to train the ANN with a signal corrupted by foreground and
thermal noise. In the first method, we normalized and standardized with ’MinMaxScaler’
and ‘StandardScaler’; in the second method, we logarithmically scaled the training dataset.
Subsequently, we normalized and standardized the datasets further. In the first case, we
achieved better accuracy in recovering only two foreground parameters, a1 and a2, while the
rest of the parameters are recovered poorly. In the second case, we successfully recovered
all parameters with reasonable accuracy, except for the two foreground parameters a1 and
a2, where the accuracy ranged from 50 % to 60 % in the best-case scenario. Based on these
experiences, we decided to train two separate ANN models for both parametrized and phys-
ical cases. The first ANN model focused on the recovery of the two foreground parameters
(a1, a2) without the use of logarithmically scaled datasets. For the remaining parameters,
the second ANN model utilized logarithmically scaled datasets. A detailed description of the
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architectures of these ANN models is described below.

The first ANN model’s architecture featured an input layer with 1024 neurons, aligning
with the data’s 1024 frequency channels. This was followed by two hidden layers with 64 and
16 neurons, respectively, and the output layer with 2 neurons to predict the two foreground
parameters (a1, a2). In the case of the second ANN model, the input layer mirrored the
first model with 1024 neurons. Following this, four hidden layers were introduced, consisting
of 256, 64, 32, and 16 neurons. The output layer of the second ANN model comprised
8 neurons, each representing 6 signal parameters and 2 foreground parameters (a0, a3).
In both models, each hidden layer utilized the Exponential Linear Unit (ELU) activation
function. To mitigate overfitting, both ANN models employed the ‘normal’ kernel initializer
and implemented L2 kernel regularization. Before training the ANN models in both scenarios,
we normalized the parameters using the ‘MinMaxScaler’ scaling.

The ANN trained with 10,000 datasets achieved the overall R2 score of 0.7534 for
datasets sampled using LHS. For Random, the overall R2 score obtained was 0.7307, while
the R2 score of 0.7307 was obtained for the dataset sampled using HSS. Similarly, with 50,000
datasets, the overall R2 score of 0.8738 was achieved for datasets sampled using Random
Sampling. For LHS, the overall R2 score obtained was 0.8679, while the overall R2 score of
0.8673 was obtained for the sampled dataset using HSS. With 200,000 datasets, the overall
R2 score of 0.9296 was attained for datasets sampled using LHS. For HSS, the overall R2

score obtained was 0.9139, while the R2 score of 0.9016 was obtained for the sampled dataset
using Random Sampling. The detailed results for each sampling method with the various
dataset sizes, the R2 and RMSE score for individual parameters are listed in Tab. 4 and Tab.
5. We also individually showed the predicted parameter values against the original values
for each sampling method across different dataset sizes. These visualizations are presented
in Fig. 6 for HSS, Figure 7 for LHS, and Fig. 8 for Random Sampling.

We noticed that as we increased the complexity and dimensionality of the problem,
achieving an optimal solution with the ANN required drawing more sample sets to cover the
entire parameter space. In contrast to the scenario where only the signal was considered,
where optimal ANN prediction was achieved with 10,000 datasets, here, with the same num-
ber of datasets, we only achieved an accuracy of around ∼ 75%, regardless of the sampling
method. For this particular case, to attain a similar level of accuracy in prediction, we found
that drawing approximately 200,000 samples was necessary.

8.3 Generalizability Test of the ANN Models

To assess the robustness and generalizability of our trained ANN models, we conducted tests
using separate unknown test datasets generated via three distinct sampling techniques. This
comprehensive analysis aims to identify the most robustly trained ANN model among those
trained with differently sampled datasets. Throughout the training process, we identified
the likelihood of bias when drawing conclusions based on a single instance of training the
ANN model. This recognition stemmed from factors including variations in initial sample
seeds, clustering issues, dataset partitioning, and the inherent variability in training the ANN
itself. To mitigate this bias and ensure the consistency of our results across multiple trials,
we repeated the entire training and sampling procedure 11 times and saved these individual
ANN models for further testing with unknown test datasets drawn via these three distinct
sampling techniques: HSS, LHS and Random.

