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Abstract
This paper offers an original theoretical framework to quantify the information content associated with cosmological structure formation.
The formalism is developed and employed to study the spectrum of information underlying the galaxy distribution in the observable
Universe. Using data from SDSS DR18 we further quantify the information sharing across different parts of the studied volume. An
attempt to validate the assumption of cosmic homogeneity is made, which rules out the presence of a Universal scale of uniformity below
130 h–1 Mpc. In addition, an analytical study is carried out to track back the evolution of global information content up to z = 20, where a
log-normal density distribution with redshift-dependent variance, skewness, and kurtosis is used to mimic the observable Universe. A
staggering 8 × 10144TB of information loss is estimated, caused by the formation of large-scale structures in the present universe. We
further illustrate how the global information budget is impacted at different epochs by the interaction between the expansion rate and
growth rate of structure, taking the ΛCDM model into account. It is found that while the growth rate of the global information content
is slowing down, information loss is increasing dramatically despite an ongoing accelerated expansion.

Keywords: large-scale structure of Universe: galaxy clusters-redshift surveys; information theory; methods: analytical-statistical-numerical.

1. Introduction

The study of galaxy clustering is the cornerstone of modern
cosmology. Over the years, it has played an important role in
explaining the dynamics of the Universe. Peebles (1973) intro-
duced the primary statistical tools to characterise and quantify
the properties of galaxy clustering. Later on, several semi-
nal studies (Efstathiou 1979; Hewett 1982; Davis and Peebles
1983; Bardeen et al. 1986; Kaiser 1987; Blanchard and Alimi
1988; Hamilton 1992; Landy and Szalay 1993; Baugh and Efs-
tathiou 1993) refined our understanding of galaxy clustering
and its manifestation across different length scales. Both obser-
vational facilities and theoretical frameworks have experienced
substantial advancements in the last few decades. Large-scale
surveys such as the SDSS (York et al. 2000), 2MASS (Skrut-
skie et al. 2006), GAMA (Driver et al. 2011) and DES (Abbott
et al. 2018) have not only expanded our observational capa-
bilities in terms of individual object detection but also has
contributed in understanding the current nature and evolution
of galaxy clustering in the Universe. Furthermore, theoretical
models and cosmological simulations such as Millennium Run
(Springel et al. 2005), Horizon Run (Kim et al. 2015), EAGLE
(Schaye et al. 2015) and IllustrisTNG (Nelson et al. 2018) have
played a crucial role in interpreting observational data and un-
covering the underlying physical mechanisms which govern
galaxy clustering in the Universe.

On smaller scales, thermally supported interstellar clouds
of self-gravitating gas fragments into stars (Jeans 1914). In
the presence of anisotropic gravitational forces, a much larger,
uniformly rotating or non-rotating cold gas cloud undergoes
a spheroidal collapse to become a galaxy (Lynden-Bell and
Wall 1962; Lin, Mestel, and Shu 1965; Binney 1977). On

the other hand, the spherical collapse model (Gunn and Gott
1972) explains how large galaxy clusters like Coma can form
through the infall of baryonic matter into dark matter (DM)
potential wells. However, the formation of the filament and
pancake-like structures, that are prevalent in the nearby ob-
servable universe, can be explained through the mechanism of
anisotropic ellipsoidal collapse (Doroshkevich and Zel’dovich
1964; Zel’dovich 1970; Shandarin and Zeldovich 1989). Os-
triker (1978) finds evidence of an inside-out dynamical growth
of galaxy clustering, which is thought to be originating from
the bottom-up hierarchical merging of DM halos (Press and
Schechter 1974; Bond et al. 1991; Lacey and Cole 1993; Sheth
and Lemson 1999). Galaxies being the biased tracers of the
DM halos are expected to be found in the sharpest density
peaks of the DM distribution. To better understand the re-
lationship between a galaxy, its associated DM host, and the
space they occupy combined, it is necessary to comprehend
the systematic evolution of the information content associated
with the configuration of the large-scale structures occupying
that space. Long before the galaxy’s formation, this space was
characterised by a nearly uniform matter distribution. Over
time, gravity forces the matter to collapse and form a bound
object, now seen as the galaxy. This process also involves the
accretion of additional matter from relatively under-dense sur-
roundings and indirectly helps the under-dense structures to
grow. This entire process in every step reduces the random-
ness of the whole system ( galaxy + surrounding ) and takes it
towards a low probability state. The birth of a galaxy requires
several conditions to be met; only a few among numerous al-
ternate possibilities would lead to the emergence of the galaxy
within a specific space-time span. For example, a larger DM
halo nearby could have changed the evolutionary trajectory of
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the galaxy in terms of space and time. From an alternate point
of view, the growth of under-densities due to the combined
effect of gravitational drag and the expansion of the Universe
creates structures characterised by the enormity of space or
nothingness; This again reduces the existing uncertainty of
the system. This complex flow of matter and space results in a
spatial distribution of probability, and gives rise to a contin-
uum of Information.

Building on the work of Nyquist (1924) and Hartley (1928),
Shannon (1948) put in place the groundwork for quantifying
the information entropy in classical systems characterised by
discrete variables. This led to subsequent research on mod-
elling information exchange within complex systems (Jaynes
1957; Wolfram 1983). Hawking (1976) showed the limita-
tions in information transmission from the "hidden surface"
of a black hole which led Jacob D. Bekenstein (1981) to es-
tablish the universal upper bound of entropy. Through di-
mension reduction, the holographic principle (’t Hooft 1993;
J. D. Bekenstein 1994; Susskind 1995) demonstrates that in-
formation confined in a finite volume can be represented by
information projected through its surface. Furthermore, the
relation between the surface area and the upper entropic bound
of information holds not just for black holes, but also for vast
cosmological scales. Information entropy in inhomogeneous
(Hosoya, Buchert, and Morita 2004) and homogeneous (Biswa-
jit Pandey 2019; Biswajit Das and Biswajit Pandey 2019; B.
Das and B. Pandey 2023; B. Pandey 2023) cosmological models
has been studied extensively. Several studies validating cosmic
homogeneity (Pandey and Suman Sarkar 2015; B. Pandey and
Sarkar 2016; Pandey and Sarkar 2021) and isotropy (Sarkar,
Pandey, and Khatri 2019), using information theory advo-
cate the presence of a Universal scale of uniformity beyond
∼ 200 h–1 Mpc. Using Fisher information Tegmark 1997
shows how to numerically estimate the accuracy at which
observational data can determine cosmological parameters.
Carron and Szapudi (2013) presents the sufficient statistics that
use the Fisher matrix to measure the information content of a
lognormal density distribution originating from a Gaussian ini-
tial condition. Enßlin, Frommert, and Kitaura (2009) develop
the information field theory for reconstructing spatially dis-
tributed large-scale signals. Marta Pinho et al. (2020) quantifies
the information content in cosmological probes and connects
information entropy to Bayesian inference. Information the-
ory is currently being applied extensively in astronomical data
analysis, targeting a lossless recovery of the cosmological in-
formation encoded with the incoming signals. Despite this, a
comprehensive information-theoretical technique to map the
spatial information distribution in the Universe and quantify
the amount of information going into creating large-scale
structures is still lacking. In this study, we develop a tool that
not only allows us to measure the effective amount of spatial
information but also helps to determine the information shar-
ing on various length scales associated with overall structure
formation. Furthermore, it also aids in presenting a profit and
loss statement for the information budget of the Universe.

