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Hierarchical decays of N matter species to radiation may balance against Hubble expansion to
yield stasis, a new phase of cosmological evolution with constant matter and radiation abundances.
We analyze stasis with various machine learning techniques on the full 2N -dimensional space of
decay rates and abundances, which serve as inputs to the system of Boltzmann equations that
governs the dynamics. We construct a differentiable Boltzmann solver to maximize the number
of stasis e-folds N . High-stasis configurations obtained by gradient ascent motivate log-uniform
distributions on rates and abundances to accompany power-law distributions of previous works. We
demonstrate that random configurations drawn from these families of distributions regularly exhibit
many e-folds of stasis. We additionally use them as priors in a Bayesian analysis conditioned on
stasis, using stochastic variational inference with normalizing flows to model the posterior. All three
numerical analyses demonstrate the generality of stasis and point to a new model in which the rates
and abundances are exponential in the species index. We show that the exponential model solves the
exact stasis equations, is an attractor, and satisfies N ∝ N , exhibiting inflation-level e-folding with
a relatively low number of species. This is contrasted with the N ∝ log(N) scaling of power-law
models. Finally, we discuss implications for the emergent string conjecture and string axiverse.
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I. INTRODUCTION

One of the hallmark characteristics of an expanding
universe is the time-evolution of components that con-
tribute to the overall energy density of the universe. It
has recently been introduced [1] that this assumption is
not always true, and in fact the universe could experi-
ence extended phases of cosmological “stasis” in which
the cosmological abundances of matter, radiation, and/or
vacuum energy can remain steady over extended e-folds
of cosmological evolution, facilitated by various physi-
cal mechanisms driving energy pumps which oppose the
effects of cosmological expansion [2]. These phenomena
can arise naturally from a variety of beyond the Standard
Model (BSM) physical theories, for instance in those that
predict towers of unstable states that inevitably decay
into other possibly mixed-component states.

There are a number of different flavors of stasis. In the
original formulation [1], stasis is achieved when a tower of
ϕℓ matter states dominate the energy density but then
hierarchically decays into radiation (hereby referred to
as M → γ stasis), whereas [2] further introduced mecha-
nisms of vacuum energy to matter (Λ → M) and vacuum
energy to radiation (Λ → γ) stasis in a similar context,
as well as studies of the dynamics of “triple stasis” with
simultaneous Λ → M → γ stasis. Such alternative cos-
mological histories can have observational consequences
[3, 4] depending crucially on the flavor, timescale, and
duration of stasis. Though in many cases these provide
interesting possibilities for the evolution of our universe,
stasis may also constrain ultraviolet-complete theories
such as string theory if it arises after nucleosynthesis.
We will comment on stasis in the context of Kaluza-Klein
towers, string towers, and the string axiverse.

In this paper, we present an analysis of stasis to com-
plement [1], focusing on M → γ stasis. This flavor of sta-

sis depends crucially on the abundances Ω
(0)
ℓ and decay

rates Γℓ of the N particle species that matter dominate
prior to stasis. Whereas [1] laid out a general theory of
strict stasis and derived many analytic results in an eight-
dimensional power-law model, including attractor behav-
ior, we focus on understanding stasis in a model-agnostic
manner on the full 2N -dimensional space of rates and
abundances. Such an analysis seems to require numerics,
for which we employ a variety of machine learning tools
(to optimize stasis e-folds, not cosmological viability; see
Section VI), but lets us probe the generality of stasis and
understand aspects of its duration. The numerical meth-
ods uncover a new exponential model of stasis, which
leads to extended periods of stasis.

This paper is organized as follows. First, we review
essentials of M → γ stasis from [1]. In Section II we de-
velop a differentiable Boltzmann solver that facilitates a
number of numerical analyses involving stasis. Perform-
ing gradient ascent to maximize stasis, we see the emer-
gence of exponential models that motivate log-uniform
statistics. In Section III we study random stasis where
rates and abundances are drawn from both these log-
uniform distributions and also power-law distributions.
Stasis occurs quite generally, with longer duration in the
log-uniform case. In Section IV we use both types of dis-
tributions as priors for stasis-conditioned posteriors. The
posteriors in this Bayesian analysis are modeled using a
neural network known as a normalizing flow, which are
optimized using stochastic variational inference. Poste-
rior samples lead to more robust stasis, referring to longer
a duration of stasis epochs, and again prefer an exponen-
tial model. In Section V we study the exponential model
directly, demonstrating that it leads to parametrically-
in-N longer periods of stasis than power-law models, and
discuss potential interfaces with string theory.
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A. Matter-Radiation Stasis

For a tower of states ϕℓ where ℓ ∈ [0, 1, 2, ..., N ], let
ρℓ denote a corresponding energy density and Ωℓ a cor-
responding abundance. For general types of stasis, ϕℓ

can either be a tower of massive scalar fields contribut-
ing to the total matter abundance ΩM of the universe, or
a tower of vacuum energy fields contributing to ΩΛ. Be-
low, we will focus on the M → γ stasis formalism. Recall
that for any energy density ρi, Ωi is related via

Ωi ≡
8πG

3H2
ρi , (1)

where H is the Hubble parameter and G is Newton’s
gravitational constant.

Differentiating, the time evolution of Ωi is then

dΩi

dt
=

8πG

3

(
1

H2

dρi
dt

− 2
ρi
H3

dH

dt

)
. (2)

This set of Boltzmann equations is dependent on the
time-evolution of individual ρi as well as H. Using
the Friedmann equation for dH/dt in a Friedmann-
Robertson-Walker (FRW) universe, we obtain

dH

dt
= −H2 − 4πG

3

(∑
ℓ

ρℓ + 3
∑
ℓ

pℓ

)
, (3)

where in practice this is expressed in terms of the
equation-of-state parameter w ≡ pℓ/ρℓ for a component.
Simplifying further, we arrive at

dH

dt
= −1

2
H2(4− ΩM ) , (4)

having invoked wγ = 1/3 and wM = 0 in equation 3.
Integrating both sides, we arrive at

H(t) =
2

4− ⟨ΩM ⟩

(
1

t− t(0)

)
, (5)

where we have used the approximation that H(0)(t −
t(0)) ≫ 1 and ⟨ΩM ⟩ is the time-averaged matter abun-
dance defined as

⟨ΩM ⟩ = 1

t− t(0)

∫ t

t(0)
dt′ΩM (t′) . (6)

During stasis, d⟨ΩM ⟩/dt = 0, in which ⟨ΩM ⟩ = ΩM , the
asymptotic stasis abundance.

In M → γ stasis, the decays of individual matter
species are what source the production of radiation in
this universe. Stasis epochs necessarily require time-
dependent energy densities, whose equations of motion
in this case are given by

dρℓ
dt

= −3Hρℓ − Γℓρℓ . (7)

Returning to equation 2 and substituting in the result of
equation 4 and 7, we arrive at the set of N ODEs which
govern the time evolution of individual Ωℓ

dΩℓ

dt
= HΩℓ (1− ΩM )− ΓℓΩℓ . (8)

Equation 8, in combination with the ODE for the Hubble
parameter directly gives the dynamics for our system. As
our Universe only contains matter and radiation, ΩM +
Ωγ = 1 at all times and the dynamics for radiation are
easily obtained by recognizing that dΩM/dt = −dΩγ/dt.
For M → γ stasis, the universe is beginning in a mat-

ter dominated state, ΩM (t(0)) = 1. With time-evolution,
the individual matter species gradually redshift or begin
decaying into radiation; the effects of both must balance
to have dΩM/dt = 0 during stasis. This will happen for
all times when the decays of ϕℓ are exactly counterbal-
anced by Hubble expansion. Further, all individual Ωℓ’s
during stasis must cooperate to produce an asymptotic
abundance ΩM . These combined form the two necessary
and sufficient conditions for an extended period of stasis:∑

ℓ

ΓℓΩℓ = H(ΩM − Ω2
M ) (9)∑

ℓ

Ωℓ(t) = ΩM . (10)

Equation 9 as written is actually a condition for eternal
stasis, which of course cannot be physical for some finite
tower of states. However, we can illuminate how the
stasis epoch ends by operating under the assumption of
eternal stasis. Let us assume we’re in a period of stasis
where ΩM has achieved its ΩM stasis value. With these
conditions, we can study the explicit time dependence
for many of the quantities of interest. Beginning with
the Hubble parameter in equation 3, the solution is

H(t) =

(
2

4− ΩM

)
1

t
, (11)

which further implies that the scale factor grows as

a(t) = a∗

(
t

t∗

)2/(4−ΩM )

(12)

for a fiducial time t∗. It further follows from equation 7
that

ρℓ(t) = ρ∗ℓ

(
t

t∗

)−6/(4−ΩM )

e−Γℓ(t−t∗) , (13)

which in turn implies that

Ωℓ(t) = Ω∗
ℓ

(
t

t∗

)2−6/(4−ΩM )

e−Γℓ(t−t∗) . (14)

The result of equation 11 when inserted into equation 9
while assuming a period of stasis gives∑

ℓ

ΓℓΩℓ =
2ΩM (1− ΩM )

4− ΩM

1

t
, (15)
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exhibiting a power-law dependence for t, which cannot be
true for all t. Thus, this will not yield an eternal stasis
epoch, but a stasis epoch which is terminated when all
species decays have concluded.

The models studied in [1, 2] consider a spectrum of
decay widths {Γℓ} and abundances {Ωℓ} motivated by a
variety of BSM models which follow a power-law scaling

Γℓ = Γ0

(
mℓ

m0

)γ

, Ω
(0)
ℓ = Ω

(0)
0

(
mℓ

m0

)α

(16)

where the mass spectrum takes the form

mℓ = m0 + (∆m)ℓδ (17)

and Ω
(0)
0 is a normalization factor enforcing ΩM (t(0)) = 1.

The parameters α, γ, and δ are further restricted to the
following range:

−1

δ
< α ≤ γ

2
− 1

δ
. (18)

This therefore defines a 8D model parameterized by

{α, γ, δ,m0,∆m,Γ0,Ω
(0)
0 , t(0)} (19)

which is crucially a subset of the full 2N -dimensional
input parameter space that we seek to study.