We computed the mean prediction accuracy in terms of R2 and found that ANNs trained
on Hammersley-sampled datasets exhibited lower fluctuations from the mean R2 value across
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Figure 6. The scatter plots above show predicted signal and foreground parameter values obtained
through an ANN model trained on a parametrized global 21cm signal. The signal and foreground
data sets are generated by sampling the parameter space using Hammersley sequence sampling in
three sizes: 10,000, 50,000, and 200,000 samples. Magenta scatter points in each scatter plot denote
predictions made by the ANN trained with 10,000 samples, while yellow and blue scatter points
indicate predictions from ANN models trained with 50,000 and 200,000 samples, respectively. The
actual values of the parameters are plotted in a solid black line in each plot.

Size 10000 50000 200000

HSS LHS Rand HSS LHS Rand HSS LHS Rand

Total 0.7252 0.7534 0.7307 0.8673 0.8679 0.8738 0.9139 0.9296 0.9016

Jz0 0.8993 0.9020 0.9109 0.9573 0.9659 0.9626 0.9753 0.9798 0.9784
Xz0 0.8297 0.8962 0.8414 0.9447 0.9408 0.9447 0.9798 0.9796 0.9461
Tz0 0.8875 0.8689 0.8634 0.9315 0.9336 0.9396 0.9483 0.9554 0.9434
Jdz 0.2186 0.2677 0.2813 0.6651 0.7356 0.7244 0.8246 0.8603 0.8328
Xdz 0.6568 0.6968 0.6595 0.7838 0.7934 0.8025 0.8248 0.8458 0.8361
Tdz 0.4979 0.5837 0.5005 0.7953 0.7472 0.7875 0.8896 0.9083 0.7240
a0 0.7229 0.7452 0.7292 0.8375 0.8672 0.8773 0.9086 0.9214 0.8889
a1 0.9994 0.9997 0.9996 0.9989 0.9997 0.9999 0.9994 0.9999 0.9994
a2 0.6095 0.6460 0.5964 0.8274 0.7659 0.7684 0.8606 0.9152 0.9363
a3 0.9298 0.9281 0.9248 0.9319 0.9296 0.9311 0.9277 0.9302 0.9304

Table 4. The computed R2-scores for all signal and foreground parameters for each case studied
are listed here. We used the parametrized model to construct the global 21cm signal and the log-log
polynomial to construct the foreground.
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Figure 7. The scatter plots above show predicted signal and foreground parameter values obtained
through an ANN model trained on a parametrized global 21cm signal. The signal and foreground data
sets are generated by sampling the parameter space using Latin Hypercube sampling in three sizes:
10,000, 50,000, and 200,000 samples. Magenta scatter points in each scatter plot denote predictions
made by the ANN trained with 10,000 samples, while yellow and blue scatter points indicate predic-
tions from ANN models trained with 50,000 and 200,000 samples, respectively. The actual values of
the parameters are plotted in a solid black line in each plot.