Throughout the paper, we follow Planck Collaboration
et al. (2020), and use the following set of cosmological param-
eters for comoving distance calculation, N-body simulation
and estimation of global information entropy in ΛCDM cos-
mology: Ωm = 0.315; ΩΛ = 0.685; H0 = 67.4; σ8 = 0.811.

2. Method of Analysis
2.1 Spatial distribution of Information
Let us start by considering M objects distributed inside a cube
of dimension L×L×L. We can divide the entire cube into Nv
voxels such that Nv = N3

s . Here Ns is the number of segments
in each direction. So now, We have a mesh of N3

s grids with
grid spacing ∆x = L

Ns
.

The M objects inside the cube with Nv voxels can be arranged
in Ω different ways, when

Ω =
(Nv + M – 1)!
(Nv – 1)!M !

. (1)

Let us consider the case of finding m objects inside any of
the Nv voxels. Keeping m objects inside that voxel, the other
M – m objects can be arranged across the Nv – 1 voxels in ωm
ways, given

ωm =
{(Nv – 1) + (M – m) – 1}!

(Nv – 2)!(M – m)!
. (2)

The probability of finding m objects in a given voxel is then

p ( m ) =
ωm
Ω

=
{(Nv – 1) + (M – m) – 1}!(Nv – 1)!M !

(Nv + M – 1)(Nv – 2)!(M – m)!
, (3)

with N = Nv + M – 1, Equation 3 becomes

p ( m ) =
(

Nv – 1
N – m

)m–1∏
i=0

(
M – i
N – i

)
. (4)

This relation can be used to calculate the probabilities at each
voxel in the mesh. However, with m as an integer, one can only
deal with discrete distributions using Equation 4. To evaluate
the expected probabilities for any fractional real values of m,
one requires an approximation

µ–1∏
i=0

(
M – i
N – i

)
=

(
M – µ

2
N – µ

2

)µ

; (5)

where m is replaced by µ, a continuous real-valued variable
within 0 ≤ µ < M. The objective is to partition any contin-
uous or discrete field into multiple virtual patches, referred
to as "chunks" hereafter, each possessing identical content but
varying in morphology. Cumulatively, these chunks cover the
entire volume in consideration. After employing the approxi-
mation, Equation 4 becomes

p (µ ) =
(

Nv – 1
N – µ

)(
M – µ

2
N – µ

2

)µ

. (6)
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Figure 1. This figure shows the effect of the approximation proposed in Equation 5

Now, probability is closely related to information. Probabil-
ity quantifies the likelihood of an event. On the other hand,
information measures the reduction of uncertainty in a sys-
tem or process through the outcomes. The information content
corresponding to the probability of getting µ objects can be
found as,

I (µ ) = – log
[

p(µ)
]

= log
[(N – µ

Nv – 1

)(
2N – µ

2M – µ

)µ]
. (7)

Information is small for events with higher probabilities. On
the contrary, unlikely events or configurations hold a large
amount of information. The choice of the base of the loga-
rithm here is arbitrary. In this work, we have used natural
logarithms; so the information content has unit nats. However,
later on the units are converted to terabytes using a conversion
factor uI = 2–43

ln 2

Let us now introduce the parameter γ to control the chunk-
to-grid ratio. γ = M

Nv
is effectively the mean number density of

chunks. The information content is now obtained as a function
of µ and γ by substituting Nv with γ in Equation 7, i.e.

I (µ ) = ln
[

(1 + γ) –
γ(µ – γ)
M – γ

]
+ µ ln

[
1 +

2(M – γ)
γ(2M – µ)

]
. (8)

We can also write µ in terms of the mean mass fraction f̄M, where
f̄M = γ

M ; i.e. the fraction of the total mass contributing to an
individual voxel, on average. It also determines the grid resolution.
After substituting M with γ

f̄M
we are left with

I (µ ) = ln

[
(1 + γ) –

(µ – γ) f̄M
(1 – f̄M)

]
+ µ ln

1 +
1 – f̄M(
γ – µ f̄M

2

)
 . (9)

2.2 Information of large-scale Structures
So far in this section, we have not mentioned galaxies or Large-scale
Structures. We started with M discrete point objects having unique
locations in terms of voxel indices. However, using further approx-
imations, we now have M extended chunks that span throughout
the volume in consideration. Hence, they can partially contribute to
more than one voxel. Now, let us consider G galaxies distributed in
the cubic volume, comprised of Nv grids. We can virtually divide G
galaxies into M chunks of equal weightage, each having QM = G

M
galaxies. If any given voxel contains g galaxies, we will have µ = g

QM
.

Note that (µγ – 1) is the fractional density contrast (δ), at any given
voxel, and equation Equation 9 can also be written in terms of δ as

I(δ) = ln

[
(1 + γ) –

γδf̄M
1 – f̄M

]
+ γ(1 + δ) ln

1 +
(1 – f̄M)

γ

{
1 – (1 + δ) f̄M

2

}
 . (10)

I(δ) is the information associated with overdensity δ in the given
matter distribution. Equation 10 displays a crucial relationship be-
tween the density perturbation and the Information associated with
the large-scale structures. Hereafter any mention of information
would mean this large-scale information. Equation 10 applies to both
discrete and continuous fields since it no longer contains any explicit
constraint of discreteness. When we started with M and Nv as inte-
gers, we could work only with discrete point data. However, one can
now think of a continuous field that spans the entire volume but is vir-
tually discretized into M chunks of equal contribution. Equation 10
allows to work with extensive variables that contribute fractionally to
the elementary volume. Nonetheless, one has to carefully choose f̄M
and γ depending on the clustering strength (δ) of the distribution.
The two terms in Equation 10 on which the logarithm is being op-
erated must produce non-zero positive numbers. This can be easily
taken care of by choosing sufficiently large Ns or very small values of
f̄M. We also have to remember that the approximation presented in
Equation 5 allows us to have the final form of Equation 10, and one
has to be careful while using such an approximation. The limitation
of this approximation is shown in Figure 1. For γ < 0.01 and M > 100
one can safely use the approximation with more than 99.9% accuracy
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up to δ ≤ 104. However, for larger values of γ, it is necessary to have
a large number of chunks in use.

For a completely homogenous distribution, we would have δ = 0
at every grid. If Ī is the average information for a homogeneous
distribution, then

Ī = ln (1 + γ) + γ ln

1 +
1 – f̄M

γ

(
1 – f̄M

2

)
 (11)

is associated with the base probability of p̄ = e–̄I .

It is imperative to consider that the mass distribution of the uni-
verse has been discretely characterized based solely on the presence
or absence of galaxies. Since galaxies occupy a minuscule portion
of the total space, it is more probable to encounter empty regions
than substantial overdensities. When comparing a galaxy cluster to
an individual void, a unit volume extracted from a void contains less
information than a unit volume from a cluster, owing to the vast size
of voids. Nonetheless, the collective contribution from voids proves
significant due to their higher likelihood of occurrence. Regardless
of whether the unit volume is extracted from an under-dense or
overdense region, uncertainty is always lost. Hence, departures from
the mean background would lead to a change of information, which
goes into shaping newly formed structures. However, the extent
and direction of this information loss vary between overdense and
under-dense structures.

