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ABSTRACT

We present a novel approach to reconstruct gas and dark matter projected density maps of galaxy
clusters using score-based generative modeling. Our diffusion model takes in mock SZ and X-ray
images as conditional inputs, and generates realizations of corresponding gas and dark matter maps
by sampling from a learned data posterior. We train and validate the performance of our model by
using mock data from a hydrodynamical cosmological simulation. The model accurately reconstructs
both the mean and spread of the radial density profiles in the spatial domain to within 5%, indicating
that the model is able to distinguish between clusters of different sizes. In the spectral domain,
the model achieves close-to-unity values for the bias and cross-correlation coefficients, indicating that
the model can accurately probe cluster structures on both large and small scales. Our experiments
demonstrate the ability of score models to learn a strong, nonlinear, and unbiased mapping between
input observables and fundamental density distributions of galaxy clusters. These diffusion models can
be further fine-tuned and generalized to not only take in additional observables as inputs, but also real

observations and predict unknown density distributions of galaxy clusters.

1. INTRODUCTION

Galaxy clusters are the largest gravitationally bound
systems in the universe, typically comprised of hundreds
of galaxies and a hot intracluster medium (ICM) em-
bedded in a dark matter halo. The cluster mass scales
with galaxy velocity dispersion, a relation famously used
to postulate the presence of dark matter in the Coma
cluster (Zwicky 1933). The number density of galaxy
clusters as a function of their mass is a cosmological
probe, and is sensitive to the distribution and evolution
of large-scale structures in the cosmic web. See Allen
et al. (2011) and Kravtsov & Borgani (2012) for reviews.
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The primary baryonic component of galaxy clus-
ters is the ICM, a hot, ionized gas that is observ-
able over a range of wavelengths. The plasma radiates
through thermal bremsstrahlung (free-free) emission at
X-ray energies. The free electrons upscatter the cosmic
microwave background (CMB) through the Sunyaev-
Zel’dovich (SZ, Sunyaev & Zeldovich 1972) effect and
is detected at microwave frequencies. Observations of
the ICM can be used as a mass proxy, a way to infer the
underlying mass from observables, and both X-ray (e.g.
Vikhlinin et al. 2006; Pratt et al. 2009; Mantz et al.
2016; Giles et al. 2017) and SZ (e.g. Marriage et al.
2011; Reichardt et al. 2013; Hilton et al. 2021; Melin
et al. 2021; Bleem et al. 2024) observations of clusters
have been utilized in this way. These mass proxies may
either be derived from first principles or calibrated on
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cluster simulations (e.g. Kravtsov et al. 2006; Kay et al.
2012; Wadekar et al. 2023a).

Recently, machine learning models have been shown to
improve standard estimates of galaxy cluster mass, us-
ing observables such as line-of-sight velocities and pro-
jected radial distances (e.g. Ho et al. 2019; Kodi Ra-
manah et al. 2020, 2021; Ho et al. 2021, 2022), X-ray
(e.g. Ntampaka et al. 2019; Green et al. 2019; Han et al.
2020; Ho et al. 2023) and SZ (e.g. Cohn & Battaglia
2019; Wadekar et al. 2023b). However, compared to
standard estimates of cluster mass, estimating the pro-
jected 2D mass map is even more informative: knowing
the mass map at different radii not only estimates cluster
abundance but also better constrains lensing maps and
dark matter models. Finally, since clusters effectively
act as giant telescopes to magnify and find high redshift
galaxies and quasars, having a model that accurately
produces the mass map is crucial. To do so, we will
need a machine learning model that can produce images
rather than single-number estimates for the mass.

Concurrently, image-to-image deep learning models
have been used to effectively model galaxy cluster struc-
tures by learning a compressed latent space representa-
tion and sampling from a learned distribution. These
generative models compress the input into a latent space
by extracting the most useful information that is further
used to sample outputs, capturing and appropriately
modeling the intrinsic uncertainty in incomplete obser-
vations. Examples of reconstruction from the latent
space include random sampling of hyper-realistic large
cosmological structures (e.g. Ullmo et al. 2021), and ac-
curate reconstruction of galaxy images (e.g. Schawinski
et al. 2018) and large-scale structures (e.g. Rodriguez
et al. 2018; Perraudin et al. 2019). Other interesting
applications of image generation include reconstructing
dark matter maps from cluster observables (e.g. de An-
dres et al. 2024), classification of galaxy mergers (e.g.
Arendt et al. 2024), denoising and deconvolving galaxy
images (e.g. Schawinski et al. 2017; Hemmati et al. 2022)
and increasing the resolution of cosmological simulations
(e.g. Li et al. 2021).