It is important to note that missing from this list of
parameters if the initial value of the Hubble constant,
H(0). This model of stasis has exhibited global attrac-
tor properties that were extensively studied in [1]. The
initial timescale for ϕℓ decays is dictated by the ra-
tio ΓN−1/H

(0). When this ratio is small, the decays
begin slowly after the starting time t(0), and the so-
called “edge effects” in [1] are mild. Conversely, when
ΓN−1/H

(0) ≫ 1, particle decays begin almost immedi-
ately and there are severe edge effects. These edge effects
are indeed necessary for a stasis state to both begin and
end, as the condition in equation 15 cannot be true when
the decay process is just beginning or has concluded.
However, due to the global attractor nature of stasis it is
possible to achieve the same configuration of stasis, with
the exception that the stasis state is approached from
below rather than above.

II. MAXIMIZING STASIS WITH
DIFFERENTIABLE SIMULATIONS

The duration of stasis may be determined by solving
theN+1 Boltzmann equations on a (2N+1)-dimensional
parameter space of decay rates, abundances, and the ini-
tial value of the Hubble parameter. This problem is dif-
ficult due to its high dimensional nature, and in general
we would also like to be able to differentiate the numer-
ical solution to the Boltzmann equations to understand
how the duration of stasis responds to variations in the
rates and abundances. A numerical Boltzmann solver

may be thought of as a type of simulator, and we seek to
differentiate through the entire simulation process.
Differentiable simulators are part of a growing trend

in ML applications within the sciences, motivated by
the emergence of more powerful and robust simulations.
They have accelerated scientific analyses from molecular
dynamics [5] and biology to physics and cosmology [6].
Further, with the advent of neural-network based prob-
abilistic modeling, differentiable simulations are essen-
tial for implementing techniques such as stochastic vari-
ational inference [7] and Hamiltonian Monte Carlo [8].
Differentiable simulations thus serve as powerful scien-
tific tools for which to do both purely data-driven and
probabilistic modeling studies.
For N species, our task is to solve a set of N + 1 cou-

pled ODEs as given in equations 4 and 8 and compute
the number of e-folds of a potential stasis epoch. We
utilize diffrax [9], a jax-based [10] library that pro-
vides numerical differential equation solvers that preserve
gradients and also allow backpropagation through our
solutions to the Boltzmann equations. jax is a differ-
entiable high-performance numerical computing library
which utilizes just-in-time (JIT) compilation and vector-
ized computations, earning popularity in the sciences for
its efficiency and modularity. The set of ODEs is stiff,
meaning certain numerical techniques will be unstable
without a sufficiently small resolution for the step-size.
We use the Kvaerno5 [11] solver which is a 5th order
explicit singly diagonal implicit Runge-Kutta (ESDIRK)
method suited for stiff ODEs, with an absolute and rel-
ative tolerance atol = rtol = 10−8 in the step size. We
terminate the solver at t = tmax when ΩM (t) = 10−4,
indicating that the universe has passed into a radiation-
dominated epoch. Backpropagation through a differen-
tial equation can also be very memory expensive. We
use RecursiveCheckpointAdjoint [12] which utilizes a
binomial checkpointing scheme to preserve memory usage
during backpropagation.
We seek to utilize the gradients in our solver to guide

the parameter space towards stasis configurations. It is
therefore not enough to solve the Boltzmann equations
and be able to backpropagate through them, we also de-
fine a differentiable algorithm to compute the stasis dura-
tion and asymptotic abundance from a given ΩM curve.
To this extent, we must first define a numerical notion
of numerical stasis that can be applied to numerical ΩM

curves.

A. ϵ-Stasis

Stasis as defined up to this point is a strict condition
on the time-evolution of a cosmological component. In
[1], the model introduced is constructed so that this can
be achieved exactly. However, from a numerical perspec-
tive, configurations that yield small deviations from ex-
act stasis can nevertheless yield significant alterations to
a cosmology. A more general definition of stasis is an
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epoch in which ΩM is “flat” enough for “long” enough.
This requires a parametric notion of stasis, and we there-
fore introduce an ϵ-tolerance on stasis according to two
different definitions. First, we develop a notion of stasis
that allows us to create a differentiable (to enable the
differentiable simulator) and accurate stasis finder algo-
rithm to isolate epochs of stasis. Then we present a more
intuitive notion of stasis that is utilized in all the presen-
tations of our results.

We begin with the notion of stasis that admits a dif-
ferentiable stasis finder algorithm. Recall that stasis is a
phenomenon induced by the cooperative behavior of in-
dividual Ωℓ. A period of stasis is therefore computed by
analyzing the total abundance ΩM (t) =

∑
ℓ Ωℓ(t). For

a given ΩM (t) curve, we must compute the asymptote
around which stasis occurs, and further isolate the du-
ration of a stasis epoch. To do this in a differentiable
way, we introduce an exponential weighting to compute
a “flatness score” that yields the stasis duration in t

ts(ΩM ,ΩM ) =

[∑
i

exp

(
− 1

σ
|ΩM,i+1 − ΩM,i|

−1

δ
|ΩM,i − ΩM |

)]
×Θ((0.99− ΩM )(ΩM − 0.01)) ,

(20)

where Θ is the Heaviside function, enforcing that only
mixed-component cosmologies are considered, and the in-
dex i is that of the ith time-step in the solution ΩM (t).
A tolerance σ = 0.02 and δ = 0.09, which roughly corre-
sponds to a window-tolerance of ±0.1 about the asymp-
totic stasis abundance, was found to work best for opti-
mization.

Upon termination of the solver, we use the solution
for H(t) to calculate the total number of e-folds of the
simulation via

Nmax =

∫ tmax

t(0)
H(t) dt , (21)

where it is assumed that a(t(0)) = 1. This integral is
evaluated numerically using the composite trapezoidal
rule (i.e. jax.numpy.trapezoid). It is then straightfor-
ward to compute the number of e-folds of stasis N via
normalization with respect to the total number of e-folds,

N = Nmax · ts
tmax

. (22)

This normalization step allows us to isolate the contri-
bution of stasis epoch relative to the entire simulation
duration.

Intuitively, the stasis finder measures flatness by con-
sidering both how similar consecutive in ΩM,i values are

and how close these values are to ΩM . It does so by creat-
ing a score that rewards sequences where values are close
to each other (indicating flatness) and close to the target
value (indicating relevance), adjusted by the parameters
ϵ and δ to fine-tune sensitivity and scaling.

This differentiable calculation, however, requires that
ΩM is known. This is retrieved from a separate, differ-
entiable abundance-finder algorithm. The algorithm first
marks ΩM values that are not matter dominated or radi-
ation dominated. It then determines links between con-
secutive valid values that are within a specified tolerance
ϵ. It proceeds to count these links for each time step and
identifies the range of indices with the maximum number
of links, indicating a period of stasis. Finally, it filters
the valid ΩM values within this range and computes ΩM

as the median of these values, representing the typical
abundance during the stasis period. This algorithm, of
course, also yields a prediction for N , but we find by
examining solutions that it is inaccurate and does not
function as well as equation 20.
A pitfall of the differentiable stasis-finder in equation

20 is that the sum of flatness scores considers all parts
of ΩM (t) that are near the asymptotic abundance, as op-
posed to those only within the stasis period. As such, the
differentiable finder can be biased in e-folds; however, we
will see that it still properly serves the purpose of a guid-
ing the parameter space towards stasis configurations.
For these reasons, a more accurate, non-differentiable

stasis finder which uses a sliding-window algorithm to
isolate the longest stasis period is used in all presented
results. This sliding window stasis finder is configured
for a 10%-tolerance, e.g. the number of e-folds of stasis
is determined by considering a window of ±0.1 around
ΩM as valid. All the results presented in this paper use
this notion of stasis.

B. Maximizing Stasis

We have amassed the necessary ingredients to use the
differentiable simulation to optimize for stasis. Using the

simulation S(θ = {Γℓ,Ω
(0)
ℓ , H(0)}), which returns N and

ΩM after solving the Boltzmann equations and its gra-
dients ∇Γℓ

and ∇
Ω

(0)
ℓ

, we can employ gradient ascent to

optimize on stasis e-folds.

We begin with a single vector of samples of Ω
(0)
ℓ and

Γℓ for a given N , initialized according to draws from
any appropriate distribution. The Boltzmann equation
for Ωℓ is inherently dimensionless; the only dimensionful
parameters are H(0) and Γℓ. We will take all Γℓ to be in
units of Planck mass Mp and no greater than this scale,
e.g., max(Γℓ) ≤ 1 Mp. Similarly, we will restrict decay
rates to be no smaller than those corresponding to the
current age of the universe, min(Γℓ) ≥ 10−62 Mp.
We consider both power-law and standard uniform dis-

tributions for initializing Γℓ and Ω
(0)
ℓ . The power-law dis-

tribution is representative of the original model of stasis
in the limit that ∆m/m0 ≫ 1, while the standard uni-
form respects minimal physical constraints (i.e. positive-
definiteness and max(Γℓ) ≤ 1 Mp) on the parameters.

Recall that Ω
(0)
ℓ are normalized upon entering the simu-

lation such that ΩM (t(0)) = 1. To generate samples from
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a power-law distribution with a relative scaling ℓβ , we
draw from a Pareto distribution with a shape parameter
αp = 1/β. These samples are then inverted to represent
draws from a power-law distribution. Henceforth, we de-
note power-law distribution samples as X ∼ ℓβ , with the
understanding that they are generated as the inverse of
samples X ∼ Pareto(αp = 1/β).

After sampling but before entering the simulation, we
sort the Γℓ, which is without loss of generality since the
ℓ subscript amounts to a species definition. However, we

also often sort the Ω
(0)
ℓ , so that increasingly large rates

correspond to increasingly large abundances. This in-
troduces a non-trivial physics-motivated correlation be-
tween the parameters, and we henceforth refer to such
samples as “sort-correlated.” When we speak of iden-
tically and independently draw (i.i.d.) parameters, we
mean prior to sort-correlation, unless otherwise stated.

Sort-correlation may be performed with any off-the-
shelf sorting algorithm, including but not limited to a

simple jax.numpy.sort. As Γℓ and Ω
(0)
ℓ are updated

with gradient ascent, we would like to continue to enforce
that their spectra are sort-correlated. Doing so crucially
requires that they are sorted differentiably, to not inter-
rupt the flow of gradients during optimization. For this
reason, we implement a differentiable bitonic sorting al-
gorithm inspired by [13]. This algorithm works by recur-
sively dividing an array into smaller sub-arrays, sorting
them, and then merging them using compare-and-swap
operations, the latter of which is modified to be differ-
entiable. This sorting technique is also used when doing
SVI experiments.