At this point, we make another crucial assertion by imposing the
holographic principle on the cube in consideration and define the
total weighted Information Gain for any ith voxel as

Gi(δ) =
Ac
4l2P

[
pi(δ)

{
Ii(δ) – Ī

}
p̄Ī U0

]
. (12)

Here Ac = 6
(

L
1+z

)2
is the surface area of the cube with its center

at redshift z. The Planck length lP is derived from gravitational
constant ( G ), Planck constant ( h̄ ) and speed of light ( c ) as lP =√

Gh̄
c3 . The total excess probabilities within the cube is denoted as

U0 =
∑

i exp{Ī – Ii}. For a completely homogeneous distribution,
the information gain for any voxel and the entire cube would be zero.
We rewrite Equation 12 in terms of excess information ∆Ii = (Ii – Ī),

Gi(δ) =
K

U0 Ī
[
∆Ii exp{ –∆Ii }

]
. (13)

K = 3uI L2

2(1+z)2l2P
is a constant for a specific cube, positioned at a given

redshift. The factor uI = 2–43

ln 2 is used to convert the results from nats to
terabytes. For overdense structures, we get +ve G and -ve G is obtained
for under-dense spaces. As we have stated before, the growth of
structures forces a system to lose information, which subsequently
gets stored as the configuration of the emergent structure.

The right panels of Figure 2 shows G as a function of δ in symmetric
log scale, for different choices of γ and f̄M. from the bottom right
panel of this figure it is clear that G is not sensitive to f̄M. For an
infinitesimal f̄M, Equation 10 and Equation 11 leads to

I( δ ) = Ī +
δ

δc
, (14)

with δc =
[
γ ln

(
1 + 1

γ

)]–1
Equation 13 becomes

G(δ) =
K

U0 Ī

[
δ

δc
exp{–

δ

δc
}
]

, (15)

The function G(δ) has four characteristic points min, null, max and
fall, at δ = –1, δ = 0, δ = δc and δ ∼ 10δc respectively. These critical
points which define the curve are marked in the bottom right panel
of Figure 2. Now, δc remains a free parameter unless we constrain it
through observational evidence. In this work, we choose γ = 8×10–4

to set δc ∼ 175 as this critical value represents the density thresh-
old required for the virialization of a system. Past this threshold,
the system configuration which has gradually developed over time
through the externally acquired information, begins to be overridden
by the internal stochasticity. Further increment in density contrast
would cause the information gain to be suppressed and finally, it will
diminish at the core (δ → ∞).

2.3 Information density and spectrum of information
We conduct a numerical analysis to search the scale of homogeneity
in the SDSS galaxy distribution. After a cube of size L is carved out
from the SDSS survey volume ( as described in subsection 3.1 ), it is
divided into N3

s voxels of size ∆x. The density contrast for each voxel
is then found from the effective galaxy count. We estimate informa-
tion gain for each voxel using the relation in Equation 15. In this
section, we do not impose f̄M → 0 and choose a finite value of f̄M,
as we are trying to validate the Cosmological principle itself. Figure 3
shows Information Gain at different locations within one of the cubes
in Sample 1. It also presents how information gain correlates with
galaxy clustering and respective probabilities. We use Ns = 50 grids,
setting f̄M = 8 × 10–6. So, there are 100 virtual chunks in use.

After we have the Information gain calculated at each of the Nv grids,
we find the dimensionless 3D Information spectrum as the Fourier
transform of information gain in the unitary form

S(k) =
∫
R3

Σ(x) exp {–2πik · x} d3x. (16)

Here Σ( xi ) = GSNC( xi )
∆x3 is the information density with GSNC as

the shot noise corrected information gain ( see Appendix 1 ). S is a
dimensionless complex quantity, computed using the Discrete Fourier
Transform (DFT), i.e.

S[l,m,n] =
1√
Nv

Ns–1∑
l=0

Ns–1∑
m=0

Ns–1∑
n=0

Σ[a,b,c] exp
{

–2πi
Ns

(al + bm + cn)
}

(17)

Here [a, b, c] are the indices for a specific voxel in the real-space;
whereas, [l, m, n] are indices for grids in Fourier space. The factor√

Nv ensures that Parseval’s identity is satisfied.

The available wave numbers in the Fourier space for a grid spacing
∆x and box size L = Ns ∆x are

km = kN

[
2m
Ns

– 1
]

; for
{

m = 0, 1, 2, . . . , (Ns – 1)
}

(18)

with kN = π
∆x as the Nyquist frequency.

Now, our goal is to find S as a function of k. We proceed by consid-
ering the entire available 3D k-space to be comprised of Nb spherical

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5465-3467
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Figure 2. This figure shows probability [left], information [middle] and information gain [right] as a function of δ for different values of γ and f̄M. The two
panels on the right show the identity inside the square brackets in Equation 15. Symmetric logarithmic scales are used along the vertical axis where the region
with the purple shade has a linear scaling.

Figure 3. The density, probability and specific information gain is shown at different points of a 150 h–1 Mpc cube from SDSS ( Sample 1 ). A 30 h–1 Mpc slice in
the z direction is projected on the X – Y plane.
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shells centred at ( Ns
2 , Ns

2 , Ns
2 ). Any jth shell is extended from (j–1) kN

Nb

to j kN
Nb

, if j takes values from 1 to Nb. On the other hand, for any
of the grid [l,m,n] in Fourier space, the magnitude of k is found as

| k | =
√

k2
l + k2m + k2n . The spherical bin that the grid belongs to is

then b = ⌊Nb | k |
kN

⌋. For each bin, we calculate the 1D Information
spectrum, S̄(k) by taking a bin-wise average over S, where each
spherical bin has a specific value of k, associated with it. S̄(k) now
quantifies the average information gain across different frequencies.

2.4 Information sharing across different length scales
We perform an inverse-Fourier transform on S̄, normalizing it by
the Nyquist frequency, to measure the Information gain shared by
the space on different length scales,

GM ( r ) =
1

kN

∫ +∞

–∞
W(k) · S̄(k) exp {2πik · r} dk. (19)

GM (r) is called the Mutual gain, and it quantifies the average amount of
uncertainty reduced by structure formation on length scale r. W(k) is
the window function that mitigates the effects from the finite volume
and geometry of the region. Throughout this analysis, We have used
a Kaiser window of the form

W(k) =

i0

(
β

√
1 –
[

k
kN

]2
)

i0 ( β )
. (20)

Here, i0 is the modified Bessel function of the zeroth-order and
β = 14. The simplified form of Equation 19 in terms of DFT would
be

GM
[a] =

1√
Nb

Ns–1∑
m=0

W[m] S̄[m] exp
{

2πi a m
Nb

} (21)

Mutual gain essentially tells how much surplus information produced
from the LSS formation is mutually shared by any two points in
space, on average. The magnitude of GM (r) signifies the extent of
uncertainty reduction attributed to one point in space, due to the
information stored at another point separated by a distance r. In the
context of large-scale statistical homogeneity, by definition, the cause
of information gain itself becomes redundant. Consequently, one
would expect the mutual gain to exhibit a diminishing trend across
the scale of homogeneity.