Size 10000 50000 200000

HSS LHS Rand HSS LHS Rand HSS LHS Rand

Jz0 0.0917 0.0914 0.0861 0.0593 0.0532 0.0556 0.0456 0.0408 0.0423
Xz0 0.1180 0.0904 0.1139 0.0679 0.0709 0.0673 0.0409 0.0412 0.0670
Tz0 0.0980 0.1049 0.1063 0.0750 0.0737 0.0705 0.0659 0.0610 0.0683
Jdz 0.2567 0.2426 0.2442 0.1655 0.1494 0.1513 0.1211 0.1082 0.1185
Xdz 0.1651 0.1580 0.1666 0.1332 0.1307 0.1281 0.1210 0.1133 0.1166
Tdz 0.2019 0.1828 0.2016 0.1310 0.1453 0.1336 0.0961 0.0874 0.1508
a0 0.1480 0.1464 0.1500 0.1170 0.1051 0.1008 0.0870 0.0808 0.0964
a1 0.0068 0.0048 0.0053 0.0092 0.0043 0.0028 0.0066 0.0021 0.0065
a2 0.1803 0.1750 0.1833 0.1189 0.1400 0.1394 0.1073 0.0840 0.0728
a3 0.0758 0.0769 0.0778 0.0750 0.0762 0.0759 0.0077 0.0760 0.0759

Table 5. The computed RMSE-scores for all signal and foreground parameters for each case studied
are listed here. We used the parametrized model to construct the global 21cm signal and the log-log
polynomial to construct the foreground.
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Figure 8. The scatter plots above show predicted signal and foreground parameter values obtained
through an ANN model trained on a parametrized global 21cm signal. The signal and foreground data
sets are generated by sampling the parameter space using Random sampling in three sizes: 10,000,
50,000, and 200,000 samples. Magenta scatter points in each scatter plot denote predictions made
by the ANN trained with 10,000 samples, while yellow and blue scatter points indicate predictions
from ANN models trained with 50,000 and 200,000 samples, respectively. The actual values of the
parameters are plotted in a solid black line in each plot.

test datasets, compared to those trained on LHS and Random datasets. For instance, the
ANN trained on HSS-sampled datasets achieved a mean R2 score of 0.9309, with a range of
0.9255 to 0.9373. Similarly, for LHS-sampled test datasets, the mean R2 score was 0.9285
(range: 0.9213 to 0.9348), and for Random-sampled test datasets, it was 0.9290 (range:
0.9221 to 0.9348). In contrast, ANNs trained on LHS-sampled datasets had a mean R2 score
of 0.9204 on HSS-sampled test datasets (range: 0.9093 to 0.9308), 0.9219 on LHS-sampled
test datasets (range: 0.9100 to 0.9347), and 0.9209 on Random-sampled test datasets (range:
0.9089 to 0.9347). For ANNs trained on Random-sampled datasets, the mean R2 scores were
0.9195 on HSS-sampled test datasets (range: 0.8911 to 0.9296), 0.9205 on LHS-sampled test
datasets (range: 0.8924 to 0.9315), and 0.9194 on Random-sampled test datasets (range:
0.8940 to 0.9313). For a detailed visual representation of these results, refer to Fig. 9,
depicted in the first row. The histogram plots are color-coded: blue represents the prediction
accuracy, in terms of R2 score, of HSS-trained ANN models; orange represents ANN models
trained with LHS-sampled datasets, and green represents the R2 score histogram for ANN
models trained with Random-sampled datasets.

Similarly, for the parameterized signal and foreground case, ANN models trained with
Hammersley sampled datasets consistently exhibited high prediction accuracy across all test
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Figure 9. The figure illustrates ANN model predictions for various trials trained on datasets sampled
using HSS, LHS, and Random methods with optimal sample sizes. Histograms depict ANN prediction
accuracy measured by R2 scores. Panels in the figure’s rows correspond to different signal scenar-
ios: the top three panels in the first row show predictions for the Parameterized signal, followed by
predictions for the Parameterized signal with foreground and thermal noise in the second row. His-
tograms are colour-coded: blue represents HSS-trained ANN models, orange represents LHS-trained
ANN models, and green represents the Random-trained ANN model’s prediction accuracy.

datasets, with the highest R2 score approximately around 0.92 and the lowest around 0.88,
with a mean of approximately 0.91 for each case. Detailed results are depicted in Fig. 9 in the
second row. Conversely, ANN models trained with Latin Hypercube and Random sampled
datasets showed inconsistent prediction accuracy for both cases. For test datasets generated
with HSS, the lowest R2 score was less than 0.70, approximately 19-20 % lower than the mean
R2 score, approximately 0.90. Similar fluctuations were observed for test datasets constructed
using Latin Hypercube and Random sampling methods; detailed results are presented in Fig.
9, with the colour scheme remaining consistent across all subplots. Similarly, for the non-
parameterized signal case, we observed consistent behaviour, with ANN models trained on
Hammersley sampled datasets exhibiting less deviation from the mean R2 score compared to
models trained on LHS and Random datasets, the detailed result present in Appendix A.3.