One necessary constraint to recognize is that sim-
ply optimizing on stasis e-folds will encourage matter-
dominated cosmologies, as species’ time spent decaying
detracts from time spent redshifting, which is what con-
tributes to the overall stasis duration. As such, a stasis
optimization condition f is designed to enforce a mixed
component cosmology

f(θ) = N (θ)− α
[
(ΩM (θ)− l)2 + (ΩM (θ)− u)2

]
(23)

×
(
1−Θ(ΩM (θ)− l)Θ(u− ΩM (θ))

)
,

where we recognize that N and ΩM are outputs of S(θ).
Above, l = 0.2 and u = 0.8, defining bounds on the
allowed matter abundance, and α specifies the regular-
ization strength depending on the experiment, ensuring
the constraint has a meaningful effect on the optimiza-
tion landscape. The Heaviside function indicates that
the penalty is only applied when ΩM is outside the al-
lowed abundance window. It is now clear to see why the
ϵ-stasis finder algorithm needs to be differentiable in both
e-folds and matter abundances, as the gradients of ΩM

are necessary to study optimization of stasis.

When performing gradient ascent on stasis, the sequen-

tial gradient updates for Γℓ and Ω
(0)
ℓ are computed as

Ω
(0)
ℓ,i+1 = Ω

(0)
ℓ,i + η(t)∇

Ω
(0)
ℓ,i

f(θ) (24)

Γℓ,i+1 = Γℓ,i + η(t)∇Γℓ,i
f(θ) (25)

for a given step i, where η(t) is a (potentially) time-
dependent learning rate. Optimization is subject to an
early-stopping criterion if f(θ) does not improve over a
specified number of epochs ξ or if a NaN is encountered
during optimization.
A detailed algorithm of optimizing stasis with gradient

ascent is shown in Algorithm 1. In short, the algorithm
1) generates initial samples for rates and abundances; 2)
sort-correlates them; 3) solves the Boltzmann equations;
4) uses the differentiable stasis-finder to compute the
number of stasis e-folds; 5) compute gradients through
the solution; 6) updates the parameters according to gra-
dient ascent on stasis. This yields the parameters for the
next iteration of the pipeline.

Algorithm 1: Gradient Ascent on Stasis

Require: θ = {Γℓ,Ω
(0)
ℓ } simulation parameters, N stasis e-

folds, α penalty coefficient, l lower bound on matter abun-
dance, u upper bound on matter abundance, η(t) learning
rate, ξ early-stopping threshold

1: Initialize: Γℓ, Ω
(0)
ℓ via sampling and sort-correlate their

spectra
2: while not converged do
3: N ,ΩM ← S(θ)
4: f(θ) ← N (θ) − α

[
(ΩM (θ)− l)2 + (ΩM (θ)− u)2

]
×(

1−Θ(ΩM (θ)− l)Θ(u− ΩM (θ))
)

5: ∇
Ω

(0)
ℓ

f(θ),∇Γℓf(θ) ▷ Compute gradients

6: Ω
(0)
ℓ,i+1 ← Ω

(0)
ℓ,i + η(t)∇

Ω
(0)
ℓ,i

f(θ) ▷ Update abundances

7: Γℓ,i+1 ← Γℓ,i + η(t)∇Γℓ,if(θ) ▷ Update decay rates

8: Ω
(0)
1 ≤ Ω

(0)
2 ≤ . . . ≤ Ω

(0)
N ▷ Differentiably sort Ω

(0)
ℓ

9: Γ1 ≤ Γ2 ≤ . . . ≤ ΓN ▷ Differentiably sort Γℓ

10: Γℓ ← clip(Γℓ, 0, 1) ▷ Ensure Γℓ physical
11: if f(θ) does not improve over ξ epochs or NaN is en-

countered then
12: break ▷ Early-stopping criterion
13: end if
14: end while

We study the outcome of gradient ascent optimiza-
tion for initializations from a power law distribution

corresponding to Γℓ ∼ ℓ3 and Ω
(0)
ℓ ∼ ℓ1 and a uni-

form initialization where Γℓ,Ω
(0)
ℓ ∼ Uniform(0, 1). We

conduct the experiments for N = 50 species and with
ΓN−1/H

(0) = 0.1. We optimize both for a total of 50000
epochs with an early stopping threshold of ξ = 2000
epochs. An initial learning rate of η = 0.01 is used.
Example gradient ascent trajectories for the uniform

initialization is shown in Figure 1, where the optimiza-
tion has settled on ΩM = 0.2 and has achieved 27 e-folds
of stasis. The change from initialized to optimized pa-
rameters is seen in going from the black-dashed line at
initialization, through increasingly dark red intermediate
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FIG. 1. Gradient ascent trajectories for uniform initialization
with N = 50 species and ΓN−1/H

(0) = 0.1. Parameters were
optimized subject to the condition in equation 23 for 50,000
epochs of optimization with α = 10. Intermediate trajectories
for this initialization are relatively noisy, as seen by the red
lines.

trajectories as gradient ascent progresses, converging to
the solid black line. From the trajectories, it can be seen
that the optimization was relatively noisy. Indeed, from a
numerical perspective what is essential for a robust epoch
of stasis is large hierarchies in Γℓ and smaller hierarchies

in Ω
(0)
ℓ , as is manifest for the power-law model of stasis

and not characteristic of draws from a uniform distribu-
tion. Conceptually, this means that large changes are
required to achieve stasis.

When initializing parameters as a power-law, the ben-
efit of immediate hierarchies in the species spectra is ap-
parent in Figure 2. The optimization is more stable, as
shown by the well-behaved intermediate values in red,
and results in a longer epoch of stasis lasting 34 e-folds.
It is then interesting to wonder: does a power-law initial-
ization still result in a power-law model after following
gradients, or does it change qualitatively? Similarly, does
the uniform initialization change qualitatively under gra-
dient ascent?

We can further deploy the differentiable simulation to
study the model dependence of the optimized Γℓ and

Ω
(0)
ℓ . We optimize 50 random initializations of θ =

{Γℓ,Ω
(0)
ℓ } with the differentiable simulation initialized

according to a uniform distribution, Γℓ,Ω
(0)
ℓ ∼ U(0, 1),

and power-law distributions, Γℓ ∼ ℓ3 and Ω
(0)
ℓ ∼ ℓ1. We

conduct our experiments for N = 50 and ΓN−1/H
(0) =

0.1, the results of which are shown in Figure 3.

We can quantify the model dependence of Γℓ and Ω
(0)
ℓ

to a power-law model with linear fit in log-log space when

looking at the functional dependence of Γℓ and Ω
(0)
ℓ with

FIG. 2. Gradient ascent trajectories for power-law initial-
ization with N = 50 and ΓN−1/H

(0) = 0.1. The benefit of

decompressed Γℓ and Ω
(0)
ℓ spectra associated to power-law

initialization is seen by the less noisy (red) background tra-
jectories in the right panel and the more robust epoch of stasis
when compared to the uniform initialization.

ℓ. Similarly, a linear fit in semi-log space is indicative
of an exponential dependence with ℓ. We use the co-
efficient of determination (R2 score) for comparisons of
model dependence across distributions and across scales,
as it enjoys a scale invariance while still encoding infor-
mation of fit residuals. The scale invariance is crucial, as

the relative scale of optimized Γℓ and Ω
(0)
ℓ are a priori

different than from their respective initializations. Tra-
ditional metrics such as mean squared error are sensitive
to this, and can yield misleading results.
In Figure 3 we see that at initialization there is a clear

preference towards a power-law model over exponential,

as both Ω
(0)
ℓ and Γℓ generally exhibit R2 > 0.9, while

exponential fits feature R2 > 0.6. This is expected, since
neither of the initialization distributions were exponen-
tial. After optimization, there is a clear drift towards per-
fect exponential fit (R2 = 1) across all experiments, indi-
cating a clear preference towards an exponential model of
stasis when optimizing on stasis e-folds, even when being
initialized with a power-law distribution that is reflective
of the existing model of stasis. It is also seen in Figure
3 that the optimized values are much more abundant in
stasis e-folds than their respective initializations.

This result suggests a new model of stasis for which

Ω
(0)
ℓ ∝ eαℓ Γℓ ∝ eγℓ, (26)

an exponential model which is qualitatively different than
the power-law model introduced in [1]. It also opens the
door for additional physical mechanisms that can result
in particle spectra that can induce a stasis state. We will
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FIG. 3. Experiments showing a preference for the exponential model upon optimizing stasis with gradients for uniform and
power-law initializations for N = 50 and ΓN−1/H

(0) = 0.1. Gradient ascent was subject to the constraint 0.2 < ΩM < 0.8.
Optimization was done for 50 random initializations for 50,000 epochs with early-stopping. An initial learning rate of .01 was
used with 0.1 multiplicative decay at epoch 10,000. A clear bias towards an exponential model is shown for optimal Γℓ and

Ω
(0)
ℓ , even when initialized with a power-law distribution similar to the original model of stasis. It is also seen that the drift

shifts across the 1:1 line dividing exponential and power-law confidence equality. In some instances, the initialized parameters
are shown to already be a good exponential fit due to the compression of the relative abundance and decay spectra. Even under
such conditions, the drift towards a more exponential model and away from a power-law model is evident.

comment on those physics models in Section V.
We emphasize that this result has very little model

bias: no trained neural networks or strong prior beliefs
that restrict the effective parameter dimension were used
in arriving at this result. The only assumption is a prior
on the full parameter space from which the initial pa-
rameter are drawn, and then we simply differentiably
simulate the stasis phenomenon conditioned on increas-
ing stasis. On statistical grounds, these results suggest a
new distribution that these parameters follow; that is, a
log-uniform distribution, a simple distribution for which
samples are uniformly distributed in orders of magnitude.
We will further study this model of stasis, and more gen-
erally the stasis parameter space from a distributional
point of view, using neural networks in a Bayesian infer-
ence setting. To that end, these results suggest a new
prior distribution.

C. Stasis and Unsorted Abundances

We have so far exclusively operated under the setting of

sort-correlated Γℓ and Ω
(0)
ℓ . It is nonetheless interesting

to study the emergence of a stasis epoch without respect-
ing strict physical correlations between the parameters.
As discussed, we may sort the Γℓ without loss of gener-

ality, but in this section we keep Ω
(0)
ℓ unsorted.

We proceed by initializing the decay rates as Γℓ ∼
Log-Uniform(10−62, 100) and sorting the spectrum, and

Ω
(0)
ℓ ∼ Log-Uniform(10−2, 100) for N = 50 species,

evolving the parameters according to the gradient up-
date rules given in equations 24 for 50,000 epochs with
early-stopping.