This section is concentrated on validating the existence of cosmic
homogeneity and determining the length scale associated with it.
So, the idea of a homogeneous universe has not been adopted thus
far. To maintain causal consistency, our approach initially involved
checking for the existence of cosmic homogeneity before its further
application in the next part of the analysis.

2.5 Evolution of global information
In this section, we conduct an analytical exercise to study the evolution
of global information content starting from z = 20 up to z = 0 in
the ΛCDM Universe. We consider the growth of the perturbations
to follow the form δ(x, a) = D+(a)δ0(x), as we focus on the linear
perturbation regime by considering ⟨δ2

0(x)⟩ = σ2
8. Here δ0(x) is

the spatial profile of density contrast at present and D+(a) denotes

the growing mode of matter density perturbations, which can be
expressed as

D+( a ) =
5Ωm0E(a)

2

∫ a

0

da′

a′3E(a′)3
, (22)

with E(a) = H(a)
H0

as the scaled Hubble parameter.

Let us now break down the assertion of f̄M → 0 which leads to Equa-
tion 15. Keeping γ at a finite value, one has to keep adding voxels
up to a point where all the virtual chunks that span the Universe are
taken care of. This would require an enormously large number of
voxels or an infinitesimal f̄M. Hence, f̄M → 0 automatically imposes
the assumption of cosmic homogeneity in this case.

At this point we introduce the global information entropy of the Universe
as

IU =
KU

Ī

[∫
R3 p( δ ) I( δ ) d3x∫

R3 p( δ ) d3x

]
, (23)

with the redshift-dependent global maxima for information given as

KU (z) =
uI c5

4Gh̄H2
0

[
Ωm0(1 + z)3 + ΩΛ

]–1
. (24)

Now, KU (0) is the maximum amount of information that the present
universe with a homogeneous matter distribution would contain, and
this is ∼ 2.81×10147 terabytes of information. The global information
entropy measures the effective information content in the Universe at
a given time, considering the total information gain ( or loss ) caused
by structure formation. Note that GU being marginalized over space,
is a function of the scalefactor (or redshift) only.

Before going forward, let us also introduce the functional exponentially
weighted moment (EWM) at this point. The kth order EWM is defined
as

Ak[ η ] =
∫
R3 { η(x, a) }k exp{ –η(x, a) }d3x∫

R3 exp{ –η(x, a) }d3x
. (25)

With a as the scalefactor and η(x, a) = δ(x,a)
δc

as the scaled contrast, we
can now use Equation 14 and Equation 15 and rewrite Equation 23 as

IU = KU
[

1 +
A1
Ī

]
= KU + GU , (26)

where KU is the upper information bound and GU ( a ) is the global
information gain. We also term (–GU ) as the global information loss
hereafter. The rate of change of global information entropy with the
scalefactor is

dIU

da
=

dKU

da
+

(
A1
Ī

dKU

da
+

KU

Ī
dA1
da

)
. (27)

The term inside the parenthesis on the right side of this equation
gives the rate of change of information gain, i.e. dGU

da . Now, let

us denote d ln KU

d ln a = 3Ωm
Ωm+ΩΛ

= E(Ωm) with Ωm = Ωm0a–3 and

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5465-3467
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1
2

(
5a

3D+
– 1
)

= Γ (a). This allows the logarithmic growth rate ( d ln D+
d ln a )

to be expressed as f (Ωm) = Γ (a) E(Ωm) , and leads to

dGU

da
=

KU A1 E
a Ī

[
1 + Γ

{
1 + A1 –

A2
A1

}]
, (28)

through the 1st derivative of the 1st EWM ( see Appendix 2 ).

Equation 28 can be restructured in the following forms

d lnGU

d ln a
= E(Ωm)

[
1 + Γ

{
1 + A1 –

A2
A1

}]
, (29)

d lnGU

d ln H
= –2

[
1 + Γ

{
1 + A1 –

A2
A1

}]
, (30)

d lnGU

d ln D+
=

1
Γ

+
{

1 + A1 –
A2
A1

}
(31)

Note that Equation 30 presents the identity – 1
(1+q)

d ln GU

d ln a with q = – äa
ȧ2

being the deceleration parameter. The quantities listed above in com-
bination are useful for validating the ΛCDM model and cosmological
parameter estimation since A1 and A2 can be readily determined
from observations. However, this work only focuses on the over-
all evolution of information gain for a log-normal density distribution.

Let us now go back to Equation 25 and perform Taylor series expan-
sion of the exponential terms, which gives the kth EWM in terms of
the moments of η(a); i.e.

Ak =
∑∞

i=0
( –1 )i

i! ⟨ η(a)i+k ⟩∑∞
i=0

( –1 )i

i! ⟨ η(a)i ⟩
, (32)

where ⟨η(a)⟩ = 0, and ⟨η(a)2⟩ = D2
+(a)σ2

8
δ2

c
.

Now, if we consider (1 +δ) to have a log-normal distribution with the
skewness and kurtosis characterized by the Sp parameters (Bernardeau
and Kofman 1995), then the 3rd and 4th order moments of η will be
found as

⟨η(a)3⟩ =
S3σ

4

δ3c
, (33)

⟨η(a)4⟩ =
S4σ

6 + 3σ4

δ4c
, (34)

where σ = D+σ8. The Sp parameters at any given redshift z, are
found as S3(z) = S3,0(1 + z)α3 and S4(z) = S4,0(1 + z)α4 . The present
values of S3 and S4 are S3,0 = 3 + σ2

8 and S4,0 = 16 + 15σ2
8 + 6σ4

8 + σ6
8

respectively. α3 and α4 control the rate of change of the skewness
and kurtosis of the distribution at a given redshift. In this work, we
have used α3 = –1.1 and α4 = –2.3 (Einasto et al. 2021) to study the
evolution of global information entropy from z = 20 to z = 0.

3. Data
3.1 SDSS Data
We use data from the Sloan Digital Sky Survey (SDSS) to find the in-
formation content associated with galaxy clustering in the observable
Universe. Galaxy samples from three 3 different redshift zones are
prepared using data from the 18th data release (Almeida et al. 2023) of
SDSS. DR18 incorporates refined data from all the prior programs of
SDSS. However, we use data accumulated through the BOSS and the

Legacy programs in this work. A Structured Query is used to retrieve
the required data from SDSS Casjobs a. To start with, conditions on
the equatorial coordinates of the galaxies to choose galaxies within
the angular span 135◦ ≤ RA ≤ 225◦ and –2◦ ≤ Dec ≤ 63◦, as it
provides a uniform sky coverage with high completeness. The left
panel of Figure 4 shows the sky coverage of both BOSS and Legacy;
the rectangular region shows the chosen span. In the first step, we
prepare 3 quasi-magnitude-limited samples by applying constraints
over the redshift range and the (K-corrected + extinction-corrected)
r-band absolute magnitude ( right panel of Figure 4 ). The three
conditions applied for the respective samples are tabulated in Table 1.
This minimizes the variation in number density in the samples, re-
ducing the Malmquist bias, due to which fainter galaxies are difficult
to identify at higher redshifts. Note that the BOSS data we use here
includes targets from both LOWZ (0.15 < z < 0.43) and CMASS
(0.43 < z < 0.70). On the other end, we have Legacy data with higher
incompleteness on small redshifts (z < 0.02). Also, fibre collision will
affect the selection of galaxies in close vicinity. Hence, choosing an
appropriate magnitude and redshift range alone does not provide a
completely uniform sample selection. The radial number density of
the combined (BOSS+Legacy) distribution still exhibits background
fluctuations in addition to the intrinsic variation in number density (
resulting solely from the growth of inhomogeneities in the matter
density field ). To decouple the two effects we identify the radial
selection function n(r) by applying a Gaussian kernel ( 5σ). The
smoothed radial number density field now considered the selection
function, represents the residual Malmquist bias that has to be filtered
out. Using this selection function we assign a weight w(r) to each
galaxy lying in a given radial bin r to r + δr. If n̄g is the maximum
value of the n(r) within the entire range of radial comoving distance
then w(r) = n̄g