9 Summary and Discussions

In this study, our objective was to systematically explore the vast parameter space encompass-
ing the 21cm global signal and foreground. Our goal was to simulate all possible variations
using these parameters and then utilize the generated datasets to enhance the resilience of
our trained ANN model. Recognizing the computational challenges posed by considering
every possible parameter combination, we tested diverse sampling techniques to map the

– 19 –



parameter space efficiently. Determining the ideal number of training datasets necessary for
robust ANN model training is not straightforward due to the complexity of the model and the
multitude of free parameters involved. Therefore, our research delved into a detailed analysis
to establish the minimum dataset requirement. This exploration was essential in understand-
ing how the number of datasets correlates with the model’s complexity and the number of
free parameters, ensuring comprehensive coverage of the parameter space and enabling the
robust training of the ANN model. In our study, we explored various aspects by mapping
the parameter space using three distinct sampling methods: Random, Latin Hypercube, and
Hammersley Sequence sampling. Additionally, we investigated different sample sizes within
specified boundary conditions to determine the minimum number of samples required to train
the ANN effectively. To evaluate the performance of these sampling methods, we calculated
metrics such as the R2 score and Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) using the ANN model.
Additionally, we test the ANN’s performance across different dataset sizes generated through
these sampling techniques. These are some key findings noted from this study:

• Regardless of the sampling method, the ANN’s performance improved when trained
with larger, well-sampled datasets. For instance, in parametrized signal scenarios,
training with 1000 samples yielded an R2 score of 0.6744, while 5000 samples improved
the score to 0.9059. Increasing the sample size to 10,000 resulted in a marginal im-
provement to 0.9226, indicating diminishing returns relative to the computational cost.

• The number of free parameters played a critical role; fewer parameters required fewer
samples for optimal results, while more parameters necessitated larger sample sizes.
For example, in the case of parametric signals with 6 free parameters, 10,000 datasets
were sufficient for optimal results. However, for foreground-corrupted signals with 10
free parameters, 200,000 datasets were needed to achieve the same level of accuracy.
This trend persisted when introducing different signal models as well.

• Models trained with datasets from HSS showed consistent performance across various
unknown test datasets, regardless of the sampling method used. Conversely, models
trained with LHS and Random methods exhibited inconsistent prediction accuracy,
indicating less robustness.

• In lower dimensions (< 10), the ANN trained with HSS sampled datasets demonstrated
slightly higher accuracy than those trained with LHS and Random methods. However,
in higher-dimensional parameter spaces ( ≥ 10), HSS performance declined due to
clustering issues. For instance, when dealing with signal, foreground, and noise in
parametric signal cases, HSS performance was slightly lower than the other sampling
methods.

• We also obtained consistent results when using a non-parametric signal model instead of
a parametric one. The primary difference observed was that, since the non-parametric
model only had three free parameters for signal modeling, optimal ANN performance
was achieved with a smaller dataset size. This finding suggests that the efficacy of
sampling methods is influenced more by the dimensionality of the parameter space
associated with the signal rather than by the specific signal model employed.