The result of this experiment is shown in Figure 4.
Upon convergence, we find that the gradient ascent al-
gorithm has learned to only sort the species contributing
to stasis; that is, robust stasis epochs are possible without
strictly correlated decay rates and abundances. This real-
ization would have been difficult to make with analytical
modeling!
We see in Figure 4 that the randomly distributed abun-

dances upon initialization become roughly monotonic up
to ℓ ∼ 30, which are exactly the species in the left panel
that balance to produce the stasis epoch lasting 43 e-
folds. With the spectrum viewed on a semi-log plot in
the right panel of Figure 4, it is clear to see that the
contributing species follow an exponential model. The
species ℓ > 30 are those that decay at early times, set-
ting the ΩM value. By just following gradients, it was
deduced that these species did not in fact need to respect
strict correlations with Γℓ to produce stasis.

III. RANDOM STASIS IN
PHYSICS-MOTIVATED DISTRIBUTIONS

The results of simply following gradients in the dif-
ferentiable simulation motivates an exponential model,
as opposed to the original power-law model of [1]. In
a statistical language, this motivates the analysis of
log-uniform priors in addition to the power-law priors.
Power-law models were argued to be physically relevant
in [1], and we will argue in Section V that exponential
models are also physically motivated.
In this section, we study stasis in random draws from

these physically-motivated priors, and argue that they
are also statistically well-motivated in Bayesian statis-
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FIG. 4. Example stasis epoch and gradient ascent trajectories for unsorted abundances with N = 50 and ΓN−1/H
(0) = 0.1. The

initializations chosen were Γℓ ∼ Log-U(10−62, 100) and Ω
(0)
ℓ ∼ Log-U(10−2, 100). Γℓ samples were sorted before optimization

via gradient ascent, which is without loss of generality as ℓ is a species definition. Ω
(0)
ℓ are left unsorted. We see that the

gradients learn to correlate lower ℓ species which contribute to the overall stasis duration, resulting in a period of stasis lasting
∼ 43 e-folds at an abundance of ΩM = 0.80. We see in the right panel that these contributing species approximately follow an
exponential, characterized by a linear dependence on ℓ on a semi-log plot. For high ℓ species, which decay at early times to
set the stasis abundance ΩM , the algorithm does not learn to sort them. Indeed, ∼ 40% of abundances do not monotonically
increase with ℓ.

tics. First we will provide a statistical perspective on the
priors, and then study stasis.

A. Scale-Invariant Priors and Decay Rates

A prior on a vector of random variables θ is a density
that represents some knowledge of the system or beliefs
about the way it behaves, before further evidence is in-
troduced. There exists a particular class of priors known
as “uninformative priors,” and a subclass of such priors
that are scale-agnostic.

One of these scale-invariant priors is known as the Jef-
freys prior. Mathematically, it is defined to exhibit the
scaling

p(θ) ∝
√
det I(θ) (27)

for its density function, where I(θ) is the Fisher infor-
mation metric defined as

I(θ)ij = E

[(
∂

∂θi
log f(X|θ)

)(
∂

∂θj
log f(X|θ)

) ∣∣∣∣∣θ
]

(28)
for a given likelihood function of parameters f(X|θ),
which is the probability density of a set of observed data
X given parameters θ. We see that the Jeffreys prior is
the volume measure with respect to the Fisher informa-
tion metric. It is therefore diffeomorphism invariant and

has the significant advantage that it does not depend on
the choice of coordinates for model parameters.
We will now proceed to derive an appropriate Jeffreys

prior for Γℓ. The time until decay τ for a particle given
a decay rate Γ is governed by the PDF

f(τ |Γ) = Γ e−Γτ . (29)

Under conditions in which a likelihood function is twice
differentiable and has a vanishing expectation value of
the gradient of the log-likelihood, a simpler definition of
the Fisher information can be used. By inspection, we
see that f(τ |Γ) is twice differentiable with respect to Γ.
It only remains to check that

E
[
∂

∂Γ
log f(τ |Γ)

]
= E

[
1

Γ
− τ

]
(30)

=
1

Γ
− 1

Γ
= 0 ,

where we have invoked that E[τ ] = 1/Γ, as τ follows an
exponential distribution with respect to Γ. With these
conditions satisfied, we can use a simpler form of the
Fisher information

I(θ)ij = −E

[
∂2

∂θi∂θj
log f(X;θ)

∣∣∣∣∣θ
]

(31)

in deriving the Jeffreys prior for Γℓ.
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FIG. 5. (Left) Stasis configurations for N = 100 species initialized with power-law prior draws across 100 realizations for Ω
(0)
ℓ

and Γℓ, which correspond to the model of stasis introduced in [1]. Ω
(0)
ℓ and Γℓ are additionally sort-correlated before entering

the simulation. The (non-differentiable) sliding-window stasis finder was used with a 10%-tolerance. We see that the maximum
number of e-folds for this prior distribution is N ∼ 8.4 e-folds for a more matter-dominated cosmology. (Right) Stasis
configurations for N = 100 species initialized with exponential prior draws across 10 realizations, which correspond to sorted

samples from a log-uniform distribution. The axes values correspond to Ω
(0)
ℓ ∼ Log-U(10α, 100) and Γℓ ∼ Log-U(10γ , 100), with

the values chosen to illustrate the transition in N and ΩM . The maximum number of e-folds for this prior is N ∼ 55.1 e-folds,
a noticeably longer stasis duration than the power-law distribution and completely matter-dominated. Both distributions also

feature a disallowed region in Ω
(0)
ℓ , in which the abundance spectrum becomes sufficiently stressed that stasis is not possible.

The likelihood of observing a set of particles for a pe-
riod of time τ = {τ1, τ2, ..., τN} before they decay with
i.i.d decay rates Γ = {Γ1,Γ2, ...,ΓN} is given by

p(τ |Γ) =
N∏
i=1

f(τi|Γi) =

N∏
i=1

Γi e
−Γiτi . (32)

Exploiting properties of logarithms, we arrive at

log p(τ |Γ) =
N∑
i=1

(log Γi − Γiτi) , (33)

which allows one to compute the Fisher information ma-
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trix I(Γ)ij as

I(Γ)ij = −δijEτ

[
∂2 log p(τ |Γ)

∂Γi∂Γj

]
⇒ (34)

I(Γ)ii = −Eτ

[
− 1

Γ2
i

]
=

1

Γ2
i

, (35)

where δij is the Kronecker delta, enforcing that the Γi’s
are i.i.d. distributed. Therefore, we see that a Jeffreys
prior for Γℓ must obey

p(Γ) ∝
√
det I(Γ) =

N∏
i=1

1

Γi
. (36)

Such a property is exactly true for a log-uniform prior,
as defined by its probability density function (PDF)

f(x) =
1

x log
(
b
a

) , for a ≤ x ≤ b; a > 0 (37)

where the interval [a, b] is known as the support and the
term log(b/a) appears after normalizing (36).

It is remarkable that the distribution on Γℓ motivated
by flow on Γℓ using the differentiable simulation aligns ex-
actly with the Jeffreys prior for decay rates! We have thus
established that such a distribution for decay rates is wor-
thy of study, on both numerical and statistical grounds,
with physics motivation in Section V.

B. Random Stasis from Physical Priors

It is now natural to study in detail how much stasis can

emerge for Γℓ and Ω
(0)
ℓ spectra simply drawn from power-

law and log-uniform priors. We study the mean e-folds
of stasis that emerge across several configurations of the
log-uniform and power-law prior, which are related to a
new exponential model of stasis and the original model,
respectively.

We initialize the power-law priors according to draws

Γℓ ∼ ℓγ and Ω
(0)
ℓ ∼ ℓα, where γ ∈ [−1, 7] and

α = 2k for k ∈ [−4, 4]. The procedure for
generating power-law draws is given in II B. Simi-
larly, the exponential model prior is initialized ac-

cording to Γℓ ∼ Log-Uniform(10γ , 100) and Ω
(0)
ℓ ∼

Log-Uniform(10α, 100) where γ, α = 5k for k ∈ [−9, 0].
These samples are sort-correlated before entering the
simulation. Experiments are run across 100 realizations
for N = 100 and with ΓN−1/H

(0) = 0.1 while simultane-
ously enforcing max (Γℓ) = 1 Mp.
We see in the top panel of Figure 5 that the power-

law prior achieves a maximum mean of N = 7.8 e-folds
of stasis for α = 2−3 and γ = 7. Indeed, we see that

stretched spectra in Γℓ and compressed spectra in Ω
(0)
ℓ

result in more matter-dominated cosmologies with longer
epochs of stasis. Similarly, the exponential model prior
achieves a maximum mean of N = 55 e-folds for γ = −45

and α = 0. It is important to note that after normaliza-

tion, as Ω
(0)
ℓ (t(0)) = 1, this configuration corresponds

to a constant mass spectrum where Ω
(0)
ℓ = 1/N . This

is indeed also a configuration in which the cosmology is
matter dominated, as seen in the bottom panel of Fig-
ure 5. All configurations in Figure 5 were computed us-
ing the sliding-window algorithm for computing ϵ-Stasis,
with ϵ = 0.1.

The lower bounds of α and γ in Figure 5 are chosen to

illustrate an effective cutoff in Ω
(0)
ℓ in which the species

completely decouple from the stasis phenomena. That is,
their abundance spectra are so stretched that the indi-
vidual species achieve their peak and decay such that any
possible stasis epoch would occur with little to no matter
in the Universe. In other words, in order for to achieve
stasis with a non-trivial mixture of components, the prior
on abundances should allow for an effective number of
species to be abundant enough at their peaks such that
there is a possibility of a stasis epoch with ΩM > 0. This
is seen clearly in both choices of priors, with the cutoff
occurring for α ≤ −30 and α ≥ 4.
It is remarkable that stasis can emerge in some ro-

bust configurations with random (albeit sort-correlated)
abundances and decay rates! We emphasize that there is
no optimization or gradient information being used here;
this is simply the result of sampling from distributions

and sort-correlating the Γℓ and Ω
(0)
ℓ spectra before en-

tering the simulation. Further, it is interesting to see
how persistent in e-folds an exponential model of stasis
can be compared to a power-law; yielding close to 60
e-folds in certain cases with just N = 100 species.