n(r) . One must take the sum over the weights instead
of adding a unit count for each galaxy. Put differently, for each
galaxy found at the comoving radius r, we are also losing w(r) – 1
neighbouring galaxies due to the limitations of the survey. The top
panels of Figure 5 show the radial number density profile of the three
samples, before and after applying the selection function. The bottom
three panels show galaxy distributions in slices, from each of the three
quasi-magnitude-limited samples, projected on the X-Y plane; each
point represents a galaxy and the point sizes are scaled proportion-
ally with the respective weights. Note that the three samples have
different values of n̄g; hence, the values of the weights are specific to
the samples. The comoving Cartesian coordinates of each galaxy in
the sample are found using the spectroscopic redshifts and equatorial
coordinates. After we have the three samples, we carve out cubic
regions of 150 h–1 Mpc, 200 h–1 Mpc and 250 h–1 Mpc from Sample
1, Sample 2 and Sample 3, respectively. we curve out as many cubes
as possible by taking successive strides in all three directions. Any
two adjacent cubes share 80% the side length or almost 50% of their
volume. Relevant information about three samples is tabulated in
Table 1. For each sample, we have shown the (average) apparent size
and u – r colour of the constituent galaxies. The size is determined
from the product of the angular diameter distance and the Petrosian
radius ( in radians ) of the circle containing 90% of its total light.

3.2 Nbody Data
We generate a number of dark matter distributions by running a cos-
mological N-body simulation with GADGET4 Springel et al. 2021.
The simulation is performed by populating 1283 dark-matter particles
inside a 500 h–1 Mpc cube and tracking their evolution up to redshift

a. https://skyserver.sdss.org/CasJobs/



8 Suman Sarkar et al.

Figure 4. [Left]: RA-DEC span in the SDSS sky that is chosen for sample preparation, using BOSS and Legacy data. [Right]: Definition of the quasi-magnitude-
limited samples on the redshift-mangitude plain.

Figure 5. [Top]: The number-density variation of the three samples before and after applying the selection functions. [Bottom]: The distribution of the samples
projected on the X – Y plane for slices ( in Z direction ) of width 10 times the mean-intergalactic-separation. Point sizes in the display are proportional to the
respective weights.

Table 1. Description of the three samples prepared from SDSS data

Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample 3
Absolute Magnitude –23 ≤ Mr ≤ –21 –23.5 ≤ Mr ≤ –21.5 –24 ≤ Mr ≤ –22
Redshift range 0.03 ≤ z ≤ 0.18 0.2 ≤ z ≤ 0.4 0.42 ≤ z ≤ 0.67
Mean number density (n̄g) 6.87 × 10–3 h3 Mpc–3 5.70 × 10–4 h3 Mpc–3 4.13 × 10–4 h3 Mpc–3

Size of cubes (L) 150 h–1 Mpc 200 h–1 Mpc 250 h–1 Mpc
Stride 30 h–1 Mpc 40 h–1 Mpc 50 h–1 Mpc
No. of available cubes 201 1081 922
Weighted count per cube 23074 ± 2126 4643 ± 422 6584 ± 434
Size of galaxy 13.19 ± 4.66 kpc 23.95 ± 7.42 kpc 24.05 ± 10.45 kpc
u – r colour 2.43 ± 0.72 3.78 ± 1.90 2.94 ± 2.03
Redshift 0.116 ± 0.021 0.306 ± 0.033 0.542 ± 0.039
Distance from observer 339.79 ± 46.42 h–1 Mpc 844.11 ± 61.72 h–1 Mpc 1416.89 ± 60.76 h–1 Mpc

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5465-3467
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zero. Ten realisations are generated and eight disjoint cubes are fur-
ther extracted from each by dissecting them in each direction. We
finally have 80 cubes of size 250 h–1 Mpc for each of the redshifts that
we have access to. To analyse the evolution of information content
for ΛCDM cosmology we analyse the distributions of dark-matter
particles at redshifts 0, 0.5, 1, and 2. For each of the 80 cubes, we
randomly select 100000 dark-matter particles to retain them in the
final samples.

3.3 Biased distributions in redshift-space
3.3.1 redshift-space mapping
We take each of the 80 N-body cubes for z = 0.5 and introduce
linear redshift-space distortions (RSD) by randomly placing the cubes
within the accessible radial and angular span available for the SDSS
data. The cubes are placed in such a way that the relative distance
and orientation between the observer and the N-body cube centres
mimic that of the SDSS (Sample 3) cubes. Using the velocities of
each of the particles in the distribution we find their redshift-space
coordinates as

s = r
[

1 +
v · r

a H(a) ||r||2

]
, (35)

where v and r are the actual velocity and position vectors in real-space.
z = 0.542 is used for finding the scalefactor (a) and Hubble parameter,
H(a) to plug into the above equation.

3.3.2 Biased distribution
Galaxies are formed after baryonic matter follows the pre-existing
DM halos to select the density peaks for consolidation preferentially.
So they are considered to be positively biased by and large. We use the
N-body data to mimic a couple of biased galaxy distributions along
with unbiased and negatively biased ones as well. To apply the bias on
the redshift-space distribution of DM particles, we use the selection
function (model 1) proposed by Cole et al. (1998). For a given cube of
dark-matter particles mapped in redshift-space, We apply a Cloud-In-
Cell (CIC) technique with a mesh of N3

c grids to measure the density
contrast (δ) on the grids. Thereafter, the z-score of density contrast,
ν(x) = δ(x)–µ

σ is found for each of the particles, where σ =
√

< δ2 >
and µ = ⟨δ⟩ = 0. We then apply trilinear interpolation to determine ν
at the particle positions from the 8 adjacent grids. Next, the selection
probability

ps(ν) =

{
exp ( Aν + Bν

3
2 ), if ν ≥ 0

exp ( Aν ), if ν ≤ 0

is applied to have a density-wise biased selection of the particles from
the entire cube. We also find the base probability of the particles
p0(ν) = (1+νσ)

N3
c

; i.e. the probability of finding a randomly selected
particle to have contrast ν. After applying the selection function, the
selection probability of a particle with scaled contrasts ν into the final
set is pf (ν) = p0(ν) ps(ν). Next, a random probability pr between 0
and max{pf (ν)} is generated for each particle in the distribution. The
particles which satisfy the criteria pr < pf are selected to represent
the galactic mass. We randomly select 100000 particles, to get the
final samples from each biased and unbiased distribution for further
testing effects of linear RSD and biasing. The density contrast (δ) is
calculated ( by using CIC ), for each particle in the newly formed
biased samples. Finally, linear bias is estimated by comparing their δ
profile with the unbiased sample. We use different combinations of

A and B and then check the linear bias for the distribution using the
technique described in Appendix 3. The parameters are tweaked to
achieve the desired values of b1 through trial and error.

