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Abstract

This paper describes applying manifold learning, the novel technique of dimensionality reduction, to the images of the Galaxy Zoo
DECaLs database with the purpose of building an unsupervised learning model for galaxy morphological classification. The mani-
fold learning method assumes that data points can be projected from a manifold in high-dimensional space to a lower-dimensional
Euclidean one while maintaining proximity between the points. In our case, data points are photos of galaxies from the Galaxy
Zoo DECaLs database, which consists of more than 300,000 human-labeled galaxies of different morphological types. The dimen-
sionality of such data points is equal to the number of pixels in a photo, so dimensionality reduction becomes a handy idea to help
one with the successive clusterization of the data. We perform it using Locally Linear Embedding, a manifold learning algorithm,
designed to deal with complex high-dimensional manifolds where the data points are originally located. After the dimensionality
reduction, we perform the classification procedure on the dataset. In particular, we train our model to distinguish between round and
cigar-shaped elliptical galaxies, smooth and featured spiral galaxies, and galaxies with and without disks viewed edge-on. In each
of these cases, the number of classes is pre-determined. The last step in our pipeline is k-means clustering by silhouette or elbow
method in lower-dimensional space. In the final case of unsupervised classification of the whole dataset, we determine that the
optimal number of morphological classes of galaxies coincides with the number of classes defined by human astronomers, further
confirming the feasibility and efficiency of manifold learning for this task.
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1. Introduction

The morphological galaxy classification stands among the
oldest classification problems in astrophysics. Since the discov-
ery of existing galaxies as separate structures of matter, peo-
ple have noticed that they can be divided into several distinct
morphological classes. The modern era of deep sky surveys
with high-resolution imagery has brought variegation to this
problem. Consequently, a significant number of attempts have
emerged to apply different machine learning (ML) methods to
help resolve it.

The Galaxy Zoo project has greatly facilitated exploring the
possibilities of machine learning for the classification of galax-
ies. The Galaxy Zoo community did a fantastic job by creat-
ing a large, clean, and well-maintained human-labeled database
of galaxy images from several surveys. The databases of the
project have quickly become a test polygon of various ML
models. From the simplest ones such as k-nearest neigh-
bors (Shamir, 2009), support vector machines (Polsterer et al.,
2012), and simple versions of neural networks (Banerji et al.,
2010), to much more complicated ones, such as convolutional
neural networks (Vavilova et al., 2022), and autoencoders (Xu
et al., 2023).

In this work, we use one of the latest releases of the Galaxy
Zoo project - Galaxy Zoo DECaLS (Walmsley et al., 2022).
It was built on the Dark Energy Camera Legacy Survey data

and contains the classification of more than 300,000 galaxies.
This particular database was also subjected to the numerous en-
deavors of machine-learning classification of galaxies. Con-
sider some of the unsupervised models. The contrastive learn-
ing was used in (Wei et al., 2022). In (Fielding et al., 2022), the
authors used a convolutional autoencoder feature extractor be-
fore applying k-means, fuzzy c-means, and agglomerative clus-
tering to the extracted data features to cluster them. Lowering
dimensionality was performed with this dataset in (Waghum-
bare et al., 2024) which was followed by the automated cluster-
ing algorithm. On the other hand, the manifold learning meth-
ods of dimensionality reduction, particularly the Locally Linear
Embedding, haven’t yet been used in any morphological clas-
sification in astrophysics. Instead, it was utilized when solving
problems of galaxy (Vanderplas and Connolly, 2009), quasar
(Jankov et al., 2020), stellar (Daniel et al., 2011), (Yude et al.,
2013), and protostellar (Ward and Lumsden, 2016) spectra clas-
sification, as well as binary light curves classification (Bodi and
Hajdu, 2021). Therefore, broadening the scope of its applica-
tion appears to be an interesting enterprise.

This paper is structured in the following way. In section 2 we
corroborate the concept of manifold learning. In section 3 we
shortly describe the database, selection, and preprocessing pro-
cedures, then we explain in detail how we applied the method to
the selected database, and present the results of classification.
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We give a short conclusion in section 4.

2. Manifold learning

Manifold learning is a relatively novel method used to reduce
the dimensionality of high-dimensional data keeping its under-
lying structure undisturbed. It assumes that data points lie on a
lower-dimensional manifold embedded in the high-dimensional
space. By learning the manifold, we can project the data onto
this lower-dimensional space, reducing the number of features
and making it easier to analyze.