IV. STASIS-CONDITIONED
BAYESIAN POSTERIORS

We have so far operated in a data-driven setting with-
out any explicit statistical modeling. In this section, we
wish to perform a Bayesian analysis on the complete 2N -

dimensional space of Ω
(0)
ℓ and Γℓ. Probabilistic inference

on such a high-dimensional space using traditional tech-
niques such as Markov Chain Monte Carlo would be com-
putationally infeasible. Nonetheless, in the current age of
machine learning, we can leverage techniques that exploit
gradient information to make such tasks more accessible.
To this end, we employ stochastic variational inference
(SVI), a gradient-based inference technique that approx-
imates complex probability distributions which are often
intractable.
We would like to utilize SVI on the task of searching

the full input parameter space of θ = {Γℓ,Ω
(0)
ℓ } (keeping

in mind that we fix the ratio ΓN−1/H
(0)) by modeling

the posterior distribution p(θ|N ) conditioned on opti-
mizing N . At first glance, this seems like a tall order.
The parameter space in question is 2N -dimensional; it
must be searched, optimized on, and result in an easily-
sampled posterior. The crux of what makes this feasible
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is in the expressivity of neural networks, combined with
the information of gradients. In a modern setting, SVI
can transform Bayesian inference into a neural-network
based optimization problem, thereby accelerating statis-
tical modeling in high-dimensional spaces.

We begin with a review of the essentials of Bayesian
and stochastic variational inference, including the evi-
dence lower bound, and then apply these techniques in
the context of stasis.

A. The Evidence Lower Bound

We proceed to define the fundamental object in SVI,
which defines the objective function that is regressed on.
All Bayesian inference problems begin with Bayes’ The-
orem, from which we have

p(θ|N ) =
p(N|θ)p(θ)

p(N )
, (38)

where p(N|θ) is the likelihood and p(θ) is the prior dis-
tribution on θ. In a traditional setting, where there are
observations to guide the posterior towards, the likeli-
hood encodes the probability of observed data given in-
put parameters. It is sought to be maximized. For
our purposes, the likelihood is computed via the simu-
lation S(θ) which outputs N e-folds of stasis. Since solv-
ing Boltzmann equations is deterministic, the simulation
likelihood is exactly

p(N|Γℓ,Ω
(0)
ℓ , H(0)) = δ(N − S(Γℓ,Ω

(0)
ℓ , H(0))) , (39)

where δ is the Dirac-delta function. We will see that the
simulation likelihood is disadvantageous as far as intro-
ducing information that aids in searching the full param-
eter space. For this reason, we adopt a simple optimiza-
tion likelihood with the definition

p(N|Γℓ,Ω
(0)
ℓ , H(0)) ∝ eκ·N , (40)

which can be potentially subject to a matter abundance
constraint similar to that used in equation 23. We em-
phasize the use of ∝ as this optimization likelihood is,
of course, not a normalized probability density. Further,
when implementing SVI, we find that the use of a numer-
ical pre-factor κ to increase the “strength” of the likeli-
hood term is beneficial. This surrogate (unnormalized)
likelihood serves the utility of encouraging the posterior
distribution to explore parameter space that yields stasis;
the exact motivation behind this optimization likelihood
will be expanded upon in section IVC. The denomina-
tor of equation 38, p(N ) =

∫
p(N|θ)p(θ)dθ is known as

the Bayesian evidence or marginal likelihood and is in
general computationally intractable, as it requires an in-
tegral over the entire parameter space.

The crux of SVI is bypassing the direct application
of Bayes’ theorem by introducing a variational family
qϕ(θ|N ) with variational parameters ϕ, which should

be distinguished from the parameters θ of the statisti-
cal model. The variational family can range from any-
thing as simple as a standard Gaussian distribution with
a trainable mean and variance parameter, to a complex
neural network modeling a density on θ with millions of
trainable parameters ϕ. In this work, we will choose the
latter.

We would like to maximize the similarity between the
variational family and the true posterior by minimizing
the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between the two
distributions, generally defined as

DKL(P ||Q) =

∫
P (x) log

(
P (x)

Q(x)

)
dx (41)

for two continuous distributions P and Q. The KL diver-
gence is a type of statistical “distance”, measuring how
different the two distributions are. It is always positive-
definite, satisfying DKL(P ||Q) ≥ 0; however, it is not a
metric in a formal sense as it is not a symmetric quantity
(i.e. DKL(P ||Q) ̸= DKL(Q||P )).

Proceeding with our derivation, after some algebra and
substitutions of Bayes’ Theorem we arrive at

DKL(qϕ(θ)||p(θ|N )) = − Eqϕ(θ) [log p(N|θ)− log qϕ(θ)

+ log p(θ)] + log p(N ) , (42)

where the first term, known as the Evidence Lower Bound
(ELBO), is the only term on that RHS that depends on
the variational parameters. This is a fundamental object
in SVI. It is easy to interpret the purpose of the ELBO
when written as

ELBO(ϕ, θ,N ) = Eqϕ(θ) [log p(N|θ)−DKL (qϕ(θ)∥p(θ))] ,
(43)

where the first term is the expected log-likelihood, intro-
ducing information from the likelihood (simulation) to
the posterior, and the second term is the KL-divergence
between the variational distribution and prior, which en-
sures the posterior distribution has knowledge of the
prior distribution, as required by Bayes’ theorem. We
are then free to rewrite equation (42) as

DKL(qϕ(θ)||p(θ|N )) = −ELBO(ϕ, θ,N ) + log p(N ) .
(44)

Thus, it is clear to see that minimizing the KL diver-
gence is equivalent to maximizing the ELBO. Moreover,
since the KL divergence is positive-definite, the ELBO is
the lower bound of the evidence. If qϕ(θ) approximates
p(θ|N ) well, computing the intractable evidence is no
longer needed.

We see that the ELBO is a function of both variational
family parameters ϕ and simulation parameters θ. It is a
loss function that the variational family is regressing on,
so its gradients must also be accessible. What must be
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computed to optimize qϕ(θ) is the following:

∇ϕELBO(ϕ, θ,N ) =

{
−Eqϕ(θ) [∇ϕ log qϕ(θ)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Variational Distribution

,

Eqϕ(θ) [∇ϕ log p(N|θ)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Likelihood Term

}
,

(45)

where the expectation value is taken over qϕ(θ). To back-
propagate through the likelihood term in updating the
variational family parameters, we use the chain rule

∇ϕ log p(N|θ) = ∇θ log p(N|θ) · ∇ϕθ (46)

where we see the first term requires the gradients with
respect to θ:

∇θ log p(N|θ) =

{
∂ log p(N|θ)

∂Γℓ︸ ︷︷ ︸
Decay Rates

,
∂ log p(N|θ)

∂Ω
(0)
ℓ︸ ︷︷ ︸

Abundances

}
.

(47)
One can recognize from the optimization likelihood equa-
tion 40 that log p(N|θ) = N , which is precisely the out-
put of the differentiable simulation S(θ). It is thus clear
to see mathematically why gradients are necessary when
implementing SVI — in order to backpropagate through
the likelihood to update ϕ, the gradients with respect to
θ must be known.

B. Normalizing Flows

There are several options one can consider for con-
structing a variational family in SVI. One of the most
expressive options is the normalizing flow (NF) [14]. This
method operates by transforming samples z from a sim-
ple probability density (e.g., Gaussian or Uniform) q0(z)
into a complex posterior density qϕ(x). Here, x repre-
sents the transformed variables in the target distribution,
achieved through a series of invertible transformations.
The invertibility is crucial because it allows for both for-
ward and inverse mappings between the base distribution
and the complex target distribution, generally enabling
the calculation of probability densities.

NFs are a class of bijective neural networks with train-
able parameters ϕ, where qϕ(x) : Rd → Rd. To learn arbi-
trarily complex invertible functions, NFs are constructed
as the composition of a series ofN invertible and bijective
functions f :

qϕ(x) = fN ◦ fN−1 ◦ · · · ◦ f1(z) , (48)

leveraging the fact that the composition of a set of in-
vertible functions is itself still invertible.

The mapping between two density functions qϕ(x) and
q0(z) is related via the absolute value of Jacobian of the
transformation

qϕ(x) = q0(z) ·
∣∣det (Jqϕ(z)

)∣∣ . (49)

Despite its simple functional form, the Jacobian com-
putation can be prohibitively expensive for high-
dimensional data or more complex architectures, where
it is computed as

∣∣det (Jqϕ(z)

)∣∣ = N∏
i=1

∣∣∣∣det(∂fi(zi−1)

∂zi

)∣∣∣∣ . (50)

This matrix can in general be dense, yielding this com-
putation O(N · d3) expensive.
There are a variety of methods and architectures one

can choose when constructing a NF. To bypass the Jaco-
bian computation expense, we implement the Block Neu-
ral Autoregressive Flow (BNAF) [15], a variation of the
neural autoregressive flow (NAF) [16]. BNAFs employ a
NN architecture where the transformations are applied in
blocks, each one generating one dimension of the output
at a time, conditioned on the previously generated dimen-
sions. The autoregressive property and block structure of
BNAFs leads to more stable training and mitigated com-
putational expense, which are essential for implementing
SVI for high-dimensional problems.
The crux of NAFs that makes them so efficient is that

one can construct qϕ(x) such that its Jacobian is lower-
triangular, and thus its determinant that must be com-
puted in equation 49 is a simple product:

∣∣det (Jqϕ(z)

)∣∣ = d∏
i=1

∂fi(zi−1)

∂zi
. (51)

The Jacobian is then computed with backpropagation
which is O(N · d) expensive, a clear advantage over the
non-autoregressive NF. The typical NAF architecture is
a set of functions f (i), where each f (i) can be decomposed
into “conditioners” c(i) and invertible “transformers” t(i)

fϕ(x<i) = t
(i)
ϕ (xi, c

(i)
ϕ (x<i)) . (52)

Despite this structure satisfying all the basic needs of
a flow, we see that the number of parameters scales
quadratically. To bypass this expense, the BNAF struc-

ture models each t
(i)
ϕ directly as an NN with no accom-

panying conditioner. These are all necessary ingredients
for a high-dimensional problem like stasis; however, this
comes at the expense of some functionality. Despite be-
ing theoretically invertible, accessing the inverse of the
BNAF, which can be used to compute posterior sam-
ples’ probability densities, is not currently computation-
ally feasible.

