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ABSTRACT

The rapid advancement of large-scale cosmological simulations has opened new avenues for cosmo-
logical and astrophysical research. However, the increasing diversity among cosmological simulation
models presents a challenge to the robustness. In this work, we develop the Model-Insensitive ES-
Timator (Miest), a machine that can robustly estimate the cosmological parameters, Ωm and σ8,
from neural hydrogen maps of simulation models in the CAMELS project—IllustrisTNG, SIMBA,
Astrid, and Eagle. An estimator is considered robust if it possesses a consistent predictive power
across all simulations, including those used during the training phase. We train our machine using
multiple simulation models and ensure that it only extracts common features between the models while
disregarding the model-specific features. This allows us to develop a novel model that is capable of
accurately estimating parameters across a range of simulation models, without being biased towards
any particular model. Upon the investigation of the latent space—a set of summary statistics, we find
that the implementation of robustness leads to the blending of latent variables across different models,
demonstrating the removal of model-specific features. In comparison to a standard machine lacking
robustness, the average performance of Miest on the unseen simulations during the training phase
has been improved by ∼ 17% for Ωm and 38% for σ8. By using a machine learning approach that
can extract robust, yet physical features, we hope to improve our understanding of galaxy formation
and evolution in a (subgrid) model-insensitive manner, and ultimately, gain insight into the underlying
physical processes responsible for robustness.

Keywords: methods: statistical, methods: numerical, galaxy: formation, galaxy: evolution

1. INTRODUCTION

The field of cosmological simulations has under-
gone significant advances in recent years, driven by
both the rapid development of modern technology and
the increasing sophistication of computational methods
(Pillepich et al. 2018; Davé et al. 2019). As the number
of cosmological simulations continues to grow, a ma-
jor challenge has emerged: the problem of calibration
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(Jo et al. 2023). Furthermore, with a variety of mod-
els available, there is currently no clear consensus on
which simulation method or result is the most accurate
or physical. This issue fundamentally arises from the
significant divergence in simulation outcomes, where dif-
ferent sub-grid models produce markedly disparate pre-
dictions, particularly for parameters on which they have
not been calibrated. This uncertainty underscores the
need for more robust methods to validate and compare
simulations.
Two notable projects illustrate different approaches

to this issue: the AGORA project (Kim et al. 2014)
and the CAMELS project (Villaescusa-Navarro et al.
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2021a) that is closely associated with the Learning the
Universe (LtU) collaboration1. The AGORA Project
endeavors to achieve convergence across different sim-
ulation codes by implementing standardized conditions
and rigorously comparing outcomes. In contrast, the
CAMELS project acknowledges and leverages the intrin-
sic variability among simulations, concentrating on the
simulation of a diverse array of cosmological models as
they intrinsically exist.
However, in the context of the AGORA project, at-

taining convergence proves to be a complex endeavor,
frequently necessitating meticulous calibration and the
acceptance of discrepancies across various simulations.
Furthermore, despite its reputation as an exemplary
platform for the cross-validation of diverse simulations,
the resultant converged simulations do not inherently
ensure physical robustness. On the other hand, despite
the extensive coverage offered by the suite of CAMELS
simulations within the cosmological model space, it re-
mains uncertain whether this space comprehensively en-
compasses the true structure of the Universe. These
competing methodologies give rise to a pivotal question:
“Should we prioritize the execution of a broader array
of diverse simulations, or should our efforts be concen-
trated on the development of a convergent model capa-
ble of replicating a maximal number of observations?”
Concurrently, machine learning techniques are pro-