There are several different methods like Multidimensional
Scaling (MDS), Locally Linear Embedding (LLE), Isomap, etc.
In this work, we employed the LLE algorithm.

In our case, the data points are images themselves. The orig-
inal dimensionality is equal to the number of pixels in the im-
age, and the brightness values define the position of a point on
a high-dimensional manifold. As we will see below, the LLE
method effectively decreases the dimensionality of such data by
2-3 orders while keeping similar images in proximity.

2.1. Locally Linear Embedding (LLE)

According to Roweis and Saul (2000), the Locally Linear
Embedding (LLE) algorithm is constructed as follows. Given a
set of N real-valued D-dimensional vectors xi sampled from a
certain underlying manifold it is assumed that sampling density
is sufficient to treat each data-point’s neighborhood as a locally
linear region of the manifold. The local structure of these re-
gions can be captured through linear coefficients, which allow
each data point to be represented as a linear combination of its
neighbors.

If the data is distributed over a smooth, nonlinear manifold
with an intrinsic dimensionality d < D, there is, to a close
approximation, a linear transformation (involving translation,
rotation, and scaling) that can map the high-dimensional coor-
dinates of each neighborhood to a lower-dimensional manifold
representation. The reconstruction weights Wi j by design cap-
ture intrinsic geometric characteristics of the data that remain
invariant under such transformations. This invariance implies
that the characterization of local geometry in the original high-
dimensional space also holds in the manifold’s local patches.
Therefore, the same weights Wi j that reconstruct the i-th data
point in D dimensions should also be effective in reconstructing
its embedded representation in the lower-dimensional space.

Figure 1: Locally Linear Embedding (LLE).

The high level outline of the algorithm is the following:

1. find k nearest neighbors for each data-point;
2. solve the minimization problem for reconstruction weights

W;
3. compute embedding coordinates Y using weights W.

Note that we try to minimize two loss functions one by one.
On step 2 we want to minimize loss function

ϵ({wi j}) =
N∑
i

∥xi −

k∑
j

wi jx j∥
2 =

N∑
i

∥

k∑
j

wi j(xi − x j)∥2

with additional restriction
∑k

j wi j = 1. In essence we seek for

{ŵi j} = argmin∑k
j wi j=1ϵ

(
{wi j}
)

On step 3 we want to minimize the loss function

Φ({yi}) =
∑

i

∥yi −
∑

j

wi jy j∥
2,

we seek for
{ŷi} = argmin{yi}

Φ({yi}).

The latter basically allows for bijection {xi} → {ŷi} that is
essentially a dimensionality reduction (xi ∈ RD and ŷi ∈ Rd).

3. Experimental results

For the experimental investigation, we took 91481 colored
images of galaxies in PNG format from the Galaxy Zoo Decals
database Walmsley et al. (2022) for which the classification re-
sults by volunteer scientists were available. Each image consti-
tutes a vector with 424×424×3 features. Examples of different
types of galaxies are shown in Figure 2.

For better efficiency of galaxy classification, we extracted
only the central part (120-by-120) from the images and con-
verted it to grayscale.

Below we examined three examples of galaxy classification.
For each example, there were selected only galaxies with 20 or
more votes from scientists and at least one decision with less
than 80% of all the votes. 50% of the images were used for
training and 50% for independent testing. The LLE method
was used to reduce the dimensionality of the images. Then the
multinomial regression (MNR) was used for the classification
and corresponding accuracy results for each dimensionality was
shown.

3.1. Classification example 1
At first contemplate the classification of elliptical galaxies

by “round”/“in-between”/“cigar” shapes (see Figure 3). A total
of 8596 galaxies were used in this experiment (2690 ”round”,
4455 ”in-between ”, 1451 ”cigar”).

Table 1 shows that the classification accuracy increases with
the number of information components, reaching 95% when
100 information components (reduced ”dimensions”) are used.
The corresponding confusion matrix is shown in Figure 4. Ex-
amples of classification performed by the algorithm are shown
in Figure 5.
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Figure 2: Example of images from Galaxy Zoo Decals database.

Figure 3: Schematic representation of “round”/“in between”/“cigar” galaxies
(Walmsley et al. (2022)).

