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Abstract

In this work, we propose a novel approach for cosmological parameter estimation and Hubble pa-

rameter reconstruction using Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) networks and Efficient-Kolmogorov-

Arnold Networks (Ef-KAN). LSTM networks are employed to extract features from observational data,

enabling accurate parameter inference and posterior distribution estimation without relying on solv-

able likelihood functions. This method achieves performance comparable to traditional Markov Chain

Monte Carlo (MCMC) techniques, offering a computationally efficient alternative for high-dimensional

parameter spaces. By sampling from the reconstructed data and comparing it with mock data, our de-

signed LSTM constraint procedure demonstrates the superior performance of this method in terms of

constraint accuracy, and effectively captures the degeneracies and correlations between the cosmolog-

ical parameters. Additionally, the Ef-KAN model is introduced to reconstruct the Hubble parameter

H(z) from both observational and mock data. Ef-KAN is entirely data-driven approach, free from prior

assumptions, and demonstrates superior capability in modeling complex, non-linear data distributions.

We validate the Ef-KAN method by reconstructing the Hubble parameter, demonstrating that H(z)

can be reconstructed with high accuracy. By combining LSTM and Ef-KAN, we provide a robust

framework for cosmological parameter inference and Hubble parameter reconstruction, paving the way

for future research in cosmology, especially when dealing with complex datasets and high-dimensional

parameter spaces.

Keywords: cosmological parameters — cosmology: observations — methods: data analysis — methods:

computational methods — methods: neural networks

1. Introduction

In recent years, significant advancements in the ex-

ploration of our universe have been achieved through

the integration of diverse observational datasets, includ-

ing Type Ia supernovae (Riess et al. 2007; Scolnic et al.

2018), Cosmic Microwave Background (Planck Collab-

oration et al. 2014, 2020), and large-scale structures

(Chuang et al. 2017; Pan et al. 2020), among others.

Based on astronomical observation data and theoretical

models, Bayesian inference is a commonly used method

∗cuihongwen@hunnu.edu.cn;
†liutongh@yangtzeu.edu.cn;
†jcwang@hunnu.edu.cn

to infer the posterior distribution of model parame-

ters. Traditional parameter estimation methodologies

primarily depend on the precise computation of likeli-

hood functions. However, the increasing complexity of

observational data and the high-dimensionality of pa-

rameter spaces often render these likelihood functions

computationally intensive or even intractable (Weyant

et al. 2013). In recent years, likelihood-free inference

techniques have garnered considerable attention as a

solution to these challenges. These techniques circum-

vent the direct computation of likelihood functions, with

Approximate Bayesian Computation (ABC; Marjoram

et al. (2003); Bonassi & West (2015)) being one of the

pioneering approaches. The ABC method approximates

the posterior distribution by evaluating the distances
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between simulated and observed data. However, such

method requires a substantial number of simulations,

and its computational cost increases exponentially with

both model complexity and parameter dimensionality,

thereby limiting its applicability in high-dimensional

spaces (Alsing et al. 2019). To overcome these limi-

tations, neural network-based likelihood-free inference

methods have been developed most recently. For in-

stance, Wang et al. (2020a) employed artificial neural

networks (ANNs) for cosmological parameter inference.

Techniques such as Masked Autoregressive Flows (MAF;

Papamakarios et al. (2017)) and Mixture Density Net-

works (MDN; Bishop (1994)) have been widely utilized

to model conditional probability distributions (p(d|θ)).
Building on these advancements, recent work has used

neural networks to infer cosmological parameters from

observational data (Wang et al. 2021; Chen et al. 2023;

Wang et al. 2023). These methods excel in processing

high-dimensional data and complex probability distribu-

tions, opening new pathways for cosmological research.

On the other hand, ANNs, as a powerful non-

parametric method, have demonstrated significant po-

tential in cosmological data analysis due to their robust

nonlinear modeling capabilities and minimal reliance on

assumptions about data distributions (Hornik 1991; Cy-

benko 1989). ANNs excel in handling high-dimensional

data and have been successfully applied to various cos-

mological problems, including the reconstruction of the

Hubble parameter function (Wang et al. 2020b) and the

analysis of OHD. Despite these advancements, ANN

models continue to exhibit certain limitations. They

often struggle to accurately model non-Gaussian distri-

butions or handle strong parameter covariances (Papa-

makarios & Murray 2016; Charnock et al. 2018), and

their performance in processing time series data is fre-

quently hindered by difficulties in capturing long-range

dependencies and sequential features. These challenges

are particularly pronounced in the analysis of OHD. Ad-

ditionally, the incompleteness of existing observational

datasets and the reliance of many methods on specific

cosmological model assumptions further complicate the

reconstruction of the Hubble parameter H(z). See re-

cent references (Wang et al. 2020b; Zhang et al. 2024;

Chen et al. 2024) for more works about ANN in cosmo-

logical data analysis.

In parallel, Gaussian Processes (GP) have emerged

as a widely used non-parametric method in cosmologi-

cal research, valued for their model-independent nature

(Seikel et al. 2012; Shafieloo et al. 2012; Montiel et al.

2014; Cai et al. 2016; Gómez-Valent & Amendola 2018;

Mertens et al. 2018; Liao et al. 2019; Liu et al. 2022,

2025). However, GP methods typically assume that ob-

servational errors follow a Gaussian distribution (Sun

et al. 2021), an assumption that often does not hold

for real-world data. Non-Gaussian observational errors

compromise GP robustness and reconstruction accuracy

(Zhou & Li 2019). Consequently, the applicability of

GP methods must be carefully evaluated, particularly

in cases where data errors exhibit non-Gaussian char-

acteristics. These limitations highlight the necessity of

developing complementary approaches to ensure reliable

and precise reconstructions of cosmological parameters.

While ANNs and GP demonstrate strengths, their chal-

lenges necessitate hybrid approaches combining their ad-

vantages. Future research should prioritize technique

integration, performance optimization, and limitation

breakthroughs to advance cosmological data analysis.

These efforts are vital for achieving accurate reconstruc-

tions with complex observational datasets.