C. Searching for Stasis Theories with SVI

We have now gathered all the essential components to
conduct SVI on the stasis simulation, and will use it to
sample configurations of rates and abundances that yield
stasis, from which we will be able to understand trends of
stasis configurations. For this, we employ numpyro [17], a
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FIG. 6. Stochastic variational inference pipeline. For a given experiment, a Bayesian prior in parameters is chosen which acts
as a form of regularization in the ELBO. During training, parameters are sampled from the variational family qϕ(θ), in this
work chosen to be a Block Neural Autoregressive Flow (BNAF). Samples are differentiably sorted before entering the stasis
simulation, which solves the set of N + 1 coupled Boltzmann equations using diffrax to preserve the flow of gradients. The
following ΩM (t) curve is passed into the differentiable stasis finder to isolate the stasis e-folds N and the asymptotic matter
abundance ΩM . The stasis value is used in the likelihood calculation which is factored into the ELBO loss, which is used to
iteratively optimize qϕ(θ).

probabilistic programming library that leverages jax for
automatic differentiation in the implementation of SVI.
Together with diffrax, these packages can utilize GPU
computation, significantly speeding up the inference pro-
cess.

We now revisit our choice of the surrogate optimiza-
tion likelihood in equation 40 instead of the simulator
likelihood in equation 39. The likelihood function is the-
oretically a normalized PDF that encodes the probability
of the observed data given the model parameters. How-
ever, in this theoretical particle cosmology setting, there
are no direct observations; instead, we aim to understand
the input parameter space that produces epochs of stasis.
This raises the question: how can SVI be made appro-
priate here?

The answer lies in the definition of the optimization
likelihood given in equation 40. In a typical Bayesian
inference setting, the likelihood function captures the
probability of the observed data given the model param-
eters. This can often be interpreted in terms of residuals
between simulation outputs and observed data. Mini-
mizing this residual corresponds to maximizing the log-
likelihood which enters the ELBO, and therefore results
in a concrete optimization objective. However, instead
of following this traditional approach, we adopt a utility-
oriented perspective of the likelihood, treating it purely
as an optimization objective. The simulation likelihood
given in equation 39 is unsuitable for optimization as it
is singular and lacks a well-defined gradient. For this
reason, we adopt the optimization likelihood.

A schematic of the SVI pipeline is provided in Figure
6, highlighting the four major components of the SVI

Algorithm 2: Searching Stasis with SVI

Require: ϕ variational parameters, θ = {Γℓ,Ω
(0)
ℓ , H(0)} sim-

ulation parameters, p(Γℓ) prior over decay rates, p(Ω
(0)
ℓ )

prior over initial abundances, ΓN−1/H
(0) fixed early

time decays relative to Hubble constant, ξ early-stopping
threshold

1: while not converged do
2: z0 ∼ q0(z) ▷ Sample initial latent variables

3: (Γℓ,Ω
(0)
ℓ )← qϕ(z0) ▷ Normalizing Flow

4: Ω
(0)
1 ≤ Ω

(0)
2 ≤ . . . ≤ Ω

(0)
N ▷ Differentiably sort Ω

(0)
ℓ

5: Γ1 ≤ Γ2 ≤ . . . ≤ ΓN ▷ Differentiably sort Γℓ

6: N ← S(Γℓ,Ω
(0)
ℓ , H(0)) ▷ Run simulation

7: p(N|Γℓ,Ω
(0)
ℓ , H(0)) ▷ Compute surrogate likelihood

8: L ← ELBO(ϕ,Γℓ,Ω
(0)
ℓ ,N ) ▷ Compute ELBO

9: ∇ϕ ∝ {∇Ω
(0)
ℓ

L,∇ΓℓL} ▷ Backpropagate through

stasis simulation
10: Γℓ ← clip(Γℓ, 0, 1) ▷ Ensure Γℓ physical

11: ΓN−1/H
(0) ← 0.1 ▷ Enforce initial decays time scale

12: ∆ϕ ∝ −∇ϕL(Γℓ,Ω
(0)
ℓ ) ▷ Update ϕ

13: if L does not improve over ξ epochs or NaN loss then
14: break ▷ Early-stopping criterion
15: end if
16: end while

pipeline: the prior distribution, the variational family,
the simulation S(θ) and stasis-finder used in the likeli-
hood calculation, and gradient update. A more detailed
description of how we employ SVI in this setting is given
in Algorithm 2, where we are again reminded the impor-
tance of preserving differentiability. A methodology such
as SVI requires that one be differentiable at every step,
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FIG. 7. Prior and posterior comparison for choices of power-law prior with Γℓ ∼ ℓ7 and Ω
(0)
ℓ ∼ ℓ and log-uniform prior with

choices of γ = −62 and α = −15 for N = 50. Each individual heat map is a depiction of 1000 samples and their stasis
configuration in (N ,ΩM ) space. For both choices of priors, there is a higher degree of stasis in the posterior in both mean and
maximum value. The power-law posterior features a mean stasis value of 13.59 e-folds and maximum of 25.24 e-folds, while
the log-uniform posterior has a mean stasis value of 31.06 e-folds and maximum of 96.5 e-folds. Over 1000 samples, both priors
had < 1% of samples achieve a stasis epoch of more than 10 e-folds, while the power-law and exponential posteriors have 76%

and 99%, respectively. While SVI is able to find non-trivial distributions of Γℓ and Ω
(0)
ℓ that results in epochs of stasis, it is

clear to see the effect of the prior regularization in optimization in the large discrepancy between posterior configurations.

from differentiably sorting Ω
(0)
ℓ and Γℓ, to solving the

Boltzmann equations while preserving their gradients,
and calculating the stasis duration and matter abundance
in a differentiable way. This leads to an uninterrupted
flow of gradients through the pipeline.

Conducting these numerical analyses under the
Bayesian machine learning paradigm offers both the ben-
efits of expressivity of neural networks with the statisti-
cal rigor of Bayesian analysis. We have introduced an

alternative formulation of SVI that allows one to operate
without direct observations, yet still exploit the prop-
erties and benefits of SVI. This approach generally en-
ables the study of otherwise prohibitively difficult high-
dimensional parameter spaces, and can be adapted to any
physical system that can be simulated.
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FIG. 8. Optimizing stasis with SVI and the ELBO loss (equation 43) for log-uniform (α = -15, γ = -62) and power-law (α

= 1, γ = 7) initializations for N = 50 and ΓN−1/H
(0) = 0.1. A BNAF with two hidden layers and a hidden layer width of 8

neurons was trained for 2000 epochs with Adam optimizer and early-stopping. A batch size of 10 was used in training. (Left)
A comparison of model fit for 1000 power-law prior and posterior samples. A flow toward a strictly more power-law posterior

is seen for Γℓ, with Ω
(0)
ℓ becoming more exponential in the posterior, with a comparable mean R2 score for both power-law

and exponential fits in the posterior. (Right) A comparison of model fit for 1000 exponential prior and posterior samples.

Posteriors for both Γℓ and Ω
(0)
ℓ become strictly more exponential. This posterior additionally has a much larger mean stasis

e-folds and maximum stasis e-folds than the power-law prior.

D. Stasis Results with SVI

The analyses of the previous sections exhibited a flow
in the space of parameters that preferred an exponential
model of stasis. Additionally, it was shown that an expo-
nential model had manifestly more robust stasis epochs
than the power-law prior corresponding to the model in
[1]. Using both sets of priors, it is then natural to con-
sider whether such flows persist when using neural net-
works to do inference on the full parameter space.

We run SVI with both priors (power-law and log-
uniform) for N = 50 and ΓN−1/H

(0) = 0.1. We de-
note the power law prior samples as being drawn from

Ω
(0)
ℓ ∼ ℓα and Γℓ ∼ ℓγ . Similarly, we denote the

sort-correlated log-uniform samples as being drawn from

Ω
(0)
ℓ ∼ Log-U(10α, 100) and Γℓ ∼ Log-U(10γ , 100). A

numerical prefactor of κ = 10 was used in the surrogate
likelihood. We utilize a BNAF with two hidden layers
and a hidden layer width of 8 neurons. A batch size of
10 was used for all experiments, corresponding to 10 log-
likelihood evaluations per training step. We use Adam
[18] optimizer with an initial learning rate of η = .01 for
2000 epochs of training with an early-stopping threshold
of ξ = 200 epochs. All training was done on a single
NVIDIA A100-80GB GPU.

We find that the power-law prior was susceptible to a
mode collapse of either completely matter dominated or
radiation dominated stasis configurations using the like-
lihood defined in equation 40. To address this, an addi-
tional constraint on the likelihood was imposed, similar
to the regularization condition when just using gradients
in the differentiable simulation, shown in equation 23.
The experiments with the log-uniform prior did not ex-
hibit this mode collapse.

We find that SVI is able to learn distributions of Γℓ

and Ω
(0)
ℓ that result in epochs of stasis for both choices

of priors, as shown in the N − ΩM space heat maps for
1000 posterior samples in Figure 7. Samples from the
power-law prior exhibit a mean stasis value of 4.61 e-
folds and maximum of 16.51 e-folds, which after opti-
mization is 13.59 e-folds and 25.24 e-folds in the poste-
rior. The posterior/prior discrepancy of the exponential
prior experiment is much more drastic, with prior sam-
ples exhibiting a mean of 7.46 e-folds and maximum of
19.38 e-folds, which is 31.06 e-folds and 96.49 e-folds in
the posterior. While the SVI optimization has worked in
both scenarios, it is clear by the discrepancies in poste-
rior configurations the effect that the choice of prior has
in the optimization, as shown in equation 43. This was
indeed expected from the numerical study of prior con-
figurations shown in Figure 5; it is therefore interesting
to study the model dependence of posterior samples and
their flow from model dependence in their priors.

The flow in the space of parameters of Γℓ and Ω
(0)
ℓ for

both experiments is shown in Figure 8. For the power-

law prior, it is seen that Γℓ and Ω
(0)
ℓ are more confidently

fit with a power-law model, as expected. After training,
there is a clear drift towards a more power-law model

in Γℓ. Interestingly, it is only Ω
(0)
ℓ that displays a drift

towards an exponential model with the Ω
(0)
ℓ posterior

featuring a mean fit value of R2 = 0.95 for both power-
law and exponential, with the mean power-law R2 value
decreasing from R2 = 0.99 in the prior and the mean ex-
ponential fit R2 value increasing from R2 = 0.87 in the
prior. This flow of parameters is contrary to the result in
which just the differentiable simulation was used (Figure

3), where both Γℓ and Ω
(0)
ℓ drift towards an exponen-

tial. The posterior in this case is a qualitative hybrid of
both models of stasis, and even in such conditions the
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emergence of stasis epochs is possible. Stasis epochs are
not physically exclusive to single models, whether they
be power-law or exponential in parameters.