Dimensionality Accuracy

1 0.52
2 0.59
3 0.61
5 0.86
10 0.91
20 0.93
50 0.93
100 0.95
200 0.94

Table 1: Dimensionality and corresponding MNR accuracy for LLE combined
with MNR (first example).

For a more objective comparison, we also used two neural
networks (without reducing the image dimensionality by man-
ifold learning methods). First, we considered a feedforward
neural network (NN) with two hidden layers with 128 and 64
ReLU-activated neurons respectively and an output layer with
3 softmax-activated neurons. The best accuracy obtained on the

Figure 4: Confusion matrix for example 1.

Figure 5: Example of galaxy classification by the proposed method.

test dataset (with batch size=32) was 85%, which is lower than
the proposed method.

We also considered a multilayer Convolutional Neural Net-
work (CNN) with 9 layers and 2861083 parameters which is
specifically designed for image recognition. The best accuracy
obtained by CNN on the test dataset (with batch size=32) was
95%, which is the same as our method based on data dimen-
sionality reduction using the LLE method. This indicates the
competitiveness of the proposed method with approaches de-
signed specifically for image processing.

3.2. Classification example 2

Figure 6: Explanation for “smooth”/“featured” galaxies (Walmsley et al.
(2022)).
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Next, contemplate the classification of spiral galaxies as
“smoothed”/“featured” (see Figure 6). A total of 7213 galaxies
were used in this experiment (3876 ”smooth”, 3337 ”featured”).

Dimensionality Accuracy

1 0.53
2 0.57
3 0.59
5 0.58
10 0.62
20 0.72
50 0.78
100 0.8
200 0.82

Table 2: Dimensionality and corresponding MNR accuracy for LLE combined
with MNR (second example).

Table 2 shows that the classification accuracy increases with
the number of information components, reaching 82% when
200 information components are used. The corresponding con-
fusion matrix is shown in Figure 7.

Figure 7: Confusion matrix for example 2.

We also performed a comparison with two neural networks
of the same architecture as before. The best accuracy obtained
on the test dataset (with batch size=32) with feedforward NN
was 76%, which is lower than the proposed method. CNN’s ac-
curacy was 85%, which again is lower than our method (95%).

3.3. Classification example 3

And now consider the classification of galaxies as “edge on
disk: yes”/“edge on disk: no” (see Figure 8). A total of 9628
galaxies were used in this experiment (1593 ”disk edge: on”,
8035 ”disk edge: off”).

Table 3 shows that the classification accuracy increases with
the number of information components, reaching 95% when
200 information components are used. The corresponding con-
fusion matrix is shown at the Figure 9.

Figure 8: “edge on disk: yes”/“edge on disk: no” (Walmsley et al. (2022)).

Dimensionality Accuracy

1 0.84
2 0.83
3 0.83
5 0.87
10 0.94
20 0.94
50 0.94
100 0.94
200 0.95

Table 3: Dimensionality and corresponding MNR accuracy for LLE combined
with MNR (third example).

Feedforward NN network showed the accuracy of 93%,
which again was lower than the method proposed by us, while
CNN have 95% accuracy, – same as our method.

3.4. How many morphological classes are there actually?
Finally, we consider here the unsupervised classification of

the general dataset without explicitly defining the number of
classes using dimensionality reduction with LLE. In order to
estimate the adequate number of information components that
can be used to represent the image data using manifold learning,
we applied the PCA method (which allows us to conveniently
estimate information loss) to images of all types of galaxies.
The result is shown in Figure 10. It shows that 99% of the
information is retained with 32 components.

To estimate the number of galaxy classes present in the
database, we applied the silhouette and elbow methods in com-
bination with the k-means algorithm. The results are shown in
Figure 11.

From Figure 11 we can conclude that the database contains
about 5 types of galaxies, roughly corresponding to the existing
classification of their types (elliptical, spiral, spiral with bar,
lenticular, irregular). Details on Silhouette and Elbow methods
of assessing the optimal number of clusters can be found in
Appendix A. The code to reproduce all of our results can be
found in public repository1

4. Conclusions and discussion

This paper presents the approach of applying the novel di-
mensionality reduction method, the Locally Linear Embedding,

1https://github.com/mtsizh/galaxy-morphology-manifold-learning
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Figure 9: Confusion matrix for example 3.