A recent paradigm shift in image-to-image generative
modeling is the development of diffusion or score-based
generative modeling, which is a probabilistic framework
that reformulates the previous sampling processes from
learned data distributions. By increasingly injecting
noise into our data and learning the inverse denoising
procedure, we can map a prior distribution to the data
distribution and subsequently sample from it. Score
matching with Langevin Dynamics (SMLD, e.g. Vin-
cent 2011; Song & Ermon 2019; Song et al. 2021) learns
the score, or the gradient of the log probability den-

sity, of the data distribution which is used by Langevin
dynamics to generate data using stochastic differential
equations (SDEs). An analogous score-based framework
is Denoising Diffusion Probabilistic Modeling (DDPM,
e.g. Sohl-Dickstein et al. 2015; Ho et al. 2020) which im-
plicitly learns the score by training a sequence of mod-
els to reverse the noise injection. In the context of as-
trophysics generative modeling, this probabilistic frame-
work can learn and sample images from posterior distri-
butions rather than points estimates: recent work in as-
trophysics has been applied to a variety of tasks, includ-
ing sampling galaxy spectra (e.g. Doorenbos et al. 2022,
2024), super-resolution gravitational lensing maps (e.g.
Reddy et al. 2024), satellite galaxies and subhalo pop-
ulations (e.g. Nguyen et al. 2024; Bourdin et al. 2024),
and initial conditions of the universe (e.g. Legin et al.
2023).

We present a score-based generative model that learns
the predictive posterior distribution of gas and dark
matter maps of galaxy clusters. This powerful proba-
bilistic modeling allows us to subsequently sample re-
alizations of these maps conditioned on SZ and X-ray
inputs. In Section 2, we detail the process of generating
mock observations from a large hydrodynamical simu-
lation as training and testing data for our models. In
section 3, we describe the diffusion model pipeline and
elaborate on the statistical framework of learning the
score of the data distribution. Finally, in section 4 we
present the estimated gas and dark matter maps, the re-
constructed accuracy of the density profiles in the spatial
domain, and the bias and cross correlation coefficients
in the spectral domain.

2. SIMULATIONS

We apply score-based generative modeling on simu-
lated galaxy clusters to study its potential for recon-
structing the underlying mass maps. With simulated
galaxy clusters, we know the gas and dark matter prop-
erties and distributions and can construct corresponding
multi-wavelength mock observations. This important,
pilot step to quantify the accuracy and uncertainties
with simulated images is necessary before the approach
can be applied to real observations. In this section, we
first describe the cosmological simulation (Section 2.1)
and galaxy cluster sample (Section 2.2). We then de-
scribe the construction of mock observations of the SZ
effect (Section 2.3) and X-ray emission (Section 2.4).

2.1. Cosmological Simulation

Many supervised machine learning models, such as the
image-to-image diffusion model that will be described
in Section 3, require large amounts of data for training.
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We generate a large number of simulated galaxy clusters
by running a cosmological simulation of galaxy clusters
with an updated version of HYPER (He et al. 2022), a
hydro-particle code for efficient and rapid simulations of
baryons and dark matter. The hydro simulation used
here has a moderately large volume so as to produce
many galaxy clusters, paired with a high enough reso-
lution to model internal cluster structures. This com-
bination of large volume and high resolution is made
possible due to the novel approach of subgrid models
for the thermodynamics of the ICM and IGM, which re-
sults in three orders of magnitude speedup compared to
a standard hydrodynamics code. In particular, we use
an ICM pressure profile and IGM temperature-density
relation, both of which can be systematically varied for
parameter space studies, and these facilitate the creation
of mock X-ray and SZ observations from the simulated
ICM.

For the gravity solver, the particle-mesh (PM) algo-
rithm is upgraded to particle-particle-mesh (P*M; Trac
et al. 2015) for improved spatial resolution. For the
hydro solver, some components of the hydro-particle-
mesh (HPM; Gnedin & Hui 1998; He et al. 2022) algo-
rithm are replaced with elements from smoothed par-
ticle hydrodynamics (SPH; see Springel 2010, for a re-
view). Particle densities and pressure gradients are not
calculated using a mesh, but rather by summing over
and weighting particles within the individual smoothing
lengths. The kick-drift-kick leapfrog integrator now uses
adaptive time steps for improved efficiency. The subgrid
model for the intracluster medium (ICM) is based on the
debiased pressure profile (DPP; He et al. 2021), which
adjusts for hydrostatic mass bias by combining results
from X-ray observations (e.g. Bohringer et al. 2007) with
cosmological simulations (e.g. Barnes et al. 2021).