In this study, we present a novel approach based on

Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) networks to address

the challenge of likelihood-free inference for cosmological

parameters using OHD. Unlike traditional ANNs, LSTM

networks are particularly effective in identifying long-

term dependencies and sequential patterns within data

(Hochreiter & Schmidhuber 1997), which makes them

highly suitable for applications in cosmology. Addition-

ally, we introduce the Efficient-Kolmogorov-Arnold Net-

works (Ef-KAN) model (Liu et al. 2025), which approx-

imates unknown data distributions by integrating mul-

tiple simple components into a nonlinear transforma-

tion. Compared to conventional neural network models,

the Ef-KAN demonstrates superior capability in mod-

eling complex and highly non-linear data distributions,

thereby offering enhanced potential for accurate param-

eter reconstruction. We further illustrate the efficacy

of LSTM networks in constraining the Hubble constant

and other cosmological parameters from observational

data. Moreover, by applying LSTM model to the recon-

struction tasks within the Ef-KAN framework, we vali-

date the exceptional performance of the Ef-KAN model

in reconstructing the H(z).

This work is organized as follows: Section 2 introduces

the foundational principles of LSTM networks and the

Ef-KAN model. Section 3 details the data used in this

study, including the acquisition and preprocessing meth-

ods for OHD and simulated datasets. Section 4 begins

with a brief overview of the Markov Chain Monte Carlo

(MCMC) method, compared with LSTM-based param-

eter constraint process. This section also explores the

optimization of LSTM hyper-parameters, data prepro-

cessing techniques, and noise incorporation strategies

during LSTM training. Experimental results demon-

strating the application of LSTM to OHD are also pre-
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sented. Section 5 outlines the methodology for recon-

structing the H(z) using mock data and subsequently

demonstrates the use of LSTM for parameter estima-

tion based on the reconstructed H(z). Finally, Section

6 provides a summary of the main findings of this study

and suggests possible avenues for future research.

2. Method

In this section, we present the methodologies em-

ployed in this study, namely the LSTM networks and

the Ef-KAN model, detailing their theoretical founda-

tions and applications.

2.1. Long Short-Term Memory networks

The LSTM network is a specialized variant of Recur-

rent Neural Networks (RNNs) introduced by Hochreiter

and Schmidhuber (Hochreiter & Schmidhuber 1997),

which has been widely adopted for processing time series

data due to its ability to capture temporal dependencies.

Before delving into the specifics of LSTM, it is essential

to first understand the foundational principles of RNNs.

RNNs are specialized neural networks designed for the

processing of sequential data, allowing information to

flow through the network in a temporal manner. Ow-

ing to their specialized architecture, RNNs demonstrate

strong capabilities in handling tasks that involve tempo-

ral dependencies, for example, in tasks like speech recog-

nition and natural language understanding, and time

series analysis. However, the traditional RNNs archi-

tecture struggles with modeling long-term dependencies

due to the vanishing gradient issue during backpropa-

gation (Hochreiter & Schmidhuber 1998). To overcome

this limitation, LSTM networks were introduced as a

more robust solution for sequence modeling (Hochreiter

& Schmidhuber 1997; Gers et al. 2000; Graves et al.

2013; Jozefowicz et al. 2015).

While LSTM networks share a structural similarity

with RNNs, their individual units are significantly more

complex. Each LSTM unit comprises a memory cell

and three gating mechanisms: the input gate, the for-

get gate, and the output gate. These gates regulate the

flow of information within the unit, determining what

information to retain, discard, or output. This archi-

tecture enables LSTM networks to effectively manage

long-term dependencies in sequential data. The memory

cell, which stores long-term information, works in con-

junction with the gates to control the information flow,

allowing the network to learn and maintain long-range

relationships more effectively than standard RNNs.

At each time step t, the input xt is read by the network

and contributes to the processing of future states, and

the output ht, along with the gate activations it and

ot, is computed. Additionally, the candidate memory

state C̃t is updated conditioned on the previous hidden

state ht−1. With the current input xt and the preceding

hidden state ht−1, the following equations govern the

computations within the LSTM unit:

ft=σ (Wf · [ht−1, xt] + bf ) ,

it=σ (Wi · [ht−1, xt] + bi) ,

ot=σ (Wo · [ht−1, xt] + bo) ,

C̃t=tanh (WC · [ht−1, xt] + bC) . (1)

In the equations above, the subscript t indicates the

current time step, while σ and tanh denote the sig-

moid and hyperbolic tangent activation functions, re-

spectively. The weight matrices Wi, Wf , and Wc are

linked to the input gate, forget gate, and cell state up-

date. Correspondingly, the bias terms bi, bf , bo, and

bc are associated with the respective gates and the cell

state. Notably, these weights and biases are consistent

and shared across all time steps. The resulting gate

outputs and intermediate values are then employed to

update both the cell state Ct and the hidden state ht,

allowing the model to effectively preserve and transmit

information throughout long sequences,

Ct= ft ⊙ Ct−1 + it ⊙ C̃t,

ht= ot ⊙ tanh(Ct). (2)

The operator ⊙ indicates element-wise multiplication

between two quantities. The initial conditions are de-

fined as C0 = 0 for the memory state and h0 = 0 for the

hidden state. In LSTM networks, the forget gate con-

trols whether information from the previous time step’s

memory unit is retained or discarded, where the input

gate is responsible for incorporating and updating in-
coming information. At the same time, the output gate

regulates the flow of information to the output of the

current state. This well-defined gating mechanism en-

ables LSTM networks to efficiently process sequential

data while maintaining robust long-term memory ca-

pabilities, making them particularly effective for tasks

requiring the modeling of temporal dependencies.

In this study, we utilize LSTM networks as an alterna-

tive to the traditional MCMC method for cosmological

parameter estimation. The proposed architecture con-

sists of three hidden LSTM layers followed by a fully

connected layer (FCL). Within this framework, the hid-

den states of the LSTM layers are progressively trans-

formed and projected onto the final output dimensions.