To address the high-dimensionality limitations of Hammersley Sequence sampling, fu-
ture research will explore alternative sampling methods that may offer viable solutions. Addi-
tionally, we plan to consider the ionospheric effect and beam chromaticity effect, investigating
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how these parameters impact the parameter space when combined with signal and foreground
parameters. This investigation will help us to determine the minimum number of samples
required for robust training of the ANN model, enabling accurate parameter inference from
real observational datasets. In this study, we have compared these sampling methods solely
within an ANN-based framework. In future research, we plan to incorporate other machine
learning regression models to evaluate and compare their performance.
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A Non Parametric Model

We have conducted similar analyses across different signal model to demonstrate their gen-
eralizability. The comprehensive results are discussed below.

A.1 Signal Only

To ensure consistency and generalizability of the sampling techniques, we employ a different
signal model, a non-parametrized signal model. This allows us to highlight any biases of the
sampling techniques over the signal model, and assess performance in lower dimensions due
to fewer free parameters. In contrast to the parametric model, the architecture of the ANN
for this case is different. The input layer consisted of 1024 neurons, corresponding to the 1024
frequency channels. There were two hidden layers with 64 and 16 neurons, respectively, and
these layers were activated using the ’sigmoid’ and ’relu’ activation functions. To prevent
overfitting, we also applied L2 kernel regularization. The output layer has 3 neurons, each
representing different signal parameters. We have used Adam optimizer with a learning rate
of 10−4.

Similar to the parametric context, a consistent trend is observed in the non-parametric
signal scenario: the ANN model trained with 1000 datasets achieves an overall R2 score of
around 0.92, which increases to approximately 0.93 with 5000 datasets, and around 0.94 with
10,000 datasets. Detailed results for each sampling method and dataset size, including R2

and RMSE scores, are provided in Tab. 6 and Tab. 7. Visualizations comparing predicted
parameter values against original values for each sampling method are displayed in Fig.
10 (HSS), Fig. 11 (LHS), and Fig. 12 (Random Sampling). Notably, model performance
improves with larger sample sizes, with all methods achieving comparable accuracy levels for
substantial datasets. The lower dimensionality of the problem compared to the parametric
case allows for higher prediction accuracy with fewer sampled datasets.

A.2 Signal with Foreground and Thermal Noise

Similar to the parameterized case, we introduced the effects of foreground and thermal noise
in the non-parametric signal. Given fewer free parameters than the parametric case, we
generated datasets in three sizes: 10,000, 50,000, and 100,000 samples. The architecture of
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Size 1000 5000 10000

HSS LHS Rand HSS LHS Rand HSS LHS Rand

Avg. 0.9155 0.9252 0.9214 0.9392 0.9367 0.9346 0.9447 0.9446 0.9418

f∗.fesc 0.9936 0.9922 0.9893 0.9945 0.9957 0.9940 0.9974 0.9970 0.9944
fX,h.fX 0.8255 0.8373 0.8408 0.8785 0.8682 0.8642 0.8837 0.8737 0.8783
Nα 0.9275 0.9454 0.9341 0.9531 0.9539 0.9555 0.9531 0.9532 0.9527

Table 6. The computed R2-scores for all signal parameters for each case studied are listed here. We
used the physical model to construct the global 21cm signal.

Size 1000 5000 10000

HSS LHS Rand HSS LHS Rand HSS LHS Rand

f∗.fesc 0.0230 0.0253 0.0281 0.0149 0.0162 0.0162 0.0130 0.0135 0.0150
fX,h.fX 0.1154 0.1000 0.1130 0.1022 0.1064 0.1043 0.0875 0.0851 0.0800
Nα 0.0554 0.0482 0.0530 0.0447 0.0421 0.0421 0.0408 0.0392 0.0390

Table 7. The computed RMSE scores for all signal parameters for each case studied are listed here.
We used the physical model to construct the global 21cm signal.
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Figure 10. The scatter plots above show predicted signal parameter values obtained through an
ANN model trained on a physical global 21cm signal. The signal data sets are generated by sampling
the parameter space using Hammersley sequence sampling in three sizes: 1000, 5000, and 10,000
samples. Blue points in each scatter plot denote predictions made by the ANN trained with 1000
samples, while magenta and green points indicate predictions from ANN models trained with 5000
and 10000 samples, respectively. The actual value of the parameters is plotted in a solid black line in
each plot.