The simulation is based on the following cosmological
parameters: €, = 0.045, Q,, = 0.3, Qy = 0.7, h =
0.7, og = 0.8, and ny = 0.96. There are Ny, = 10243
dark matter particles and Ng,s = 10243 gas particles
in a comoving box of side length L, = 500 h~'Mpec.
The particle masses are mg, = 1.18 x 10'° Mg and
Mgas = 2.08 x 10 M), and the gravitational softening
length is € = 44 kpc. A spherical overdensity halo finder
is used to locate halos with density equal to 200 times
the average matter density. The halo mass function is
accurate to < 5% for halos with 2 200 (gas and dark
matter) particles. The simulation was run on the NASA
Endeavour supercomputer using 256 cores and taking
only 9000 CPU-hours.
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Figure 1. The number of massive clusters (orange) de-
creases exponentially in the high-mass tail of the halo mass
function. From these simulated clusters, we generate mock
images (purple) to maintain approximately 3000 per 0.1 dex
in mass except at the very highest masses, resulting in a
uniform mass prior to avoid biases in training.

2.2. Galazy Cluster Sample

The HYPER simulation described above produces 6,233
galaxy clusters at redshift z = 0. The smallest halo
has mass Magp, = 1.00 x 1014 Mg, and is resolved with
~ 14000 particles within a radius Rggo, = 1.44 Mpc.
The largest halo has Magg, = 4.82 x 1015 M, and con-
tains ~ 700, 000 particles within Royg, = 5.21 Mpc. Fig-
ure 1 shows that the number of halos decreases exponen-
tially in the high-mass tail of the distribution. To avoid
biases in the ML model, we create a flat distribution
with logarithmic mass (e.g. Ntampaka et al. 2015; Ho
et al. 2019). For the higher-mass clusters, we generate
more sightlines by rotating the particle coordinates. For
the lower-mass clusters, we subsample if necessary.

For a given cluster sightline, we first construct three-
dimensional fields such as density and pressure by map-
ping the particles onto a Cartesian mesh with side length
of 12.8 Mpc, which is slightly larger than the diameter of
the largest halo. For a given field, we then project along
up to three cardinal axes to make two-dimensional im-
ages with pixel size lpixe1 = 100 kpc and Npixel = 128
pixels per side length. The pixel size is approximately
twice the gravitational softening length and comparable
to the effective resolution of the HYPER simulation. The
image resolution is comparable to current X-ray obser-
vations and to followup SZ observations. Figure 1 shows
that the number of images generated is flat with approx-
imately 3000 per 0.1 dex in mass, except at the very
highest masses where we impose a maximum number of
sightlines per cluster.
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Following the SPH approach, the density field for par-
ticle species x = Gas, DM is calculated using a weighted
summation over nearby particles j with mass m; and
smoothing length h;:

px(r) = ijW(T =15, hj). (1)

The smoothing kernel is chosen to be a Wendland func-
tion (e.g. Dehnen & Aly 2012),

21

(1—q)*(1+4q), (2)

where ¢ = r/h C [0, 1], consistent with that used in the
HYPER simulation. Other fields like the gas pressure are
calculated similarly to Eq. 1 (see Springel 2010, for a
review).

We calculate the normalized projected density for
component x = Gas, DM by integrating the density field
along a given direction:

Sufing) = L2 L prlid Wl
fpxdl Zk pxlpixel
where py = Qxperit is the cosmic average density. We
make up to three projected density images for a given
density field by summing the array pxl, j, k] along each
of the three cardinal axes and multiplying by the pixel
length.

2.3. Sunyaev-Zel’dovich Effect

The Sunyaev-Zel’dovich (SZ) effect arises when cos-
mic microwave background (CMB) photons are scat-
tered by ionized electrons in the ICM and IGM (Sun-
vaev & Zeldovich 1970, 1972). Being the dominant sec-
ondary temperature anisotropy on arcminute scales, it is
a promising probe of the growth of structure. Examples
include direct detection of galaxy clusters, autocorrela-
tion of temperature fluctuations, and cross-correlation
with large-scale structure.

The SZ effect is commonly considered to have two
main components. The thermal SZ (TSZ) effect arises
from inverse Compton scattering of the CMB with hot
electrons, while the kinetic SZ (KSZ) effect is a Doppler
term due to scattering with fast electrons. In this paper,
we are interested in the T'SZ effect from the ICM. The
CMB temperature fluctuations AT /T, are related to
the Compton y parameter multiplied by a frequency-
dependent function. The Compton y parameter is pro-
portional to the integrated electron pressure along a
given sightline,

y =L / Pu(r)dl. (4)

MeC?

For a given electron pressure field P,(7), we make up to
three Compton y images with signal,

Stsz[ivj] = Tcmby[iij (5)

by summing the pressure array along each of the three
cardinal axes and multiplying by the pixel length. While
the Compton y parameter is dimensionless, it is often
multiplied by Ty, to have convenient units of pK.