Observational data are fed into the network as input,

and the information is sequentially processed through

each LSTM layer. The output from the final hidden
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Figure 1. The LSTM model introduced in this study is illustrated schematically in the figure. The leftmost box represents the
input layer, which receives input data derived from the OHD. The central box, labeled “LSTM” encapsulates the LSTM modules,
each comprising 256 neurons. These modules are sequentially connected to a dropout layer and a batch normalization layer to
enhance generalization and stabilize training. The final Batch-Normalization layer is linked to a fully connected layer, which
serves as the output layer for generating the estimated parameters. This structured design ensures robust feature extraction
and effective parameter inference from the input data.

layer is then passed through the FCL to generate es-

timates of the cosmological parameters, as illustrated

in Fig. 1. This architecture ensures effective feature

extraction and accurate parameter inference from the

input data.

2.2. Efficient-Kolmogorov-Arnold networks

Kolmogorov-Arnold Networks (KAN) represent a

novel alternative to conventional multi-layer perceptrons

(MLPs), as proposed by Liu et al. (2025). This in-

novative framework integrates B-spline functions with

MLPs, offering a unique approach to neural network de-

sign. The Kolmogorov-Arnold theorem provides the the-

oretical foundation for the ideal initialization of KAN,

where the “spatial elements” are equipped with learning-

based activation functions, distinct from those used in

conventional MLPs. Structurally, KAN adopts a lin-

ear (“axis”) configuration, with each layer comprising

a linear transformation followed by nonlinear activation

functions. The group of activation functions can be for-

mally expressed as:

Xℓ = σℓ(WℓXℓ−1 + bℓ), (3)

where ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , L} is the layer index, Wℓ is the

weight matrix, bℓ is the bias vector, and Xℓ is the in-

put of the ℓ-th layer, where σℓ is the activation func-

tion and can choose rectified linear unit, exponential

linear unit, logistic sigmoid. In contrast, KAN proposes

a different layer operation, where the weight and in-

put are replaced by the trained one-dimensional func-

tion ϕℓ,i,j(Xℓ) (Vaswani et al. 2017), as shown in Fig.

2 (Liu et al. 2025). Each item in the output quantity

xe+1,i is obtained by calculating:

xℓ+1,i =
∑

j∈{1,...,n}

ϕℓ,i,j(xℓ,j). (4)

This can be computed through the matrix-function ex-
pression:

Xℓ+1 = Φℓ(Xℓ), (5)

which provides a convenient expression for Xℓ. Φℓ in-

cludes the functions for each layer, and these functions

are applied to each of the elements of Xℓ and can be de-

scribed by their unique nonlinear transformation meth-

ods.

However, the implementation of the traditional KAN

model necessitates expanding the input into large ten-

sors and computing diverse activation functions, re-

sulting in substantial memory consumption. To mit-

igate this issue, we employ an optimized version

termed Efficient-KAN. Ef-KAN utilizes an enhanced

nonlinear activation function, which reduces computa-

tional complexity and optimizes gradient propagation,

thereby facilitating more efficient network training. Fur-

thermore, Ef-KAN incorporates a novel regularization
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Figure 2. Left: Diagram of a single neuron in a Multilayer
Perceptron network. Right: Diagram of a single neuron in a
KAN, where the boxes represent one-dimensional functions.

technique—weight-based L1 regularization—to enhance

generalization capabilities while preserving KAN’s ro-

bust performance in high-dimensional data modeling.

Although Ef-KAN retains the core network architecture

of KAN, its optimization strategies enable more efficient

computations and more stable training processes.

In the neural network architecture developed for this

study, we utilize four hidden layers of the Ef-KAN struc-

ture, as illustrated in Fig. 3. Ef-KAN builds upon

the traditional continuous activation function frame-

work but represents each cosmological parameter as a

spline-based activation function. This approach allows

the network to learn splines as activation functions, en-

abling the modeling of more complex and nonlinear rela-

tionships. Ef-KAN applies splines to the hidden layers

and, through specialized training, effectively captures

intricate patterns within the data. As demonstrated in

our research, Ef-KAN provides a more accurate repre-

sentation of cosmological structures by addressing chal-

lenges related to data fitting and structural complexity,

thereby achieving higher precision in parameter estima-

tion and improved interpretability. Additionally, the Ef-

KAN architecture offers a clearer and more intuitive de-

sign compared to traditional neural networks, enhancing

both usability and understanding.

3. DATA

In this section, we introduce the real OHD and the

method for mock H(z) data.

3.1. The real OHD

The measurement of the Hubble parameter H(z) is

essential for studying the evolution and energy density

of the universe, as it offers valuable insights into the

core properties of the Universe’s expansion rate. The

primary method for obtaining H(z) is through various

observational techniques.

One approach to estimating the Hubble parameter

H(z) involves measuring the Baryon Acoustic Oscilla-

tions (BAOs) feature (Gaztañaga et al. 2009; Blake et al.

Figure 3. The structure of the Ef-KAN, which includes
input layers and multiple hidden layers (Φ1, Φ2, Φ3,Φ4) and
output layers. In the hidden layers, the connections between
the nodes are represented by learned spline functions, which
allow the network to better capture the complex relationships
in the data.

2012; Samushia et al. 2013). However, the H(z) data

obtained from the BAO method are inherently contin-

gent upon specific cosmological model assumptions, par-

ticularly requiring precise knowledge of the comoving

BAO scale, such as the sound horizon. This reliance

on model-dependent parameters may limit the appli-

cability of BAO-based H(z) measurements in model-

independent cosmological analyses.

An alternative method employs cosmic chronometers,

which estimate the evolution of H(z) by analyzing the

age discrepancy between galaxy populations evolving

passively at varying redshifts. This approach offers a

significant advantage, as it does not rely on cosmological

model assumptions (Jimenez & Loeb 2002; Jesus et al.

2018). Specifically, the Hubble parameter is derived

from the differential redshift evolution ∆z/∆t of these

galaxies, providing a direct and model-independent es-

timate of H(z). This makes the cosmic chronometer

method particularly valuable for testing cosmological

models and constraining the expansion history of the

Universe. The Hubble parameter is calculated as:

H(z) ≈ − 1

1 + z

∆z

∆t
. (6)

where ∆z represents the redshift difference and ∆t cor-

responds to the age difference between the galaxy pop-

ulations. This formula makes the determination of the

Hubble parameters reliable and does not require any cos-

mological assumptions.