the ANN model closely resembles that of the parameterized case, with the primary difference
being the output layer of the second ANN model, which comprises 5 neurons. Each neuron
represents 3 signal parameters and 2 foreground parameters (a0, a3). Here, we observe a
consistent trend similar to parametric scenarios: the ANN model trained with 10000 datasets
achieves an overall R2 score of around 0.92, which increases to approximately 0.94 with 50000
datasets, and around 0.96 with 10,0000 datasets. The detailed results for each sampling
method with the various dataset sizes, the R2 and RMSE score for individual parameters,
are listed in Tab. 8 and Tab. 9. We also individually visualized the predicted parameter
values against the original values for each sampling method across different dataset sizes.
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Figure 11. The scatter plots above show predicted signal parameter values obtained through an
ANN model trained on a physical global 21cm signal. The signal data sets are generated by sampling
the parameter space using Latin Hypercube sampling in three sizes: 1000, 5000, and 10,000 samples.
Blue points in each scatter plot denote predictions made by the ANN trained with 1000 samples,
while magenta and green points indicate predictions from ANN models trained with 5000 and 10000
samples, respectively. The actual values of the parameters are plotted in a solid black line in each
plot.
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Figure 12. The scatter plots above show predicted signal parameter values obtained through an
ANN model trained on a physical global 21cm signal. The signal data sets are generated by sampling
the parameter space using Random sampling in three sizes: 1000, 5000, and 10,000 samples. Blue
points in each scatter plot denote predictions made by the ANN trained with 1000 samples, while
magenta and green points indicate predictions from ANN models trained with 5000 and 10000 samples,
respectively. The actual value of the parameters is plotted in a solid black line in each plot.

These visualizations are presented in Fig. 13 for HSS, Fig. 14 for LHS, and Fig. 15 for
Random Sampling.

In our study, we observed that for optimal performance of the ANN model with any
sampling method, training with a sufficient number of datasets is essential. For example,
training the ANN model with 100,000 datasets resulted in precise prediction of signal pa-
rameters, with R2 scores ranging from 0.92 to 0.98 and root mean square error (RMSE)
values between 0.021 and 0.066. Additionally, the ANN effectively predicted foreground pa-
rameters, yielding R2 scores ranging from 0.95 to 0.99 and RMSE values between 0.008 and
0.064, showcasing significantly improved accuracy compared to the model trained with 10,000
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Size 10000 50000 100000

HSS LHS Rand HSS LHS Rand HSS LHS Rand

Avg. 0.9277 0.9187 0.9018 0.9505 0.9448 0.9429 0.9670 0.9647 0.9608

f∗.fesc 0.9813 0.9532 0.9776 0.9890 0.9510 0.9634 0.9843 0.9903 0.9860
fX,h.fX 0.8574 0.8727 0.8272 0.8807 0.8502 0.8570 0.9139 0.9168 0.9142
Nα 0.9395 0.9398 0.8502 0.9512 0.9454 0.9405 0.9620 0.9563 0.9629
a0 0.9925 0.9978 0.9960 0.9968 0.9959 0.9969 0.9988 0.9986 0.9973
a1 0.9996 0.9969 0.9974 0.9993 0.9982 0.9998 0.9999 0.9991 0.9998
a2 0.7921 0.7281 0.7291 0.9080 0.9386 0.9084 0.9590 0.9415 0.9242
a3 0.9317 0.9427 0.9353 0.9340 0.9327 0.9337 0.9505 0.9504 0.9400

Table 8. The computed R2-scores for all signal and foreground parameters for each case studied are
listed here. We used the physical model to construct the global 21cm signal and the log-log polynomial
to construct the foreground.