2.4. X-ray Emission

The ICM is a superheated plasma that radiates
through thermal bremsstrahlung (free-free) emission.
This emission can be detected at X-ray wavelengths
using telescopes such as XMM-Newton, Chandra,
eROSITA. The apparent X-ray luminosity of a cluster is
a probe of the temperature and mass of its ICM which,
under the assumption of hydrostatic equilibrium, can be
directly related to the total system mass (Ettori et al.
2019). This ICM-based probe of cluster mass has been
used broadly in X-ray surveys to characterize both in-
dividual systems (e.g. Allen et al. 2002; Aghanim et al.
2011; Tani et al. 2024) and general population statistics
(e.g. Vikhlinin et al. 2009; Lovisari et al. 2017; Bahar
et al. 2022).

For a plasma of ionized hydrogen, helium, and metals,
the bolometric emissivity or luminosity density is given
by

lbot & 1.4 x 10727 g T ?n, sznl ergs”tem ™3, (6)
K3

where gg is the free-free gaunt factor, T is the plasma
temperature, n. is the electron number density, and z;
and n; are the charge and number density of the various
ions i (see Sarazin 1988, for a review). For a given lumi-
nosity density field l,01(7), we make up to three X-ray
surface brightness images with signal

Saslicd] = [ haa(r)al = 3 bl Ml (7
k

by summing the luminosity density array Ilyolli, j, k]
along each of the three cardinal axes and then multiply-
ing by the pixel length. The surface brightness images

have units of ergs™ cm™2.

3. MACHINE LEARNING

Our deep learning pipeline consists of two stages.
First, we pre-process the mock observations and split
our datasets into training and testing portions (Section
3.1). Second, we train the score model on the training
dataset to reconstruct the gas and dark matter density
maps conditioned on the SZ and X-ray inputs. In Sec-
tion 3.2, we describe the framework of stochatic differ-
ential equations and how score models utilize Langevin
dynamics sampling to learn the data distribution.
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Figure 2. Simulated mass maps of gas (top left), dark mat-
ter (top right), and mock observations of SZ (bottom left),
and X-ray (bottom right), of a large mass halo. The gas and
dark matter are underlying distributions that we are trying
to compute, while the SZ and X-ray are the observables.

3.1. Dataset Construction

Figure 2 shows sample simulation maps of gas and
dark matter, and mock observations of SZ and X-ray
maps of a cluster. All images are 128 by 128 pixels, with
0.1 Mpc/pixel or 12.8 Mpc in physical length. Each type
of image is normalized to within 0 and 1 with the same
bounds, so as to not cause large gradient updates within
the network weights. Note that this operation is global:
we want to preserve the relative intensities between clus-
ters of different sizes, since we want our model to gener-
ate the mass maps with intensities associated with the
input galaxy cluster size.

Our dataset consists of 34,714 sets of (SZ, X-ray, gas,
dark matter) maps of galaxy clusters, which is then split
into training, validation, and testing portions. We will
only train our model using the training set and improve
on any hyperparameters using the validation set, reserv-
ing the testing set for an unbiased evaluation of our
model after the full training pipeline. In addition, while
some galaxy clusters may have multiple projections in
our full dataset, we ensure that all projections of each
galaxy cluster are contained in exactly one of the train-
ing, validation, and testing sets. This ensures that the
model does not train on any of the clusters in the test
set.

3.2. Conditional Score-based Models

Our score model transforms a sample from a Gaus-
sian random field into a realization of the gas and dark
matter map of a galaxy cluster, which effectively sam-
ples from the gas and dark matter posterior distribu-
tion. Figure 3 describes the training process of a score-
based model using SMLD (e.g. Song et al. 2021) using
stochastic differential equations (SDEs). We provide the
forward SDE to gradually transform the gas and dark
matter maps into random noise, and the diffusion model
learns the inverse SDE that maps the noise back to the
gas and dark matter maps. In particular, the model
learns to sample from the joint posterior of gas and dark
matter maps of clusters conditioned on the SZ and X-ray
inputs. This section discusses the statistical framework
behind the sampling techniques for the posterior, and
the training process for a score-based diffusion model.

We first provide a forward mapping from the final
data distribution (gas and dark matter distribution) to
a prior (noise distribution) by continuously injecting in-
creasing noise using a forward-time Ito stochastic differ-
ential equation (SDE),

de = f(x,t)dt + g(t)dw, (8)

also shown at the top of Figure 3. Here, z = (Gas, DM)
are the gas and dark matter maps, the f and g compo-
nents are the drift and diffusion coefficients, and w is
the standard Wiener process. The forward SDE maps
x(t = 0) sampled from the data distribution to (t = T')
sampled from a Gaussian random field.

The model learns to sample the data distribution p;(z)
by solving the reverse-time SDE (e.g. Anderson 1982),

dz = [f(z,t) — ¢°(t)Va log py(x)]dt + g(t)dw,  (9)

which inverts the forward-time transformation by map-
ping z(t = T) to x(t = 0), also shown at the bottom
of Figure 3. During training, the model estimates the
score (Vlogpi(x)), or the gradient with respect to the
data of the log probability density at some time ¢, by
parameterizing it with a deep network sg(x,t).