We have utilized the most recent compilation of 32

H(z) measurements (Jimenez et al. 2003; Moresco et al.
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Table 1. Measurements of H(z) data using the age differ-
ence between different galaxy populations.

z H(z) (km s−1 Mpc−1) References

0.09 69± 12 Jimenez et al. (2003)

0.17 83± 8

0.27 77± 14

0.4 95± 17

0.9 117± 23 Simon et al. (2005)

1.3 168± 17

1.43 177± 18

1.53 140± 14

1.75 202± 40

0.48 97± 62 Stern et al. (2010)

0.88 90± 40

0.1791 75± 4

0.1993 75± 5

0.3519 83± 14

0.5929 104± 13 Moresco et al. (2012)

0.6797 92± 8

0.7812 105± 12

0.8754 125± 17

1.037 154± 20

0.07 69± 19.6

0.12 68.6± 26.2 Zhang et al. (2014)

0.2 72.9± 29.6

0.28 88.8± 36.6

1.363 160± 33.6 Moresco (2015)

1.965 186.5± 50.4

0.3802 83± 13.5

0.4004 77± 10.2

0.4247 87.1± 11.2 Moresco et al. (2016)

0.44497 92.8± 12.9

0.4783 80.9± 9

0.47 89± 49.6 Ratsimbazafy et al. (2017)

0.80 113.1± 28.2 Jiao et al. (2023)

2012; Moresco 2015; Moresco et al. 2016), including the

latest H(z) measurements provided by Jiao et al. (2023)

based on LEGAC-C survey observations, through an

analysis of the spectra of 350 luminous red galaxies.

Based on the above data, the currently available H(z)

data points for analysis total 32, as shown in Table 1.

This dataset covers redshift range from 0.07 to 1.965.

The new measurements by Jiao et al. (2023) at z = 0.80

provide more precise data, supporting further research

on the evolution of Universe.

3.2. The mock H(z) dataset

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00
redshift

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

H
(z

) [
km

 s
1  M

pc
1 ]

Figure 4. The error of the mock H(z) reconstructed via
linear regression. The red solid dots represent the observa-
tion error of H(z). The heuristic boundaries σ+ and σ− are
shown by two green solid lines. The solid line represents the
estimated average uncertainty σz.

We assume a flat ΛCDM model and adopt the Hubble

constant H0 = 67.4 km s−1 Mpc−1, and the matter den-

sity parameter Ωm = 0.31 (Planck Collaboration et al.

2020) to mock H(z) dataset, which is:

H(z) = H0

√
Ωm(1 + z)3 +ΩΛ , (7)

where cosmological constant term is ΩΛ = 1− Ωm. We

assume that the mock H(z) dataset of redshift distribu-

tion follows a Gamma distribution, which approximates

the observed H(z) dataset in Table 1:

p(x;α, λ) =
λα

Γ(α)
xα−1e−λx , (8)

where α and λ are shape parameter and scale parameter,

respectively, and Γ is the Gamma function:

Γ(α) =

∫ ∞

0

e−xxα−1dx . (9)

Following the method by Wang et al. (2020a), we as-

sume a linear relationship between the error in H(z)

and redshift. Specifically, a polynomial fit yields σ0 =

9.72z + 14.87 (blue dashed line), representing the aver-

age error of H(z) at a given redshift. Next, we select

two symmetric green solid lines: σ− = 2.92z + 4.46 and

σ+ = 16.52z + 25.28, ensuring that most data points

lie within this region. Finally, we generate random er-

rors σ̃(z) using a Gaussian distribution N(σ0(z), ϵ
2(z)),

where ϵ(z) = (σ+−σ−)/4, ensuring that σ̃(z) falls within

this region with 95% probability. By employing Eq. 7,

we generate the standard value of the Hubble parame-

ter Hfid(z). This standard value is adjusted by adding a
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random simulation ∆H that follows a normal distribu-

tion N(0, σ̃(z)). Therefore, the final simulated Hubble

parameter can be generated using the formula:

Hmock,i = Hfid(zi) + ∆Hi, (10)

The uncertainty is represented by the unknown quantity

σ̃(z). This setup enables the generation of simulated

Hubble parameter samples with expected redshift error

distributions based on the assumed ΛCDM model. The

final mock 32 H(z) data points and their corresponding

uncertainties are illustrated in Fig. 4.

4. LSTM parameter inference process

In this section, we first provide a brief introduction

to the commonly used traditional parameter inference

method, MCMC. Then, we will give a detailed intro-

duction to our LSTM parameter inference program.

4.1. Traditional MCMC parameter inference

To better illustrate traditional parameter inference

methods, we use the OHD as a case study. The obser-

vational dataset is defined as z = (z1, · · · , zN )T , with

the corresponding Hubble parameter H(z) represented

as Hobs = (Hobs,1, · · · , Hobs,N )T , where N is the num-

ber of observed H(z) data points. The free parameters

to be derived from Hobs and z are represented as a D-

dimensional vector θ = (θ1, · · · , θD)T . For instance, for

the flat ΛCDM model, θ = (H0,Ωm)T . To determine

the values of these parameters, it is necessary to esti-

mate the likelihood P (Hobs|θ). Given the prior P (θ),

the posterior distribution of the parameters P (θ|Hobs)

can be determined. For OHD, it is commonly assumed

that the data follow a Gaussian distribution, and thus

parameter inference is traditionally performed through

χ2 analysis. Assuming the data errors Hobs have a co-

variance matrix σ = (σi)
T , which conforms to a Gaus-

sian distribution with a diagonal covariance matrix (as

assumed in e.g., (Ma & Zhang 2011)), the likelihood

L(θ) can be written as:

L(θ) = P (Hobs|θ) =

(∏
i

1√
2πσ2

i

)
exp

(
−χ2

2

)
,

(11)

where the χ2 statistic is:

χ2 =
∑
i

[Hth(zi;θ)−Hobs,i]
2

σ2
i

. (12)

Furthermore, Hth(zi;θ) is the Hubble parameter at zi
predicted by the theoretical model. Under the prior

knowledge distribution P (θ), the posterior distribution

is obtained through Bayesian inference:

P (θ|Hobs) ∝ P (Hobs|θ)P (θ). (13)

Based on the above formula, we evaluate the likelihood

and calculate the posterior distribution. Given that

the parameter space is typically high-dimensional, this

process necessitates multidimensional integration. Con-

sequently, the likelihood L(θ) is commonly estimated

using MCMC methods (Lewis & Bridle 2002; Chris-

tensen et al. 2001). MCMC constructs a stochastic

random walk through the parameter space, approximat-

ing the posterior distribution (e.g., a Gaussian distribu-

tion). The procedure involves initializing the parame-

ters, defining the target distribution (analogous to the

prior distribution), and employing sampling algorithms

(such as the Metropolis-Hastings method) to guide the

chain toward high-probability regions of the parame-

ter space, thereby generating samples from the poste-

rior distribution. The chain eventually converges to the

most probable parameter values, with statistical met-

rics such as the χ2 method used to estimate param-

eter uncertainties. However, MCMC methods, which

rely onχ2 analysis, encounter challenges when process-

ing complex likelihood functions, particularly those that

are computationally intractable or highly non-linear. To

address these limitations, recent studies have proposed

an LSTM-based neural network model for cosmological

parameter inference, offering a more efficient and scal-

able alternative to traditional MCMC approaches.

4.2. LSTM network and hyperparameters

In addressing parameter estimation tasks, we utilized

a neural network architecture based on LSTM network

to capture the intricate relationships between observa-

tional data and cosmological parameters, with the fi-

nal output mapping achieved through fully connected

layers. Prior to conducting parameter estimation, it is

essential to select an appropriate set of hyperparame-
ters, including the number of input and output nodes,

the dimensionality of hidden states in the LSTM layers,

the number of network layers, the learning rate, and the

batch size. Currently, there is no definitive experimen-

tal evidence or theoretical framework to determine the

optimal network structure for a specific task; thus, the

design of the neural network architecture often relies on

empirical knowledge and iterative experimentation.

For this study, we constructed a stacked network con-

sisting of three LSTM layers, each configured with a

hidden state dimension of 256. Between each LSTM

layer, we incorporated dropout operations with a rate

of 0.25. This means that during each forward pass in

the training process, 25% of the neurons in each LSTM

layer are randomly deactivated (set to zero). This tech-

nique reduces the model’s over-reliance on specific neu-

rons, mitigates the risk of overfitting, and enhances the
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model’s generalization capabilities on unseen data. The

network’s output is derived from the LSTM features at

the last time step and is subsequently fed into a fully

connected layer. This fully connected layer maps the

high-dimensional features into the target output space,

enabling precise parameter estimation.

The learning rate, a critical hyperparameter for ad-

justing the network’s weights, was initially set to 10−3

in our experiments. During the training process, it is

gradually decayed to 10−8. This approach ensures rapid

convergence during the initial stages of training while al-

lowing the model to fine-tune and approach the optimal

solution more precisely in later stages. The batch size

is dynamically adjusted based on the number of train-

ing samples to maintain a fixed number of iterations per

training epoch. The training process is divided into sev-

eral rounds, with each round consisting of a consistent

number of iterations, thereby ensuring a sufficient to-

tal number of iterations for robust model training. This

comprehensive training strategy stabilizes the loss func-

tion and effectively promotes model convergence, ulti-

mately enhancing the accuracy and reliability of the pa-

rameter estimation.

4.3. Training set

LSTM networks are used in this study to learn the re-

lationship between observed data and cosmological pa-

rameters. To ensure that LSTM can make accurate

predictions for observational data, it is trained to pre-

dict all possible true values of the parameters. In this

study, we follow the method of Wang et al. (2020a),

where the parameter values are taken from the range

[P − 5σp, P +5σp], with P representing the mean of the

posterior distribution of the parameter and σp being the

corresponding 1σ error. This range of parameters space

is designed to effectively cover the posterior distribu-

tion of the parameter. During training, we ensure that

the LSTM model generalizes well across this parame-

ter space, thereby enhancing the training performance

of the LSTM.

4.4. Data preprocessing and noise enhancement

strategy

In supervised learning, in order to improve the model’s

ability to generalize to test data, the training data needs

to match the distribution of the test data. In this

study, the test set represents the observed data. These

data typically exhibit measurement errors, which arise

from measurement discrepancies and are modeled as

N(X,σ2), where X is the mean of the observed data,

and σ is the corresponding measurement error. There-

fore, to enhance the model’s generalization capability,

we perform preprocessing and augmentation to ensure a

better match of the observed data distribution.

Due to the differences in the magnitudes of different

cosmological parameters, which may affect the train-

ing results, we first perform parameter scaling on the

training data to reduce the feature values, bringing their

range closer to 1. Then, we apply the Z-Score normaliza-

tion method for further processing of the training data.

z =
x− µ

σ
, (14)

where µ and σ represent the mean and standard devia-

tion of the observed value X or the cosmological param-

eter P .

To avoid the discrepancies between the training data

and the true observational data distribution, which may

reduce the model’s performance, we add high-frequency

noise during the training phase (Wang et al. 2020a).

According to research (Bishop 1995), noise is introduced

into the data as a form of regularization, which helps im-

prove the model’s generalization ability. In each train-

ing iteration, Gaussian noise N(0, Aσ2) is added to each

sample, where A is a constant. The noise samples are

different in each iteration, and after a sufficient number

of training iterations, the LSTM model can better learn

the characteristics of the observational data. Further-

more, to further reduce small network-specific experi-

mental data deviations, we assume A follows a distribu-

tion N(0, 0.25σ2) (Wang et al. 2020a).

4.5. Training process and parameter inference

After the preprocessing operation in the previous sec-

tion, we outline our method for training on the LSTM

parameter inference model and predict cosmological pa-

rameters.