Size 10000 50000 100000

HSS LHS Rand HSS LHS Rand HSS LHS Rand

f∗.fesc 0.0303 0.0457 0.0319 0.0219 0.0460 0.0403 0.0265 0.0205 0.0246
fX,h.fX 0.0886 0.0819 0.0945 0.0770 0.0885 0.0853 0.0670 0.0661 0.0675
Nα 0.0457 0.0433 0.0715 0.0424 0.0432 0.0456 0.0363 0.0386 0.0361
a0 0.0248 0.0137 0.0179 0.0113 0.0184 0.0151 0.0098 0.0107 0.0149
a1 0.0054 0.0159 0.0145 0.0075 0.0037 0.0036 0.0023 0.0085 0.0035
a2 0.1279 0.1497 0.1465 0.0880 0.0714 0.0878 0.0581 0.0695 0.0763
a3 0.0757 0.0708 0.0739 0.0741 0.0749 0.0740 0.0644 0.0643 0.0711

Table 9. The computed RMSE-scores for all signal and foreground parameters for each case studied
are listed here. We used the physical model to construct the global 21cm signal and the log-log
polynomial to construct the foreground.

datasets. Detailed results are provided in Tab.8 and Tab.9.

A.3 Generalizability Test

We have conducted a generalizability test to demonstrate the robustness of the ANN model
for non-parameterized scenarios. The detailed results are plotted below in the histogram, see
Fig. 16.

B Training Loss and Validation Loss of the ANN models

We have plotted the training and validation loss of the ANN models for various scenarios;
see Fig.17.
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Figure 13. The scatter plots above show predicted signal and foreground parameter values obtained
through an ANN model trained on a physical global 21cm signal. The signal and foreground data sets
are generated by sampling the parameter space using Hammersley sequence sampling in three sizes:
10,000, 50,000, and 100,000 samples. Magenta scatter points in each scatter plot denote predictions
made by the ANN trained with 10,000 samples, while yellow and blue scatter points indicate predic-
tions from ANN models trained with 50,000 and 100,000 samples, respectively. The actual values of
the parameters are plotted in a solid black line in each plot.

Figure 14. The scatter plots above show predicted signal and foreground parameter values obtained
through an ANN model trained on a physical global 21cm signal. The signal and foreground data sets
are generated by sampling the parameter space using Latin Hypercube sampling in three sizes: 10,000,
50,000, and 200,000 samples. Magenta scatter points in each scatter plot denote predictions made
by the ANN trained with 10,000 samples, while yellow and blue scatter points indicate predictions
from ANN models trained with 50,000 and 100,000 samples, respectively. The actual values of the
parameters are plotted in a solid black line in each plot.
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sets are generated by sampling the parameter space using Random sampling in three sizes: 10,000,
50,000, and 100,000 samples. Magenta scatter points in each scatter plot denote predictions made
by the ANN trained with 10,000 samples, while yellow and blue scatter points indicate predictions
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parameters are plotted in a solid black line in each plot.
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Figure 16. The figure illustrates ANNmodel predictions for various trials trained on datasets sampled
using HSS, LHS, and Random methods with optimal sample sizes. Histograms depict ANN prediction
accuracy measured by R2 scores. Panels in the figure’s rows correspond to different scenarios: the top
three panels in the first row show predictions for the Non-parameterized signal, followed by predictions
for the Non-parameterized signal with foreground and thermal noise in the second row. Histograms
are colour-coded: blue represents HSS-trained ANN models, orange represents LHS-trained ANN
models, and green represents the Random-trained ANN model’s prediction accuracy.
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Figure 17. The figure illustrates the evolution of the network’s loss function across various scenarios.
The training loss is denoted by a solid line, and the validation loss is indicated by a dashed line over
epochs. Notably, the test loss closely follows the training loss in this visualization. Top row: training
loss for parameterized signal (left) and non-parameterized signal (right). Second row: training and
validation loss for parameterized signals with foreground. Bottom row: training and validation loss
for foreground-added non-parameterized signals.
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