For the log-uniform prior, both Γℓ and Ω
(0)
ℓ posteriors

display clear preference towards an exponential model
with a mean score of R2 = 1 for an exponential fit. The
mean power-law fit R2 score is invariant after optimiza-
tion, but it is seen in Figure 8 that the scatter has sig-
nificantly decreased.

These results highlight that in a properly Bayesian set-
ting, both a power-law and exponential model for Γℓ and

Ω
(0)
ℓ are valid solutions when conditioning on producing

epochs of stasis. The drift towards an exponential model

of Ω
(0)
ℓ even when having a power-law prior can indicate

that completely power-law distributions of Γℓ and Ω
(0)
ℓ

are more sparse in the full parameter space. Addition-
ally, the discrepancy in the statistics of stasis in the two
posteriors illuminate a sharp difference in the persistence
of stasis epochs for the two types of models – a mean dif-
ference of 18 e-folds.

It could be criticized that the flow of the posterior to-
wards an exponential model is purely due to the choice of
prior. We see that this is not strictly the case as with the

Ω
(0)
ℓ parameter flow for the power-law prior experiment,

in which the parameter flow goes distinctly against the
prior regularization in the ELBO. Thus, the prior plays
an important role in the ELBO, but SVI can lead to re-
sults that are qualitatively at odds with the prior, due to
the condition intrinsic to the posterior.

V. MODELS OF STASIS

Thus far, we have remained as model-agnostic about
stasis as possible, choosing only the prior distribution on
rates and abundances for both our gradient ascent and
Bayesian inference analyses. In both analyses, optimiza-
tion was chosen to optimize stasis, with a clear preference
for exponential models over power-law models.

In this section we wish to study an exact exponen-
tial model both analytically and numerically, compare it
to exact power-law models, and provide a preliminary
analysis of stasis in the String axiverse; more thorough
analysis will be reserved for future work. By “exact” in
both contexts, we mean a model with fixed formulae for

Γℓ and Ω
(0)
ℓ and no noise, as opposed to the intrinsically

noisy draws of previous sections.

A. An Exact Exponential Model of Stasis

Motivated by our numerical results, we introduce an
exponential model of stasis that yields parametrically
more stasis than power-law models, as a function of the
number of species. We will show that such a model obeys
the dynamical equations of stasis and will result in ro-
bust, finite epochs of stasis. We additionally derive al-

gebraic relations with exact predictions for N and ΩM

from our model.

We begin my parameterizing this model as

Γℓ = ΓNeγ(ℓ−N), Ω
(0)
ℓ = Ω

(0)
N eα(ℓ−N) (53)

for a spectrum of N species indexed by ℓ and general
scaling factors α, γ, and ΓN . As in the original model
of stasis, α and γ control the hierarchies in abundances
and rates, this time with exponential dependence. We

are also reminded that Ω
(0)
ℓ (t(0)) = 1, which requires the

overall normalization factor Ω
(0)
N =

[∑N
ℓ=1 e

α(ℓ−N)
]−1

.

However, in contrast with the model in [1], where the fun-
damental object was the mass spectrum mℓ, we choose to
parameterize this model of stasis directly with the decay
rates and abundances. We are thus ready to define the
five parameter model inspired by an exponential:

{α, γ,ΓN ,Ω
(0)
N , t(0)} , (54)

with which shall proceed to show obeys the dynamical
equations required of a stasis epoch.

We begin by reminding ourselves that a model of stasis
must satisfy the constraint equations given in equations
10 and 15. Focusing on the time evolution of the total

Ω
(0)
ℓ , we get

∑
ℓ

Ωℓ(t) = Ω
(0)
ℓ h(t(0), t)

N∑
ℓ=1

eα(ℓ−N)e−ΓN (t−t(0))eγ(ℓ−N)

,

(55)
where we have used the result from equation 14, but
replaced the time dependence with a more general net
gravitational redshift factor h(t(0), t) such that there is
no assumption that we are in a period of stasis. h(t(0), t)
invariant across all species (i.e. is independent of ℓ); a
more in-depth discussion of this h-factor can be found
in [1]. Moving to the N → ∞ limit, we simplify this
calculation by transforming the sum into an integral

N∑
ℓ=1

eα(ℓ−N)e−ΓN (t−t(0))eγ(ℓ−N)

→
∫ ∞

0

eα(ℓ−N+1)e−ΓN (t−t(0))eγ(ℓ−N+1)

dℓ , (56)

which can be computed by invoking the Gamma function
identity Γ(k)/bk =

∫∞
0

zk−1e−bzdz, yielding

∑
ℓ

Ωℓ(t) =
Ω

(0)
N

γ
Γ

(
α

γ

)
h(t(0), t)

×
[
ΓN (t− t(0))

]−α/γ

. (57)

We can solve for the quantity
∑

ΓℓΩℓ(t) similarly, result-
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ing in

∑
ℓ

ΓℓΩℓ(t) =
Ω

(0)
N ΓN

γ
Γ

(
α

γ
+ 1

)
h(t(0), t)

×
[
ΓN (t− t(0))

]−(α/γ+1)

. (58)

It is lastly straightforward to compute the ratio of these
conditions, where we invoke the Gamma function identity
Γ(z + 1)/Γ(z) = z,∑

ℓ ΓℓΩℓ(t)∑
ℓ Ωℓ(t)

=
α

γ

(
1

(t− t(0))

)
. (59)

We see that this result is power-law in the difference
(t− t(0)), dissimilar to the t−1 dependence from the sta-
sis dynamical equations in equations 10 and 15. Indeed,
this discrepancy also arises in the power-law model of sta-
sis. Qualitatively, this means that the stasis epoch must
emerge some time after the initial species production
time, when t ≫ t(0) and hence (t− t(0))−1 ≈ t−1. This is
when the edge effects, most apparent when ΓN/H(0) ≫
1, have died away. This further indicates that our model
produces finite epochs of stasis, with a natural beginning
of the stasis epochs emerging due to the presence of edge
effects, and an end when all species have decayed.

With this result in hand, we can proceed to compare
coefficients in 15 and 59, in which we find

α

γ
=

2(1− ΩM )

4− ΩM

. (60)

We can further invert this to obtain the prediction for ΩM

during stasis in terms of our model parameters, resulting
in

ΩM =
2(γ − 2α)

2γ − α
, (61)

from which we can also find a parameter restriction for
α and γ by enforcing 0 < ΩM < 1:

0 < α <
γ

2
. (62)

With this result, we can identify the model parameters
that result in matter-radiation equality (MRE). Solving
equation 60 for ΩM = 1/2, we get the condition

α

γ
=

2

7
(63)

for MRE. We will study this result numerically and fur-
ther compare it to the power-law model of MRE.

It remains now to check that the constraints for∑
ℓ Ωℓ(t) (equation 10) and

∑
ℓ ΓℓΩℓ(t) (equation 15) are

individually satisfied. To that end, without loss of gener-
ality we can simply show that the condition in equation
10 is satisfied, as we have already checked the condition

of their ratio. We begin by operating under t ≫ t(0), for
which we have

h(t(0), t) = h(t(0), t∗)h(t∗, t)

= h(t(0), t∗)

(
t

t∗

)2−6/(4−ΩM )

, (64)

where we have inserted the factor for h(t∗, t) from equa-
tion 14, and t∗ ≫ t(0) is some fiducial time much later
than the initial species production. Inserting this into
equation 59, we arrive at

∑
ℓ

Ωℓ(t) =
Ω

(0)
N

γ
Γ

(
α

γ

)
h(t(0), t∗)

(
t

t∗

)2−6/(4−ΩM )

×
[
ΓN (t− t(0))

]−α/γ

, (65)

from which we see using the result in equation 60 and
considering that t ≫ t(0), the time dependence falls
out, ensuring that we are in a period of stasis in which
ΩM ≡

∑
ℓ Ωℓ(t). Our exponential model of stasis is thus

consistent with the conditions for stasis as defined from
their corresponding dynamical equations.
We are now in a position to estimate exactly the num-

ber of e-folds of stasis expected from a configuration of
our model, given by:

N ≡ log

[
a(t = τ1)

a(t = τN )

]
=

2

4− ΩM

log

(
ΓN

Γ1

)
=

2γ

4− ΩM

(N − 1) , (66)

where we have used the result for the time evolution of
a(t) in equation 12.
We see that the exponential model of stasis yields para-

metrically more e-folds than the power-law model, which
exhibited N ∼ log(N) scaling. See Figure 10 for a com-
parison of stasis plots with N = 300 species in the expo-
nential and power-law model. A numerical comparison
of e-fold data and the theoretical prediction for γ = 1,
α = 2/7, and ΓN = 0.01 yielding a stasis epoch with
matter-radiation equality (MRE), is shown in Figure 9.
As expected, there is excellent agreement between data
and theory in the limit N → ∞. The figure also illus-
trates that more than 60 e-folds of MRE can be achieved
with just 100 species in the exponential model. This
result shows that a relatively small number of species
is needed to achieve inflation-level e-folding, which may
have important phenomenological implications.
We additionally compare e-fold scaling with the power-

law model of stasis in Figure 9, where α = δ = 1 and γ is
being varied. The figure demonstrates the qualitative dif-
ference in e-folds for stasis epochs between the two mod-
els, even with strong power-law scaling of Γℓ ∼ ℓ7 cor-
responding to MRE. Specifically, the exponential model
achieves the same e-folds of stasis with just N ∼ 50
species, compared to the 400 species required for Γℓ ∼ ℓ7.
The logarithmic scaling in the power-law model and the



18

FIG. 9. Comparison between exponential model of stasis with
γ = 1, α = 2/7, and ΓN = 0.01 yielding matter-radiation
equality, and the power-law model of stasis with α = δ = 1.
The theoretical prediction of e-fold scaling for the exponential
model from equation 66 is shown in the red dashed line, in
which we see that in the N → ∞ limit there is exact agree-
ment between numerical data and the theoretical prediction.
MRE for the power-law model with γ = 7 is shown in green,
with the power-law model exhibiting logarithmic scaling with
N and the exponential model exhibiting linear scaling with N
as N →∞. It is also seen that more than 60 e-folds of MRE
(black dashed line) is achieved with just N ∼ 100 species for
the exponential model.

linear scaling at high N for the exponential model are
both evident. Therefore, while both models produce
epochs of stasis, it is clear that the exponential model
results in longer epochs of stasis.