1. Initializing the parameter space: Use the specified
initial range as the initial parameter space for cosmolog-

ical parameters;

2. Simulating training data: In this process, we use

the method described in Section 4.3 to generate a large

number of parameter samples in the parameter space,

through which the model obtains simulated training

data corresponding to the theoretical model;

3. Training the LSTM parameter inference model:

The model generated in step 2 is processed through the

method described in Section 4.4, and these data are used

to train the LSTM neural network. After training, the

neural network can predict the parameter values from

the simulated data;

4. Parameter prediction: Use the trained LSTM pa-

rameter inference model to predict cosmological param-

eters for actual observational data through multiple it-

erations of predictions: Firstly, the model makes pre-
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dictions in a sequential manner, generating a variety of

different predictions; Then, each group of observations

produces corresponding LSTM model outputs, yielding

the predicted set of parameters.

We generate parameter prediction results and con-

struct a parameter sample chain, i.e., comprising ap-

proximately 10,000 samples of (H0,Ωm). It is crucial to

note that the first sample in the chain must be gen-

erated based on the parameters obtained after train-

ing the initial parameter space model, as the training

data may exhibit biases in the parameter sample distri-

bution. Although the initial parameter samples in the

chain may not fully align with the true distribution of

the observational data, they are still utilized to approx-

imate the true posterior distribution. For instance, in

the flat ΛCDM model, if the distribution of the param-

eter H0 is centered around the prior and the parameter

range does not require extensive exploration, the range

of H0 can be estimated as [70−∆, 70+∆], where ∆ is a

specific constant. A similar procedure is applied to other

parameters. After an additional training iteration, the

subsequent model data will more closely approximate

the true distribution of cosmological parameters, with

the sample chain converging toward the true posterior

distribution in the parameter space. This iterative re-

finement of the parameter space allows us to augment

the training data, thereby enhancing the precision of the

LSTM model’s training.

Through repeated iterations of this process, the pa-

rameter space gradually converges. When a predefined

convergence criterion is met (the variation in parame-

ter estimates becomes sufficiently small), we combine

all generated parameter chains for subsequent parame-

ter inference tasks. This approach ensures robust and

accurate parameter estimation by iteratively refining the

parameter space and improving the model’s alignment

with the true underlying distribution.

4.6. Applications for OHD

In our analysis, the model parameters used to infer

the Hubble parameter rely on the method described in

Section 3.2. In the ΛCDM cosmological model, the fidu-

cial values of the cosmological parameters are set as

H0 = 67.4 km s−1 Mpc−1 and Ωm = 0.314. In this case,

only two key parameters, namely the Hubble constant

H0 and the matter density parameter Ωm, are required

for the analysis. First, we use the Python package emcee

(Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013) to perform the analysis of

the cosmological parameters using the MCMC method.

In this process, we generate 100,000 MCMC chains and

use the corner tool to analyze these chains and compute
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Figure 5. The 2-D plots and 1-D marginalized distribu-
tions with 1-σ and 2-σ contours of cosmological parameters
using the LSTMmethod (blue solid line) and MCMCmethod
(green dashed line) from 32 real OHD.

the best-fit values for each parameter, along with their

corresponding 1σ uncertainties (see Table 2).

Secondly, we employ the LSTM method (for a detailed

description, see Section 2.1) to independently fit the cos-

mological parameters. Specifically, we use the OHD as

input to predict the values of two cosmological parame-

ters. In practice, to determine the initial ranges of these

two parameters, we set the range for H0 to [0, 100], and

the initial range for Ωm to [0.0, 0.595]. After training,

the LSTM model takes OHD as input and outputs the

predicted values of H0 and Ωm.

During the model training process, we used 2,000 sim-

ulated H(z) data sets to initially train the LSTM, and

following the specific training procedure outlined in Sec-

tion 4.5, we ultimately obtained 3 cosmological param-

eter chains. Based on these results, we calculated the

best-fit values of the parameters along with their 1σ er-

ror ranges and compared and analyzed these with the

results from the MCMC method. The results show

that the overall deviations between the LSTM method

and the MCMC method are very close, with the rela-

tive deviation for H0 being only 0.128%, and for Ωm

it is 2.51%. This indicates that the results from the

LSTM method are highly consistent with those from

the MCMC method. We also separately calculated the

deviations of the parameter inference results from the

MCMC and LSTM models compared to the benchmark.
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Table 2. The best-fitting values and 1σ uncertainty results
of H0, Ωm and ΩΛ using the OHD with the MCMC and
LSTM methods.

Parameters MCMC LSTM

H0 [km/s/Mpc] 67.86+3.10
−3.22 67.77+3.12

−3.02

Ωm 0.31+0.07
−0.04 0.32+0.07

−0.04

ΩΛ 0.69+0.04
−0.07 0.68+0.04

−0.07

Specifically for H0, the absolute deviation of the MCMC

method is 0.148σ, while the LSTMmethod has a slightly

smaller absolute deviation of 0.118σ, bringing it closer

to the benchmark value. For Ωm, the absolute devia-

tion of the MCMC method is 0.045σ, and for the LSTM

method, it is 0.071σ. Additionally, to visually present

the results, we plotted Fig. 5, where the fitting re-

sults from the LSTM method almost completely coin-

cide with those from the MCMC method. Thus, the

LSTM method performs well in constraining cosmolog-

ical parameters, effectively reproducing the analysis re-

sults from the MCMC method, thereby further demon-

strating the reliability of the experimental results and

the credibility of the method.

5. Reconstruction of H(z) and parameter

constraints

In this section, we will illustrate how to use the simu-

lated data generated in Section 3.2 to train and predict

Hubble parameters in the redshift range of [0, 2] with
the Ef-KAN model.