The actual training consists of solving for the optimal
0* via denoising score matching (e.g. Vincent 2011; Song
et al. 2021) by optimizing for the following objective:

* . 2
6" = arg;nmtﬁgt)use(w(t), t) = Va) logpt(m(t))H2.

(10)
Here, we are finding the best 8* such that our deep net-
work sg best reconstructs, in the L2-norm, the true score
of the distribution in expectation across all ¢ € [0,7]
and all x(t). In practice, V) logpi(x(t)) is evaluated
as the numerical derivative between subsequent noising
steps.
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TN Forward SDE (data to noise)
de = f(x, t)dt + g(t)dw

SZ

X-ray

Conditional Reverse SDE (noise to data)

N dm = () - (Ve log pul@) + Vo log pilyl@))di + g(t)dw

Figure 3. Pedagogical diagram of sampling dark matter (top row) and gas (bottom row) maps using the Euler-Maruyama
discretization of Stochastic Differential Equations (SDE), as previously shown in Figure 1 in Song et al. (2021). Before training,
we define the forward SDE (top equation), which transforms the data distribution to a random distribution by successively
adding noise to the images. During training, the model learns the score of the data distribution in order to sample from it
using the conditional reverse SDE (bottom equation), which transforms the random distribution back to the data distribution
conditioned on the SZ and X-ray observations (left column). The model utilizes the conditional reverse SDE to generate different
realizations of the gas and dark matter maps based on the initial sampled Gaussian random field. The SZ and X-ray inputs
along with the initial random samples for the gas and dark matter (green) represent the inputs to our image-to-image diffusion
model, while the predicted gas and dark matter (red) represent the outputs.

Finally, a model trained to learn the score from Equa-
tion 9 will be able to sample realizations of dark matter
and gas maps from a Gaussian random field. However,
in our framework we would like to not only learn the
distribution of dark matter and gas, but also be able
to sample from it conditioned on SZ and X-ray maps,
that is, we would like to learn the posterior p(x|y),
where y = (SZ,X-ray) are the conditional inputs. We
can rewrite the reverse SDE to learn a mapping from

pi=T(x|y) to pi—o(x|y), given by

dx = [f(z,t) — g°(t)(Va log p () + Vo log pi(y|x))]dt
+ g(t)dw,
(11)

where we learn an additional gradient of the conditional
forward process, V logp:(y|x), as part of our parame-
terized network. This will be the actual reverse SDE we
use in training.

Our diffusion model uses the Noise Conditional
Score Network (NCSN++) architecture and a Variance-
Exploding SDE sampling process (VESDE, as described
in appendix B of Song et al. 2021) to learn the con-
ditional score of the distribution. The NSCN++ is a
variant of RefineNet (Lin et al. 2016), a U-Net vari-
ant with instance normalization and dilated convolu-
tions (c.f. Song & Ermon 2019, appendix A). For train-
ing, the model has 2 residual blocks per resolution,

and ome: = 1, the largest intensity of our images,
and o0,,;, = 0.001, which sets the scale of the noise
in our images. We use the implementation given by
Alexendre Adam’s repository (e.g. Adam et al. 2022;
Legin et al. 2023) that can be found at this link:
https://github.com/AlexandreAdam /score_models.

4. RESULTS

To validate generated results from our score model,
we apply a series of performance metrics to our model
with an independent testing set of mock observations.
We present sample generated gas and dark matter maps
along with their corresponding sampling convergence
and fractional standard error (Section 4.1). We then
compute the radial density profiles (Section 4.2) and
bias and cross correlation coefficients (Section 4.3) and
demonstrate that our model is able to generate maps
that reconstruct these quantities with high accuracy.

4.1. Mass Maps

The diffusion model is trained on clusters of sizes
1.00 x 10 < Myppa /My < 4.82 x 10%°, but we will only
test our model on clusters within the range 2.00 x 104 <
Mosooa /Mg < 1.00 x 10%® since we lack sufficient data
to constrain cluster predictions at these extreme high
and low mass tails. Previous deep-learning based esti-
mates of cluster masses (e.g. Ho et al. 2019; Ntampaka
et al. 2019; Yan et al. 2020) broadly observed a ‘mean-
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Sim X-ray Sim Gas Sim DM Gen Gas

Figure 4. Selected model predictions of gas and dark matter maps (rightmost 2 columns) conditioned on SZ and X-ray 1nputs
(leftmost 2 columns) along with ground truth gas and dark matter maps (middle 2 columns). The predicted maps are aver:

50 samples from the learned joint posterior. A( oss large and small mass clusters (different rows), we see accurate reconstruction
for large and small-scale structures.
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Figure 5. Sample variance of mean pixel gas predictions
(purple) and dark matter (orange). Since each starting sam-
ple is a different noise realization, the output gas and dark
matter maps will be slightly different as well: the sample
variance is hence a way of assessing whether the mean of
these output images converged. As we increase the number
of samples, the variance decreases as we converge to the aver-
age value of the posterior distribution: at around 40 samples,
the variance goes below the 95th percentile of a 2-sample
variance (dotted lines). We thus select 50 samples as a safe
threshold when computing our average predictions.

reversion’ effect, wherein the masses of small clusters
were overpredicted and those of large clusters were un-
derpredicted. Such effects can be resolved with more
training data and broader mass priors. As a result, we
exclude these extremities and reserve their analysis for
future work. For our test mass region, we will denote
clusters within 2.00 x 10 < MQOOQ/MQ < 6.00 x 10"
as low mass clusters and 6.00 x 10 < Mogoa /Mg <
1.00 x 10'® as high mass clusters, roughly divided evenly
in log mass space.

The diffusion model samples from the learned pos-
terior by first sampling from a Gaussian random field,
and mapping that to a realization of gas and dark mat-
ter densities. Since the sampling process is probabilistic,
the sample variance is used to determine the number of
samples we need from the posterior to produce a con-
verged mean prediction. In Figure 5, we compute the 95
percentile convergence of the sample variance averaged
over all pixels, which is around 40 samples for both the
gas and dark matter. We will use 50 samples to compute
our results.

Figure 4 shows sample galaxy cluster predictions from
our diffusion model, with each row being a sample from a
different mass bin. The samples are selected to provide a
representative overview of the performance of our model
on clusters of different shapes and sizes ranging across
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Figure 6. PDF of standardized pixel-wise fractional mass
error (Equation 12) of generated gas (purple) and dark mat-
ter (orange) maps. The distribution is centered at zero with
a smaller-than-normal spread, indicating that our model is
under-confident but, on average, unbiased on the pixel level.

our full test mass range. The first 4 columns represent
the ground truth simulation maps of SZ, X-ray, gas, and
dark matter, respectively. Multiple realizations of the
gas and dark matter maps are generated to compute
statistical quantities: the final 2 columns represent the
generated 50-sample average of the gas and dark matter
maps conditioned on the SZ and X-ray inputs. Visually,
our model is able to pick up on both the large-scale
and small-scale features of the clusters across different
mass bins (rows). We further justify the accuracy of our
model through statistical metrics.

To understand the bias on a pixel level, we validate
our gas and dark matter predictions using a histogram
of pixel-level standardized errors € given by the differ-
ence between the predicted Sgen and the simulated Sgim
divided by the variance of the predictions ogen,

Sgen [7/’]] - Ssim[ia j]

Ogen [i, j]

€genli, J] = (12)

Figure 6 shows the probability density (normalized
histogram) of the error for the gas and dark matter
maps, which is approximately normal about zero with a
smaller-than-unity spread. As expected, for both mass
maps the errors are centered around zero, indicating
zero bias during the prediction pipeline of our model
on average. However, the spread is much smaller than
a standard normal, as 99.5% of the data is contained
within £1o. Since €gen is computed by dividing by ogen,
the pixel-wise variance of the dark matter and gas maps
is actually larger than our posterior variance, indicat-
ing that the model is under-confident in its predictions.
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Figure 7. Radial density profiles for dark matter (left) and gas (right). Large cluster profiles are shown on the top, and
small cluster profiles are shown on the bottom, and in each panel we graph the generated maps (magenta) and simulated maps
(cyan) with the 16th to 84th percentiles shaded. Under each curve, we show the fractional difference between the generated
and simulated maps in red, which shows agreement to within 5% across all radial distances. We see that the model slightly
overpredicts (positive fractional difference) the cluster density until 3 Mpc, where the fractional difference begins to decline and
eventually underpredicts (negative fractional difference). This trend follows the expected behavior to match the zero-density

boundary condition of our mass maps.

This metric shows that we did not overfit our model
to the training dataset and that the diffusion sampling
process does not exhibit mode collapse.

4.2. Density Profiles

To validate the performance of mass reconstruction ra-
dially, we compute the average density profile for both
the generated and simulated gas and dark matter maps,

binning the pixels radially. Figure 7 shows these profiles
on the top panel, along with the associated fractional
reconstruction error in the bottom panel. Overall we
match both the mean and the 68% spread in our recon-
structed mass maps with the ground truth mass distri-
bution, with a 1-2% average fractional error across all
clusters in the central 7 < 1 Mpc region, with a slightly
larger fractional error but still within 5% at the edge of
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Figure 8. Bias coefficients (blue) between the simulation and generated outputs (Equation 13, for both high mass clusters
(top) and low mass clusters (bottom). The model achieves close-to-unity bias (black) across all scales.

the cluster in regions r > 1 Mpc. Matching both the
mean trend and spread is equally important, as there
is natural scatter from the simulation profiles from the
various cluster sizes: the fact that our model is able to
reproduce this uncertainty is a strong indication that it
is able to distinguish between clusters of different sizes.