The suitable values of the parameters A and B which provide the
desired values of linear bias b1 are enlisted in Table 2. Figure 6 helps
compare the redshift-space biased and unbiased distributions with
the original real-space N-body data. All distributions have the same
number of particles.

4. Results
4.1 Information Spectrum and Information Sharing
In subsection 2.3, we discuss how to track the distribution of informa-
tion gain in different frequencies through the information spectrum.
On the other hand, the average information gain shared between two
points separated by a certain distance in space is measured through
the mutual gain, which is presented in subsection 2.4. At first, we
take the 3 samples from SDSS and analyze the distribution of infor-
mation in the observable Universe. We carry out the same analysis
for simulated N-body data at different redshifts and further check
the effect of linear RSD and bias by comparing SDSS results with
redshift-space biased N-body mock distributions. For each case, we
search for the scale of homogeneity where the mutual gain goes to
zero.

4.1.1 Large-scale information sharing and scale of homogeneity
In the top-left panel of Figure 7, the information spectrum is presented
for three samples representative of three redshift zones. We notice a
higher degree of information gain is associated with the larger wave-
lengths (small k) for all three samples. The amplitude gradually falls
with increasing k and finally reaches a plateau at the high-frequency
end. We notice an abrupt change in the slope of the information
spectrum near 0.06 h Mpc–1 for all three samples. This fall in spectral
amplitude persists up to the nonlinear regime (> 0.78 h Mpc–1); after
which, the consistent drop in information slows down and remains
steady up to the smallest scales probed. This non-diminishing tail is
the characteristic signature of information gain. Due to the presence
of the exponential term, it contains all higher-order moments of
density perturbations. Hence, it is capable of tracing the collective
information offsets caused by all the multi-point correlations exist-
ing in that space of relevance. We find that Sample 2 has a nearly
identical profile as Sample 3, but ∼ 7% more information on higher
frequencies. Sample 1 has a relatively lower information gain than
Sample 2 and Sample 3 on all wavelengths. This is non-intuitive at
first sight. On lower redshifts, the amplitude of information gain is
expected to get higher with the enhancement in the definition of
the structures. However, for Sample 1, we observe the information
gain to be falling more rapidly in the large k range. The presence of
redshift-space distortions partly explains this fall. which is explained
later in detail. However, the primary reason for this decline is that
Sample 1 is a collection of a different class of galaxy than the other
two samples. From Table 1, we find that galaxies in Sample 1 are
much smaller in size compared to the galaxies in the other two sam-
ples. A relatively higher absolute magnitude and bluer u – r color also
indicate the presence of a younger population in the galaxy sample.
This means that, unlike the other two samples, Sample 1 consists of a
fair number of field and satellite galaxies that are not representative
of a higher degree of clustering and hence cause less information gain.

The bottom-left panel of Figure 7 shows the spectral index of in-
formation gain. If the information spectrum follows the relation
S̄ ∝ kns–1, then the spectral index of information gain is given as
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Figure 6. The distribution of the different mock samples (z = 0.5) described in subsection 3.3, before and after applying RSD and bias. Distribution for three
different bias values is shown along with the original distribution and its counterpart in redshifted space. The variation in density contrast is represented using
the variable colour palette.

Table 2. Specifications for the mock biased distributions from redshifted N-body cubes.

A B Linear bias (b1)
Target Model

1.0 –2.51 0.75 0.755 ± 0.008
1.5 –1.11 1.50 1.505 ± 0.014
2.0 –1.20 2.00 1.990 ± 0.019

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5465-3467
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ns(k) = ∆ ln S̄
∆ ln k + 1. For all the samples, we find ns lying between

0 and 1, with a red-tilt that points toward an inside-out picture of
information sharing. The spectral index starts with ns = 1 at the
smallest k we probe. This shows a scale-independent nature of the
information spectrum on the largest scales or earliest epochs. It then
gradually starts reducing, eventually reaching a turnaround point
where ns finds its minimum value. This is where information gain
has the maximum scale dependence. For Sample 2 and Sample 3, we
can find this turnaround near 0.2 h Mpc–1. For Sample 1 however, we
see this drop with a much lower value of the spectral index (ns ∼ 0.1)
and in a relatively higher frequency range (0.3 – 0.5 h Mpc–1) where
S̄ becomes almost inversely proportional to k. In other words, bigger
the structure, greater the information it contains.

The top-right panel of Figure 7 shows the mutual gain as a func-
tion of length scale. The large information sharing found on small
scales (< 10 h–1 Mpc) advocates the coherence of the local structures.
Two points in close vicinity share a similar fate regarding the evolu-
tion of their neighbourhood; hence, there is a maximum reduction in
uncertainty on smaller scales, resulting in high information gain. As
we go towards higher length scales information sharing falls 60 – 70%
up to 20 h–1 Mpc. The sharp peaks that feature in the ∆2GM

∆r2 vs r plot
(bottom right panel of Figure 7), correspond to the length-scale for
the sharpest fall. As we can notice, this characteristic scale is slightly
different for each sample and is connected to their mean intergalactic
separation. Beyond this scale, the existing coherence gets rapidly
weakened. In Sample 1, the average information sharing approaches
zero at about ∼ 140 h–1 Mpc. However, the mean GM does not com-
pletely diminish for Samples 2 and 3 anywhere within the scope.
Nevertheless, while examining the second derivatives, we observe
that ∆2GM

∆r2 for Sample 2 and 3 gradually approaches zero, exhibit-

ing a steadily reducing amplitude. This implies that ∆GM

∆r is getting
closer to a constant value. Now, from the ever-reducing trend for
the GM (r), at the largest available length scales, with a constant slope,
will force the mutual gain eventually diminish at a certain length
scale. This scale however is beyond the explored extent for these two
samples. Note that galaxies separated by a distance beyond the scale of
homogeneity cannot affect the reduction in uncertainty about their
prospective evolutionary trajectories.

4.1.2 Information Sharing at different redshifts
We use N-body simulations to study the information distribution at
different redshifts in a ΛCDM Universe. We went over 80 N-body
realisations of the distribution of DM particles at redshifts of 0, 0.5,
1, and 2 ( see subsection 3.2 ). For a fair comparison, we compare
the results with sample 3 (SDSS), since each cube has the same size
of 250 h–1 Mpc. Figure 8 shows that the overall amplitude of both
information spectrum and mutual gain is much higher in sample 3
compared to the N-body cubes. One might expect the Sample 3
results to be substantially closer to z = 0.5, but the mutual gain for
Sample 3 is almost twice the z = 0.5 distributions. The unfair compar-
ison we are making between the information content of galaxy and
DM distributions here is the cause of this difference. This is addressed
in the next section. The characteristic that stands out in this case is
the information content gradually increasing across all length scales
with decreasing redshifts. Additionally, the homogeneity scale for
the N-body cubes drops as we go towards higher redshifts. These
findings are rather typical. The offset from a homogenous random
background would increase with decreasing redshift, as the structures
are better defined and less arbitrary on lower redshifts. Incoherent

structures with greater uncertainty are less likely to contribute to the
reduction of uncertainty at other distant points in the space. Hence,
the scale of homogeneity is naturally expected to drop for distribu-
tions at higher redshifts. The results in Figure 8 are consistent with
this expectation. For all the N-body cubes homogeneity is achieved
within 130 h–1 Mpc; whereas, the SDSS Sample 3 distribution tends
towards homogeneity beyond 160 h–1 Mpc.