Figure 10: Dependence of the amount of preserved information on the number
of information components.

to the large database of galaxy images, the Galaxy Zoo DE-
CaLs. LLE is part of the wider family of methods, called man-
ifold learning, which is meant to effectively simplify the com-
plexity of data while keeping its important connections. With
the reduced number of information components (dimensional-
ity), we performed the morphological classification of galaxy
images. Classification of reduced images morphological sub-
classes with multinominal regression shows competitive results
even with almost no preprocessing of them. The accuracy
reaches 95% for certain types of classification while being com-
putationally much cheaper than more ”traditional” techniques
based on neural networks.

Our final step was unsupervised classification of the whole
dataset with k-means using LLE-reduced images. With silhou-
ette and elbow methods for finding the optimal k value in a
k-means clustering algorithm, it gave a reasonable number of
morphological galaxy classes, between 4 and 5, which coin-
cides with the number of morphological classes that are recog-

Figure 11: Dependence of the outputs of silhouette and elbow methods on the
number of clusters.

nized by human astronomers (elliptical, spiral, spiral with bar
or features, lenticular, irregular). This reaffirms a good fit of
manifold learning methods for the task and shows nice poten-
tial for further development in this direction.

Hence, we can conclude, that LLE and manifold learning
in general can become a handy tool for problems of galaxy
or more generally, image morphological classification in astro-
physics. There are some disadvantages of this method, in par-
ticular, it is not always obvious what dimensionality one should
choose when reducing it, and often a hint from the outside
method is needed. On the other hand, the advantages are more
than clear: dealing with reduced data consumes much less com-
putation power (all of presented here results can be obtained in
few hours on average desktop computer), while the accuracy
is competitive with other methods. The next steps in studying
the application of LLE and manifold learning in this field could
be more intense data filtration and preprocessing before feeding
data to reduce dimensionality and the combination of manifold
learning with more complex classification or clustering meth-
ods.

The nearest future of galaxy observation is quite promising.
Already functioning telescopes such as Euclide (Euclid Collab-
oration et al., 2022) and James Webb Space Telescope (Treu
et al., 2023) are expected to, or are already giving an aston-
ishing new level of detalization when observing morphologies
of galaxies. Moreover, a new kind of morphology classifica-
tion will be needed with start of the observation of SKA (Braun
et al., 2015). Therefore, developing diversified and miscella-
neous classification pipelines for this problem is important. The
one we propose here opens the way for mixing features from
different wavelength. Among other merits are the possibility of
making fast unsupervised classifications of morphology with-
out having a heavy pre-trained model. Hence, we see a deep
potential for developing this approach in the future.
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Appendix A. Description of Silhouette and Elbow methods
for clustering

The silhouette method measures how similar a data point is
to its own cluster compared to other clusters. It assesses both
cluster cohesion (tightness of points within a cluster) and sepa-
ration (distinctness between clusters).

For a data point i:

s(i) =
b(i) − a(i)

max(a(i), b(i))
,

where:

• a(i): Average distance from i to all other points in the same
cluster.

• b(i): Average distance from i to all points in the nearest
neighboring cluster.

• s(i): Silhouette score for point i, ranging from −1 to 1.

Interpretation:

• s(i) ≈ 1: Point i is well-clustered and far from other clus-
ters.

• s(i) ≈ 0: Point i is on or near the boundary between two
clusters.

• s(i) ≈ −1: Point i is poorly clustered and might belong to
a different cluster.

The overall silhouette score for the clustering solution is the
mean silhouette score across all data points:

Average Silhouette Score =
1
N

N∑
i=1

s(i),

where N is the total number of data points.
The elbow method is used to determine the optimal num-

ber of clusters by analyzing the within-cluster sum of squares
(WCSS), which measures the compactness of the clusters. For
k clusters:

WCSS =
k∑

i=1

∑
x∈Ci

∥x − µi∥
2,

where:

• Ci: Cluster i.

• µi: Centroid of cluster Ci.

• ∥x−µi∥
2: Squared Euclidean distance between a data point

x and the cluster centroid µi.

Elbow Point:

• As k increases, WCSS decreases because more clusters re-
duce compactness by assigning points closer to centroids.

• The ”elbow point” is the k where the rate of decrease in
WCSS sharply changes, indicating the optimal number of
clusters.
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