We lastly recall that in [1], it was shown that a stasis
state is a global attractor of the dynamical system. This
was demonstrated to be true for the power-law model,
and we can proceed to show minimally that it holds for
the exponential model as well. In doing so, it is sufficient
to see that for the exponential model

∑
ℓ

ΓℓΩℓ =

(
α

γ

)
ΩM

t− t(0)

=

[
2(1− ΩM )

4− ΩM

]
ΩM

t− t(0)
, (67)

where we see that this is exactly the result of equation
4.1 in [1] up to a constant factor. It then follows that the
subsequent analyses showing that the stasis state is an
attractor also apply to our exponential model of stasis.

B. Stasis and the String Axiverse

Axions arise readily in string theory via the dimen-
sional reduction of higher-form gauge fields; see, e.g.,
[19, 20]. Notably, they need not be the QCD axion or
axions that couple to any dark gauge sector. Accord-
ingly, string theory axions can be relevant in a number of
phenomenological or cosmological roles, including as the
inflaton [21–24], as the reheaton [25], as the QCD axion
[19, 26–28], as particles that couple to photons [29, 30],
and more. The largest number of axions in a known Type
IIB / F-theory compactification is 181,820 [31] in a single
geometry, whereas [32, 33] and [34, 35] give rise to large
ensembles of geometries that typically have thousands or
hundreds of axions, respectively.
Could axions give rise to stasis? Features that enable

robust periods of stasis include a spectrum of N particles
that may decay to radiation and non-trivial hierarchies
in the decay rates. The former is clearly satisfied in many
corners of the string landscape, but in lieu of a detailed
analysis we would like to comment on an essential fea-
ture that affects rates: in many string constructions, ax-
ion masses are generated non-perturbatively and the ℓth

axion masses appears schematically as

mℓ ∝ e−c Tℓ (68)

where Tℓ is the volume of the cycle wrapped by the string
instanton that generates the mass. Decays to radiation
often occur via dimension five operators, in which case
we have

Γℓ ∝ e−3c Tℓ Ω
(0)
ℓ ∝ e−αcTℓ , (69)

where α depends on the production mechanism as dis-
cussed in [1]. Though the rates and abundances have
power-law dependence on masses, the exponential depen-
dence of the non-perturbative mass causes it to depend
exponentially on the cycle volumes, which are themselves
sensitive to the details of moduli stabilization. However,
due to the non-perturbative effects there is a clear oppor-
tunity for exponential hierarchies, and in fact in string
theoretic constructions of the models similar to the Stan-
dard Model, the exponential dependence on TQCD sets
ΛQCD exponentially below the Planck scale. Further-
more, if moduli stabilization distributes Tℓ uniformly,
then the rates and abundances are log-uniform and can
achieve many e-folds of stasis, as we have shown.

C. Stasis and the Emergent String Conjecture

The Emergent String Conjecture [36] is a generaliza-
tion of the Swampland Distance Conjecture [37] in which
a tower of either Kaluza-Klein or string states

mℓ(ϕ) = mℓ(ϕ0)e
−λd(ϕ,ϕ0) (70)

becomes exponentially light upon going a distance
d(ϕ, ϕ0) from ϕ0 toward ϕ near the boundary of mod-
uli space. The towers still have power-law masses, and
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therefore the number of e-folds of stasis satisfies

N ∝ log(N), (71)

but the exponential suppression of the lowest mass state
yields an exponentially large number of states below a
fixed cutoff. We therefore have

N ∝ λd(ϕ, ϕ0)

δ
, (72)

where mℓ ∝ ℓδ. We therefore expect stasis to become
increasingly important as the boundary of moduli space
is approached, potentially leading to experimental con-
straints or observational consequences.

VI. DISCUSSION

In this paper, we have studied M → γ cosmological
stasis. In this scenario, a tower of matter states initially
dominates the energy density of the universe, but subse-
quent decays to radiation balance against Hubble expan-
sion, leading to a cosmological epoch with approximately
constant matter and radiation abundances.

A central result of this paper is a new exponential
model of stasis that was motivated by our numerical
approach, searching the full 2N -dimensional parameter

space of decay rates Γℓ and initial abundances Ω
(0)
ℓ using

gradients from a differentiable Boltzmann solver, as well
as stochastic variational inference with neural networks.
This model leads to a longer duration of stasis in e-folds
relative to a power-law model and could be motivated by
non-perturbative effects in string theory. We elaborate
on and review our main results in what follows.

A stasis epoch could have significant cosmological im-
plications [1], potentially affecting dark matter produc-
tion, large-scale structure formation, and the overall un-
derstanding of cosmological evolution and the age of the
Universe. Of particular interest for M → γ stasis is
the possibility of stasis epochs occurring after a matter-
dominated epoch at the end of inflation or after a later
matter-dominated epoch prior to nucleosynthesis. In the
first case, the decay of the inflaton can instead source
ϕℓ states. The hierarchical decays of those states during
stasis would then be the source of inflationary reheating,
with the universe entering RD with the conclusion of the
decays. In the second case, the tower of matter fields can
lead to an early matter dominated epoch prior to BBN,
but well after inflation, the decays of which give rise to
stasis. There are a number of potential phenomenolog-
ical implications of such an epoch, but a stasis state is
an attractor regardless of the arena in which ϕℓ are pro-
duced.

In this work, we have taken a model-agnostic data-
driven approach to studying theories of stasis, employ-
ing analytic methods only in the final stages. Such an
analysis is complementary to a model-driven approach,

as e.g. in the initial model of stasis that was inspired
by Kaluza-Klein excitations, motivating a mass spectrum
that follows a power-law in the species index. Together,
the model-driven and model-agnostic approaches demon-
strate that stasis is a very general phenomenon.
Our methodology began with constructing a differen-

tiable Boltzmann solver, which is the crux of our ap-
proach. We maximized the number of e-folds of stasis by
following gradients in our differentiable simulation with
model-agnostic (aside from the prior) random initializa-

tions of Γℓ and Ω
(0)
ℓ . Such stasis-maximizing trajectories

through the space of rates and abundances motivated the
study of log-uniform distributions, which we compared to
power-law distributions by taking random samples and
solving the Boltzmann equations. This comparison pro-
vided an initial indication of the significant discrepancy
in the duration of stasis epochs between the two models.
With distributional priors established, we employed SVI
with normalizing flows for a Bayesian analysis of the full,
high-dimensional parameter space; there are some essen-
tial differences from standard SVI that we discuss in the
text. From the posteriors, we again saw that stasis max-

imization generally prefers log-uniform distributed Ω
(0)
ℓ

and Γℓ, corresponding to a model that is exponential in
the species index ℓ. It was also observed that a quali-
tative hybrid of power-law and exponential parameters
in the posterior could result in epochs of stasis. Since
this motivates a mixed model, it further indicates the
generality is stasis.
The culmination of our numerical analyses is the an-

alytic exponential model of stasis studied in Section V.
Although our study of stasis does not assume specific
physical mechanisms to source the ϕℓ, we find in Section
VB that such a model of stasis could be naturally real-
ized within the string axiverse or near the boundaries of
moduli space in accord with the emergent string conjec-
ture. This new model of stasis is also an attractor.
In addition to the analytic model it inspired, our nu-

merical methodology allows us to conclude with the fol-
lowing observations:

• Deviations from strict stasis (e.g., ϵ-stasis that
could have small oscillations), which can still be

phenomenologically relevant, indicate that Ω
(0)
ℓ and

Γℓ drawn from certain families of distributions can
result in epochs of stasis.

• Stasis epochs can arise without strictly correlated
rates and abundances, especially when some species
do not participate in the stasis dynamics.

• There is a numerical preference for an exponential
model when maximizing stasis; this was observed
in both gradient ascent and SVI experiments.

• An exponential model of rates and abundances
yields more e-folds of stasis than the power-law
model, with both analytics and numerics demon-
strating that N ∝ N in the exponential model
whereas N ∝ log (N) in the power-law model.
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FIG. 10. Comparison of matter-radiation equality (MRE) between the power-law (left) and exponential (right) models of
stasis, both for N = 300 species. MRE in the power law model from [1] corresponds to α = δ = 1 and γ = 7 and with

ΓN−1/H
(0) = 0.01. MRE in the exponential model corresponds to γ = 1, α = 2/7, and ΓN/H(0) = 0.01. We see that the

power-law model achieves a stasis configuration of ∼ 17 e-folds with 300 species, while the exponential model achieves ∼ 165
e-folds, demonstrating the qualitative difference in e-folds between the two models, attributable to different scaling of e-folds
with N .

In our opinion, these model-agnostic numerical analyses
together with model-driven analytic considerations to-
gether make stasis a very compelling phenomenon from a
theoretical perspective. The generality of the alternative
cosmological histories implies that in complex cosmolo-
gies, such as those in string theory, one should not make
assumptions about the history and instead one must sim-
ply solve the Boltzmann equations.

In future work, it would be interesting to study other
flavors of stasis, notably Λ → γ, Λ → M , and triple stasis
with Λ → M → γ, using the numerical techniques pre-
sented in this paper. To that end, extending the differen-
tiable methodology to include other energy pumps, such
as the overdamped/underdamped transition described in
[2] used to model Λ → M , would be essential. From a
numerical perspective, these transitions can be challeng-
ing to implement due to their instantaneous (i.e., non-
differentiable) nature; however, one can consider a fam-
ily of numerical approximations (e.g., tanh, sigmoid) to
model such transitions in a differentiable way.

It would also be interesting to change the optimization
objective in future work. All of our numerical analy-
ses were aimed at ensuring robust periods of stasis by
optimizing the number of stasis e-folds N . Of course,
this optimization is different from being physically op-
timal, which depends crucially on theory priors, as well
as phenomenological and cosmological viability. The lat-
ter considerations motivate different optimization objec-
tives that could easily be implemented by adapting our
open-source code �, provided that the objective is im-
plemented in a differentiable way. Doing so would open
up new avenues for different physical studies of stasis.

We have seen that studies of theories with high-
dimensional parameter spaces using differentiable sim-

ulators, despite being arduous work, can be essential to
understanding the physics. Specifically, we have demon-
strated the power of gradients from these simulators to
direct flows in parameter space, both with and with-
out neural networks. The methodology presented here is
flexible and easily adaptable. Indeed, these techniques,
in conjunction with neural networks, can provide pro-
found physical insights, motivate new physical models,
and have far-reaching implications in various scientific
fields, including those beyond particle cosmology.
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