4.1.3 Effect of linear bias and redshift-space distortions
Figure 9 presents the en bloc effect of RSD and bias on the information
distribution. In the left panel of the figure, we show the information
spectra of the distributions with and without RSD and biasing. Let us
first compare the real-space and redshift-space unbiased distributions.
We observe that the redshift-space distribution exhibits suppression
of information on higher frequencies, whereas enhancement in the
information spectrum can be noticed for larger wavelengths. The
first effect is the manifestation of the Finger-of-God (FOG) effect, and
the second one is caused by the Kaiser effect; both of these are effects of
RSD. The random peculiar motion of galaxies in dense environments
such as galaxy clusters causes the elongation of the apparent shape
of structures along the line of sight. This FOG effect reduces the
coherence of the particles in close vicinity, that exist in the real-space
distribution, causing the signal to drop on higher frequencies. On the
contrary, on large scales, galaxies experience bulk infall towards large
overdensities, causing galaxies to appear closer to each other than
they are. Hence artificial spatial coherence is introduced in the signal
on large scales. This also explains the observed fall of information
for Sample 1 in the top-left panel of Figure 7. Both the distance of
the observer and the clustering of particles affect the degree of infor-
mation suppression on large k. The suppression would increase with
increasing density contrast and proximity of the observer relative
to the cube. Unlike RSD, the effect of biasing does not affect the
information in a high k regime. Only the large-scale information
gain is affected due to biasing. Information is found to be enhanced
with biasing strength and this effect becomes more prominent as we
move towards smaller k values. However, the difference between
the information spectrum of Sample 3 and the biased distribution for
k > 0.1 h Mpc–1 is prominent and the difference increases with k. This
tells us that a non-linear and scale-dependent biasing is required to
model the information spectrum of the observed galaxy distributions,
especially for a non-linear perturbation regime.

On the right panel of this figure, we show the information shar-
ing for the different distributions. We also notice the enhancement in
uncertainty when anti-biasing is applied, this reduces the information
gain for the distribution with b1 = 0.75, in all wavelengths. As we
keep the bias increasing, the dark-matter particles are stripped away
from the existing uncertainty, and a significant information gain is ob-
served. For b1 = 2, we find the redshifted distribution to come within
1-σ of the SDSS Sample3 distribution. A reduced-X2 of 0.41 suggests
with a 99.99% confidence level that the two distributions represent the
same population. Both the real-space unbiased and redshift-space anti-
biased distributions reach homogeneity within 120 h–1 Mpc whereas
the distributions with b1 = 1, b1 = 1.5 and b1 = 2 in redshift space
achieve homogeneity around 150 – 160 h–1 Mpc. Compared with the
b1 = 2 distribution one can expect the SDSS sample 3 distribution to
reach homogeneity around 160 h–1 Mpc. Although large standard
deviations beyond 100 h–1 Mpc do not allow us to have a unanimous
confirmation on a global homogeneity scale within this scope, we
can at least rule out its presence in the observable Universe up to
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Figure 10. This figure shows the evolution of effective information entropy for a lognormal density distribution, from redshifts 20 to the present day.

130 h–1 Mpc. It is also noteworthy that a characteristic scale where
mutual gain is nullified does not imply causal disassociation.

4.2 Evolution of Global Information entropy
In subsection 2.5 we discuss the method to measure the global in-
formation entropy at a given epoch for a log-normal density distri-
bution and introduce three dimensionless quantities d ln GU

d ln a , d ln G′

d ln H
and d ln GU

d ln D+
to analyse the evolution of effective information gain

of the universe. These logarithmic derivatives measure how fast or
slow the Information gain changes relative to the growth rate of
matter density perturbation or expansion rate of the space. In Fig-
ure 10 we show these quantities as a function of redshift or scalefactor.

The top left panel of Figure 10 shows the evolution of the density
distribution that causes the change in the global information gain. The
middle-left panel shows the overall information entropy of the Uni-
verse at different epochs. The present Universe holds∼ 2.8×10147TB,
including the observed -ve information gain ( or information loss)
due to structures formed at z = 0. In the bottom-left panel, we show
the rate of change of I as a function of the scalefactor. We notice
that dIU

da rapidly increases during the cosmic noon (1.5 ≲ z ≲ 3) and
then slows down to reach the maximum at z = 0.63; This is the point
at which the expansion of the universe switches from a decelerated to
an accelerated phase. Between z = 2 to z = 0.5 information entropy
undergoes a huge ∼ 300% increment; whereas, it grows only ∼ 75%
from z = 0.5 to z = 0, as the matter domination gets over. At the
current epoch, IU is found to be increasing in a decelerated way.

This is the opposite of what information gain is undergoing at present.
The information loss appears to be accelerating as seen by the top-left
panel. Although the information loss is significantly smaller than the
effective information entropy till now, we find that ∼ 8 × 10144TB
information has already been used in large-scale structure formation.
Note that this accounts only for the linear perturbations of the matter
density field and the expenditure could be greater when one incor-
porates structures on smaller length scales (< 8 h–1 Mpc). However,
information gain is insensitive to perturbations beyond δ ∼ 200, so
we expect the actual loss to be close to the measured value.

The second panel from the top shows the logarithmic derivative
of information gain w.r.t the scale factor. The information gain
increases 5 times as fast as the scale factor in the early Universe but
slows down with the end of matter domination. The Information
gain is growing by 1.5 times as fast as the expansion rate in present
times. The second panel from the top shows how sensitive the relative
change in information gain is w.r.t the acceleration of the Universe.
Now (–GU ) ≤ 0 and H(a) ≥ 0 throughout, which leave us with
d(–GU )

dH < 0. Hence, the information loss is overall decreasing with the
growth in expansion rate and the relative change in the information
loss is 2.5 times faster than the relative change in the Hubble parameter.
Moving to the bottom-right panel, we notice the relative growth of
GU to be 5 times higher in comparison with the change in growing
mode, at z ≥ 4; it then gradually increased and becomes almost 9
times of the relative change in the growing mode. The crucial thing

to note here is d(–GU )
dD+

> 0. This suggests that despite the expansion
of the Universe the growth of structures will always cause a loss in
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information unless f (Ωm) ≤ 0. Note that both information gain and
information loss are associated with reduction of uncertainty. The
-ve sign of information gain associates the effective entropic change
with a higher degree of information reduction in underdense regions.