We further demonstrate that our model tries to pre-
serve the overall mass: the average total mass frac-
tional error for the gas maps is 0.00515035, while that
of the dark matter is 0.00815-033. Thus, the slight over-
prediction near the center of the cluster is balanced by
the slight under-prediction past the virial radius, where
the model is also trying to match the zero boundary
condition near the edge of the images. The increase in
the magnitude of the error beyond the virial radius is an
artifact of the denominator in the fractional error: be-
cause there is minimal mass near the edge, the residual
(numerator) becomes much larger than the denomina-~
tor.

Our results improve on the error of those of Figure
6 in de Andres et al. (2024), where they compute the
average total mass fractional error of generated density

maps from SZ, X-ray and star observations using a U-
Net model to —0.0079-2%. Our model leverages the sam-
pling power of diffusion models to converge to a much
more accurate gas and dark matter map rather than a
single point estimate as used in other image-to-image
models.

4.3. Cross Correlations

In addition to analyzing the spatial reconstruction of
our models, we also analyze the accuracy of our re-
sults using the bias and cross correlation coefficients in
Fourier space. First, the bias is the tendency to under-
predict or over-predict pixel intensities in our models,
given by the auto-correlation of the simulated maps Pginm
and the generated maps Pyey:

wen (F)

b(k) = (k)

(13)

The bias b(k) of a particular channel output is unbi-
ased if b = 1, overbiased if b > 1, and underbiased if
b<1.
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Figure 9. Normalized cross-correlation coefficients between the simulation and generated outputs (blue) of gas (left) and dark
matter (right), for both high mass clusters (top) and low mass clusters (bottom). We expect near-perfect agreement of unity
on large scales (small k), and a monotonically decreasing behavior as we move to smaller scales (large k). By comparing with
the cross-coefficients between the simulated outputs and SZ (orange) and X-ray (purple), we see that our model is able to learn
a much stronger nonlinear correlation than that of a scale-dependent linear bias model.

Figure 8 shows the bias coefficients for the simulated
outputs and the generated outputs binned radially, as-
suming angular independence, averaged over all clusters.
We see a similar behavior for predicting both high-mass
and low-mass clusters. Because our model is learning
from mock SZ and X-Ray inputs, which are derived from
the simulated gas density, the bias for the generated gas
maps is very close to one. For dark matter maps, there
is a slight under-bias for small scales, likely because the
signal from SZ and X-ray inputs do not fully capture
the small-scale structures of the underlying dark mat-
ter. In addition, because the gas maps are more smooth
in nature, the continuum between large and small scales
should be easier to predict compared to dark matter
maps.

Second, by computing the normalized
correlation coefficients, we can analyze whether or not
the generated outputs are better correlated with the
simulated outputs than the inputs are with the simu-

Cross-

lated outputs. Given two mass maps, the normalized
cross-correlation is given by

Psimxgen(k)
Psim(k)Pgen(k) ’

r(k) = (14)

where the numerator is the cross-correlation power spec-
trum of the two maps and the denominator is the geo-
metric mean of their auto-correlations. The maps are
perfectly correlated if r = 1, uncorrelated if » = 0, and
perfectly anti-correlated if r = —1.

Figure 9 shows the pairwise cross correlation between
the simulated output (ground truth) with the inputs and
the generated output in blue. This curve gives us a met-
ric on how well the reconstructed mass maps, across all
scales, agree with the simulation mass maps. Plotted in
the orange and purple curves are the correlation between
the simulated SZ and X-ray inputs with the simulated
outputs, respectively, which is a proxy for the best per-
formance a linear bias model can do to map the inputs
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Cluster Size Mass Map ‘ Small scale b(k) Large scale b(k) Small scale r(k) Large scale r(k)

1.00415:002
0.88870 bon

high mass Gas
Dark Matter

1.00810:007
1.00870 0%

0.94975033
0.82175159

0.99870 955
0.994715-006

1.023707657
.092
0.92870 097

low mass Gas
Dark Matter

1.00475 007
1.03015:008

0.932%5:0%5
.14
0.83210153

0.9985505
0.99570 002

Table 1. Mean bias and cross-correlation values for the generated dark matter and gas maps per scale length bin, dependent
on the galaxy cluster size (either high mass or low mass) and the scale length (either £ < 2 h/Mpc for large scale or k > 2
h/Mpec for small scales). Across all of these classes, we achieve a close-to-unity bias and high correlation per scale bin using the
diffusion model. This indicates that our model is learning a complex, nonlinear mapping between the SZ and X-ray inputs and

the dark matter and gas outputs.

to the output mass maps. This effectively serves as a
baseline model for mapping the observables to the un-
derlying densities.