5.1. Ef-KAN model training

The goal of Ef-KAN is to construct an approximate

function model based on the mapping relationship be-

tween input and output data. In this section, Ef-KAN

relates redshift z with the Hubble parameter H(z) and

the uncertainty based on H(z) data. Therefore, the in-

put to the Ef-KAN model is redshift z, and the out-

puts are the corresponding H(z) values and their er-

rors σH(z). Before inputting the data into the Ef-KAN

model, we performed Z-score normalization on the data

according to the Eq. (14) given in Section 4.4, and af-

ter output, we performed inverse normalization to re-

turn the data to its original scale. As mentioned in

Section 2.2, to transform the Kolmogorov-Arnold rep-

resentation into a learnable neural network model, we

need to parameterize it, that is, parameterize the activa-

tion functions as B-splines. We introduce basis functions

b(x) (similar to residual connections), and the activation

function ϕ(x) is the sum of b(x) and spline functions:

ϕ(x) = wbb(x) + ws spline(x), (15)

where b(x) is defined as follows:

b(x) = silu(x) =
x

1 + e−x
, (16)

and the spline function spline(x) is parameterized as a

linear combination of B-splines:

spline(x) =
∑
i

ciBi(x). (17)

For B-splines, the function maintains the same continu-

ity within its domain and at the knots, and its polyno-

mial expression can be expressed by the Cox-de Boor

recursion formula as follows:

Bi,0(x) :=

1 if ti ≤ x < ti+1

0 otherwise,
(18)

Bi,k(x) :=
x− ti

ti+k − ti
Bi,k−1 +

ti+k+1 − x

ti+k+1 − ti+1
Bi+1,k−1,

(19)

where ti is the knot vector that defines the positions of

the segments, and k is the degree of the B-spline. For

instance, k = 1 is linear, k = 2 is quadratic, and k = 3

is cubic.

Theoretically, ωb and ωs are redundant parameters

because they can be absorbed into b(x) and spline(x).

However, we retain these factors in this work as they are

also trainable, allowing for some degree of modulation of

the overall amplitude of the activation function. There-

fore, as presented in the right diagram of Fig. 6 (Liu

et al. 2025), the parameters that Ef-KAN truly needs

to learn are the coefficients ci in front of the B-spline

basis functions here. We initialize the activation func-

tion with ωb = 1 and spline(x) ≈ 0, and the weights

ω0 are initialized using the Xavier method, similar to

initializing an MLP.

In supervised learning tasks, data is commonly split

into training, validation, and test sets. The training set

is used for model training, The training set is utilized

to train the model, the validation set helps to fine-tune

hyperparameters (like learning rate, hidden layers, and

neurons), and the test set serves as performance evalu-

ation. However, in this task, we used all the simulated

H(z) data for training, aiming to approximate a func-

tion, so we did not use separate validation and test sets.
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Figure 6. Left : Symbols of activations flowing through the network. Right : The activation function is parameterized with
B-splines, which allows switching between coarse and fine grids.

Nevertheless, hyperparameter optimization remains

an important step in building an efficient and robust ma-

chine learning model. Hyperparameters are parameters

that are not automatically learned from data during the

training process but are manually set by the user. In this

study, we primarily focus on the number of hidden layers

and the number of neurons per layer. Following the re-

search approach of Zhang et al. (2024), we employed grid

search method to determine the optimal combination of

hyperparameters. We set the number of hidden layers

in the Ef-KAN network to [1, 2, 3, 4], and the range of

neuron counts to [100, 200, 300, 400, 500, 600, 700]. The

grid search is an exhaustive method that lists all possible

hyperparameter combinations, and LaValle et al. (2004)

have demonstrated its effectiveness in hyperparameter

tuning. Finally, we identified a model with a three-layer

Ef-KAN network, with each layer having [200, 200, 100]

neurons respectively.

5.2. Reconstruction of Hubble parameter and

comparing with other models

Using the grid search method, we obtained the best-

performing Ef-KAN model. Using this optimal Ef-KAN

model, after training with mock data, we input a series

of redshifts into the network model and obtained a se-

quence of Hubble parameters with errors, effectively re-

constructing the Hubble parameters in the [0, 2] redshift

range. The results are shown in Fig. 7. The reconstruc-

tion shows that at low and medium redshifts, the recon-

structed Hubble parameters almost coincide with the

ΛCDM standard model, with slight deviations at high

redshifts, consistent with the distribution of current ac-

tual observational data. Overall, our Ef-KAN model can

achieve good reconstruction results when trained with a

limited amount of mock data.

We used the same method described in Section 5.1

to find the optimal hyperparameters for the network,

and identified the optimal models for LSTM and ANN.

Similarly, we used mock Hubble parameters to recon-
struct H(z) in the [0, 2] redshift range, and compared

the reconstruction structures with the Ef-KAN model,

as shown in Fig. 7. Visualization shows that the best-

fit values of the Ef-KAN model coincide most with the

flat ΛCDM model. We used coefficient of determina-

tion R2 (Fisher 1922) to quantify the accuracy of the

H(z) reconstruction results. The R2 is a commonly used

evaluation metric in regression analysis, measuring the

model’s explanatory power of the target variable and re-

flecting the fit between predicted and actual values. The

formula for calculating R2 is:

R2 = 1− SSres

SStot
, (20)

where SStot is the total sum of squares and SSres is the

residual sum of squares.
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In general, the closer the R2 value is to 1, the bet-

ter the model fits the data, and the more variability of

the target variable it can explain; conversely, the closer

the R2 value is to 0, the worse the model’s explanatory

power. Additionally, to more comprehensively evaluate

model performance, we also used the Mean Absolute

Error (MAE) (Bickel & Doksum (1977)) and the Akaike

Information Criterion (AIC) (Akaike 1974). AIC ac-

counts for both the goodness of fit (likelihood) and the

complexity (free parameter count) of the model, where

a lower value indicates better model performance. MAE

calculates the deviation between the predicted and ac-

tual outcomes of a regression model by calculating the

average of the absolute errors between predictions and

actuals; the smaller it is, the higher the model’s predic-

tive accuracy.

From the data in Table 3, it is apparent that the

Ef-KAN model performs best among all three met-

rics. Specifically, the Ef-KAN model has an R2 value

of 0.9975, indicating excellent fit and a strong ability

to explain the variability of the target variable. Addi-

tionally, its AIC value is 40.18, significantly lower than

the LSTM (57.86) and ANN (81.60) models, indicating

that the Ef-KAN model has lower complexity and bet-

ter goodness of fit. The Ef-KAN model’s MAE is 1.43,

meaning that the average absolute error between its pre-

dicted and actual values is small, further demonstrating

its advantage in precision.