5. Conclusion
The two-point correlation function and its Fourier counterpart the
power spectrum are the widely used statistics for studying galaxy
clustering. However, these two estimators and their multiple variants
that rely upon a finite number of moments of density perturbation,
may not be sufficient in analysing the galaxy and dark-matter cluster-
ing in the non-linear regime. We introduce the information gain, an
information-theoretic identity that uses all the higher-order moments
of perturbation in analysing the nature of clustering in the observ-
able galaxy distribution. We employ this tool to analyse the real and
Fourier space distribution of information in 3 different galaxy samples
prepared using data from SDSS, each representing a specific redshift
zone and a particular class of galaxy. This provides an idea of the in-
formation flowing through different parts of the cosmic web. We also
quantify the information reduction mutually caused by structures at
any two points in space, in the accessible volume. We search for a uni-
versal scale of homogeneity, where ( by definition ) the mutual gain
in information diminishes irrespective of the local clustering strength.
The presence of such a characteristic scale is not found at least up to
130 h–1 Mpc. Furthermore, to study the evolution of the Universe’s
information content, we study a log-normal density distribution that
evolves with time. With redshift-dependent variance, skewness and
kurtosis, it mimics the probability distribution of the actual density
contrast in the matter density field. It is found that the growth of
structures inevitably causes a reduction in information, irrespective
of the expansion rate of the Universe. Although we have limited
our discussion to the ΛCDM cosmology, it is possible to examine
the global information content of different cosmological models and
constrain the cosmological parameters with the aid of appropriate
observables. In this work, we have assumed that the characteristic
change in total information entropy after z = 0.6 is due to the matter
component being dominated by dark energy. However, a converse
scenario might also be true. Entropy being one of the fundamental
physical entities in the Universe could cause the observed accelerated
expansion itself. Detailed studies are required to comprehend the
actual reason. This paper is meant to be the initial step, laying the
foundation for future research that will build on it and will be better
equipped to address these issues.
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Appendix 1. Shot noise correction for Information gain
Consider a discrete distribution of N galaxies confined in a finite
cubic volume, where each of the voxels accommodates f̄M N galaxies
on average. From Equation 15 for any ith voxel we get the information
gain as

G(i) =
K

U0 Ī

[
∆I(i) exp{ –∆I(i) }

]
(36)

where ∆I(i) = δ(xi)
δc

.

With n = (1 + δ) f̄M N as the count in a given voxel and σ2
n as the

variance of the galaxy count, we estimate the shot-noise corrected
∆I, i.e.

∆ISNC(δ) = ∆I(δ) –
∣∣∣∣∂∆I
∂n

∣∣∣∣σn (37)

Now, ∂∆I
∂n = 1

δc f̄M N , and if we assume the particle count to follow

a Poisson distribution, then σn =
√

f̄M N . Hence, the shot noise
correction would lead us to

G(i)
SNC(η) =

K
Ī USNC

0

[
∆I(i)

SNC exp{ –∆I(i)
SNC }

]
(38)

with USNC
0 =

∑
i exp{–∆I(i)

SNC} and

∆I(i)
SNC = ∆I(i) –

1

δc

√
f̄M N

(39)

Appendix 2. Finding nth order derivative of kth EWM
Let us start by writing the kth EWM as

Ak =
Uk
U0

(40)

Where

Uk =
∫
R3

ηke–ηd3x (41)

By definition η(x, a) = D+(a)δ(x)
δc

; hence we can deduce

Dqη = ηQq. (42)

by denoting dq

daq as Dq and 1
D+

∂qD+
∂aq as Qq . Note that D+ being

a function of a alone allows the partial and total derivatives to have
interchangeable connotations. Equation 42 also leads to the identities

Q0 = 1,

Q1 =
f (Ωm)

a
,

D1Qn = Qn+1 – QnQ1,

DqQn = Dq–1Qn+1 –
q–1∑
j=0

q–1Cj Dq–j–1Qn Dj–1Q1.

We use Leibniz’s general product rule of differentiation to get the last
equation.

Using Equation 43 the first derivative of Uk is found as

D1Uk = Q1 [ kUk – Uk+1 ], (43)

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5465-3467
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201833910
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201833910
https://arxiv.org/abs/1807.06209
https://doi.org/10.1086/152650
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty3272
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty3272
https://arxiv.org/abs/1810.07410
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stu2058
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stu2058
https://arxiv.org/abs/1407.7040
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.61.185
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.61.185
http://plan9.bell-labs.com/cm/ms/what/shannonday/shannon1948.pdf
http://plan9.bell-labs.com/cm/ms/what/shannonday/shannon1948.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-8711.1999.02477.x
https://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/9805322
https://doi.org/10.1086/498708
https://doi.org/10.1086/498708
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stab1855
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stab1855
https://arxiv.org/abs/2010.03567
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature03597
https://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0504097
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.531249
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.531249
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/9409089
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.79.3806
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.79.3806
https://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/9706198
https://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/9706198
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.55.601
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/RevModPhys.55.601
https://doi.org/10.1086/301513
https://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0006396


Retrospective Theories in the Cosmological Landscape 17

and the 1st derivative of Ak would be

D1Ak =

[
D1Uk

U0
–

Uk D
1U0

U2
0

]
(44)

= Q1 [ kAk – Ak+1 + A1Ak ] (45)

Any nth order derivative of Ak can now be written as

DnAk = Dn–1 {Q1 [ kAk – Ak+1 + A1Ak ]
}

(46)

Finally, the nth derivative ( w.r.t a) of the kth EWM is found in form
of the general recurrence relation

DnAk =
n–1∑
q=0

n–1Cq Fn–q–1
1 · Tq

k. (47)

where Fn–q–1
s = Dn–q–1Qs

and Tq
k = kDqAk – DqAk+1 +

q∑
j=0

qCj Dq–jAk DjA1

One can find the following identities using Equation 47.

D1A1 = Q1

{
A1 – A2 + A2

1

}
D1A2 = Q1 {2A2 – A3 + A2A1}

D2A1 = Q2
1

{
2A3

1 + A2
1 – 3A1A2 – 2A2 + A3

}
+Q2

{
A1 – A2 + A2

1

}
Appendix 3. Scale independent estimation of linear bias
Let us consider the normalised probability distributions of δ for the
unbiased and biased distributions to be pu(δ) and pb(δ) respectively.
We divide the entire range of δ into Nδ bins. If the probabilities
for the unbiased distribution in the ith and jth bins of δ are pu

i and pu
j

respectively, then the joint probability of (δi, δj) pairs to be found in
the distribution would be proportional to pu

i δ
i ·pu

j δ
j. Using these joint

probabilities, we propose a scale-independent linear bias estimator

b1 =

√√√√∑i
∑

j pu
i δi · pu

j δj∑
i
∑

j pb
i δi · pb

j δj
(48)

to measure the average linear bias of the newly formed distribution
obtained after applying the selection function. Note that, pu and pb

both are normalized so
∑

i
∑

j pu
i pu

j =
∑

i
∑

j pb
i p

b
j = 1. We choose

Nδ = 1000 for this work.

Appendix 4. Information at a particular point in space with spe-
cific density contrast
The information required for finding an overdensity δ inside a cube
with a known configuration is given in Equation 10 where the cor-
responding probability is p(δ). However, the joint probability of
finding an object at a location x with density contrast δ would be
p( x, δ ). Given there are f̄ –1

M voxels in the cube, the conditional prob-
ability of finding an object at x with the prior confirmation on the
density contrast being δ would be p( x | δ ) = f̄M (1 + δ). So, using
Bayes’ theorem we get

I( x, δ ) = I( δ ) – ln
[

f̄M(1 + δ)
]

, (49)

which is the amount of information associated with a specific value
of density contrast at a particular point in space.
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