For the correlated simulation inputs and outputs, the
model behaves similarly for both high-mass and low-
mass clusters: the gas is better correlated with the in-
put SZ and X-ray observables than the dark matter since
the construction of the gas maps is much more closely
aligned with the actual observables than the underlying
dark matter maps, which have a much more complex re-
lationship. More specifically, for the gas maps, SZ cor-
relations are stronger than those of X-ray, which agree
with Equations 6 and 7: because SZ is proportional to
pressure and density while X-ray is proportional to the
square of density, we can expect the X-ray signal to be
less correlated as the square will be much more sensitive
to the small-scale clumpiness of the gas maps. Finally,
the diffusion results in blue show that our model is able
to learn a much stronger correlation across all scales.
de Andres et al. (2024) reconstructs the generated and
simulated power spectrum and shows agreement by com-
paring the relative error, but does not compute b(k) or
r(k), which we focus on to show the improvements of
our model over linear models in the spectral domain.

In Table 1, we summarize the average values of Fig-
ures 8 and 9. Our bias values are in agreement with
unity across all scales for both gas and dark matter
maps except for high-mass gas maps at the large scale,
which is within 0.001 agreement with unity. Our cross-
correlation values are close to unity at large scales, and
around between 0.8 to 0.95 for small scales, indicating
that our model is able to reproduce the structure of clus-
ters very well at these two different scale lengths.

5. CONCLUSION

We present a novel approach to map SZ and X-ray
inputs of galaxy clusters to the gas and dark matter
density maps using score-based conditional generative
models. In particular, our model takes in SZ and X-ray
images as conditional inputs, and combines that with a

random sample from a Gaussian random field to pro-
duce a corresponding realization of the gas and dark
matter maps. Our diffusion model uses Langevin dy-
namics sampling to generate these maps, wherein the
model utilizes the learned score of the data distribution
and evolves the noisy image through conditional reverse
stochastic differential equations.

We trained our diffusion model using mock SZ and
X-ray observations and simulated gas and dark matter
densities from HYPER, reserving part of the dataset for
downstream testing. During training, the model learns
to match the score by reconstructing a gas and dark
matter map from a random noisy image sample using
the corresponding SZ and X-ray conditional input. As
the model optimizes the score over time, it will better
reconstruct the score and thus sample better from the
posterior, generating more accurate realizations of the
gas and dark matter maps.

Our diffusion model is able to generate highly real-
istic and accurate realizations of gas and dark matter
maps. The samples from the model converge since a 50-
sample mean is able to achieve a < 5% 2-sample variance
for our test dataset. In addition, because the dataset
is normalized by a global maximum and minimum so
as to preserve relative intensities between clusters, the
model is able to accurately predict the matter distribu-
tion across differently-sized clusters. Another indication
that our model is able to distinguish between differently-
sized clusters is that it is able to reconstruct the mean
and spread of both the gas and dark matter density pro-
files to within 5% on all spatial scales and all cluster
sizes. Finally, in the spectral domain, the model achieves
a close-to-unity agreement for the bias coefficients and
high cross-correlation coefficients between the simulated
and generated density maps, implying that our model
learns a strong nonlinear mapping that can accurately
probe both large and small scale cluster structures.

Future work can be done to improve the reconstruc-
tion of the mass maps in both the spatial and spectral
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domains. Currently, our loss is only the score-matching
term, which does not include any information on the
physical constraints of our data. We can utilize physics-
informed losses during learning, where we augment our
loss with extra terms, such as constraints on the to-
tal mass of the cluster or regularization terms on the
bias and cross-correlation coefficients at different scale
lengths. Improvements can also be made on the data
end: by adding structured noise to our dataset, we can
increase the robustness of our model towards imperfect
observations.

The success of our diffusion model to accurately pre-
dict gas and dark matter realizations by sampling from
a learned distribution has huge implications in real-data
inference: our model can be eventually fine-tuned and
generalized to not only take in real SZ and X-ray observ-
ables, but also additional channels such as weak lensing
measurements that can provide more insight towards the
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internal cluster dynamics. These diffusion models can
ultimately be used to predict unknown gas and dark
matter distributions of real galaxy clusters of interest.
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modeling, and Nick Gnedin, Yuuki Omori, and Qirong
Zhu for discussions on HYPER. We also thank Alexan-
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2024 ASTRON205 course at Harvard University. The
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Advanced Supercomputing (NAS) Division. The ma-
chine learning work was run on the FASRC Cannon
cluster supported by the FAS Division of Science Re-
search Computing Group at Harvard University. This
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