In contrast, both the LSTM and ANN models perform

worse than the Ef-KAN model across all metrics. Al-

though the LSTM has an R2 value of 0.9962, indicating

strong fitting capability, its AIC and MAE values are

significantly higher than those of the Ef-KAN model,

suggesting that the LSTM lacks in model complexity

and predictive accuracy. The ANN model has the lowest

R2 value (0.9929) and the highest AIC and MAE values,

indicating that it performs the worst among the three

models. In summary, the Ef-KAN model performed the

best in this experiment, providing the optimal balance

between fitting precision, model complexity, and predic-

tive accuracy.

5.3. Estimation with reconstructed H(z)

Since the reliability of our proposed LSTM parameter

inference method was demonstrated in Section 4, and

it outperformed the MCMC method in parameter infer-

ence, we employed this LSTM model to constrain cos-

mological parameters. The model’s parameter settings

are referenced in Section 4.2. We used 32 mock data to

obtain the posterior distribution of cosmological param-

eters estimated by the LSTM model and the final results

are shown in Fig. 8, with results of H0 = 66.93+5.22
−5.88
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Figure 7. The comparison of results for reconstructing the
Hubble parameter using different methods. The gray area
and black line represent the 1σ confidence interval and the
best-fitting values for the Ef-KAN model, the green area and
green line indicate the corresponding results for the ANN
model, the blue area and blue line represent the results for
LSTM model, and the red dashed line represents the fiducial
ΛCDM model with the best-fitting values.
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Figure 8. The LSTMmodel infers the posterior distribution
by randomly selecting 32 sets of data from the reconstructed
H(z) data (green solid line) and from the mock H(z) data
(blue dashed line).

km s−1 Mpc−1, Ωm = 0.31+0.10
−0.05 and ΩΛ = 0.69+0.05

−0.10.

To perform a more comprehensive comparison, we also

randomly selected 32 data points from the Ef-KAN re-

constructed H(z) data and used the LSTM model to

constrain cosmological parameters. The posterior dis-
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Table 3. The performance of the three models (Ef-KAN,
LSTM, and ANN) based on R2, AIC, and MAE metrics.

Model R2 AIC MAE

Ef-KAN 0.9975 40.18 1.43

LSTM 0.9962 57.86 2.23

ANN 0.9929 81.60 3.06

tribution estimated by the LSTM model is also shown

in Fig. 8, giving results of H0 = 65.54+6.57
−5.65 km s−1

Mpc−1, Ωm = 0.30+0.11
−0.04 and ΩΛ = 0.70+0.04

−0.11. These

results indicate that our proposed LSTM-based param-

eter inference method is robust and consistent across dif-

ferent datasets, further validating its reliability in cos-

mological parameter estimation. The close agreement

between the results obtained from the mock data and

the Ef-KAN reconstructed H(z) data suggests that the

LSTM model is capable of accurately capturing the un-

derlying cosmological constraints, even when applied to

observational data with inherent uncertainties.

Moreover, the precision of the inferred parameters,

particularly the tight constraints on cosmological pa-

rameters, highlights the potential of the LSTM model

as a powerful tool for cosmological analysis. The slight

variations in the inferred values of cosmological param-

eters between the two datasets are within the expected

statistical fluctuations, further reinforcing the consis-

tency of the method. In addition to the parameter con-

straints, the posterior distributions shown in Fig. 8 pro-
vide valuable insights into the degeneracies and correla-

tions between the cosmological parameters. The LSTM

model effectively captures these relationships.

6. Conclusions and Discussions

This study demonstrates the effectiveness of LSTM

networks and Ef-KAN models in cosmological param-

eter estimation and Hubble parameter reconstruction.

LSTM networks, with their ability to capture long-term

dependencies in sequential data, provide a powerful tool

for likelihood-free inference, achieving results compara-

ble to traditional MCMC methods. The Ef-KAN model,

on the other hand, excels in reconstructing the Hub-

ble parameter from real observational and mock data,

offering a data-driven approach that does not rely on

prior assumptions. Our experiments show that the re-

constructed H(z) closely matches the ΛCDM model,

particularly at low and medium redshifts, with slight

deviations at higher redshifts, consistent with current

observational data.

The LSTM-based parameter inference method outper-

forms traditional MCMC in terms of computational ef-

ficiency and scalability, making it particularly suitable

for high-dimensional parameter spaces. The Ef-KAN

model, with its ability to model complex, non-linear

data distributions, provides a more accurate and inter-

pretable framework for Hubble parameter reconstruc-

tion. Together, these methods offer a robust and effi-

cient approach to cosmological data analysis, addressing

the limitations of traditional techniques such as GP and

ANN. However, some challenges remain. The training

process for LSTM and Ef-KAN networks can be com-

plex, especially when handling high-dimensional data,

and further optimization strategies are needed to en-

hance model stability and generalization. Additionally,

while LSTM networks can approximate the true poste-

rior distribution effectively, estimation errors may still

occur under extreme conditions. Future studies should

aim to combine additional observational data with the-

oretical models to enhance the effectiveness of these ap-

proaches. Future work could involve applying the LSTM

model to larger and more diverse datasets, including

those from upcoming cosmological surveys, to further

test its robustness and scalability. Additionally, explor-

ing the integration of the LSTM model with other ma-

chine learning techniques or traditional statistical meth-

ods could enhance its performance and provide even

more precise constraints on cosmological parameters.

In conclusion, LSTM networks and Ef-KAN models

represent significant advancements in cosmological pa-

rameter inference and Hubble parameter reconstruction.

As computational capabilities improve and more data

becomes available, these data-driven methods are ex-
pected to play an increasingly important role in advanc-

ing our understanding of the universe. The combina-

tion of LSTM and Ef-KAN offers a promising direction

for future cosmological research, particularly in address-

ing the challenges posed by complex datasets and high-

dimensional parameter spaces.
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