gressively being incorporated into cosmological simula-
tions through various approaches, including the acceler-
ation and enhancement of the simulation process (Jo &
Kim 2019; He et al. 2019; Nguyen et al. 2023; Jamieson
et al. 2023), as well as the estimation of cosmologi-
cal and astrophysical parameters (Shao et al. 2023; de
Santi et al. 2023a; Hahn et al. 2023; Lee et al. 2024b).
These endeavors have demonstrated significant progress
and have become an essential component of cosmologi-
cal simulations. Nevertheless, investigations that focus
on the variety of cosmological simulations and their cor-
responding model spaces are relatively absent. In par-
ticular, the problem of robustness has emerged within
the context of estimations. Robustness here refers to
a phenomenon in which an estimator exhibits consis-
tent performance across different models including those
that are not included during the training phase. De-
spite the efforts with regards to the robustness of cos-
mological simulations (Shao et al. 2022; Echeverri-Rojas
et al. 2023; de Santi et al. 2023b; Villanueva-Domingo
& Villaescusa-Navarro 2022), these attempts are limited
by the dependence on manual identification of reliable
physical quantities for parameter estimation.
In the meantime, the machine learning community

is endeavoring to establish a rigorous methodology for
achieving robustness, often referred to as domain gen-
eralization (Li et al. 2018; Muandet et al. 2013; Finn

1 https://learning-the-universe.org

& Levine 2018; Blanchard et al. 2021; Zhao et al. 2019;
Wang et al. 2023; Huang et al. 2020; Zhang et al. 2023;
Zhou et al. 2023). Domain generalization aims to train
models that can generalize effectively to new, unseen
domains without requiring access to data from those
domains during training. In contrast to domain adapta-
tion, which permits models to access target domain data
(either labeled or unlabeled) to adjust their learning,
domain generalization prohibits any such access. This
constitutes a formidable yet highly pragmatic challenge,
particularly in real-world scenarios where new domains
may emerge continuously. Domain generalization usu-
ally includes some pivotal techniques such as domain
shift, invariant feature learning, meta-learning, regular-
ization, ensemble learning, etc.
The recent work in astrophysics has adopted domain

shift to infer cosmological parameters from observational
data, utilizing a machine trained on multiple simulations
(Lee et al. 2024a). The domain shift adopted in Lee et al.
(2024a) works in a way that introduces certain shifts in
parameter space so that the parameters can be tuned to
the true values. However, a significant limitation in this
tuning process is the reliance on SDSS-calibrated simu-
lations for model calibration. Similarly, (Andrianomena
& Hassan 2025) presents a method to address covari-
ate shift between datasets of the same observable with
different distributions, improving the generalizability of
neural networks for cosmological inference. Using HI
maps from IllustrisTNG and SIMBA, the authors em-
ploy adversarial training and optimal transport to adapt
a pre-trained neural network for out-of-distribution data
without requiring labels. However, this does not consti-
tute true generalization in principle, as the model has
indirectly learned about the target dataset through do-
main adaptation.
As part of LtU collaboration that aims to reconstruct

cosmological parameters, initial conditions, and astro-
physical processes from upcoming observational data by
leveraging machine learning to accelerate forward mod-
eling, our primary objective is to address the robustness
of multiple cosmological simulations using domain gen-
eralization in an adversarial fashion. In the line of efforts
of having diverse universe, the suite of the CAMELS
simulations now possesses several different cosmological
simulation models, including IllustrisTNG, SIMBA,
Astrid, and Eagle that have reached z = 0 with
1000 variations of cosmological and astrophysical pa-
rameters. Previous research has demonstrated that the
different cosmological models exhibit unique signatures,
especially in temperature maps and gas density maps
(Villaescusa-Navarro et al. 2021a, 2022; Tillman et al.
2023; Busillo et al. 2023; Medlock et al. 2024), which
subsequently influence the cross-estimation of cosmo-
logical parameters with a significant bias across dif-
ferent cosmological models; i.e., they are not robust
(e.g., Villaescusa-Navarro et al. 2021b,c; Ni et al. 2023).
Amongst these maps, this work focuses on neutral hy-

https://learning-the-universe.org
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drogen (HI) maps. Neutral hydrogen is a key tracer of
dark matter and large-scale structure in the universe,
making it a primary focus for several ongoing and fu-
ture cosmological surveys, including major projects like
the Square Kilometer Array (SKA), Hydrogen Epoch
of Reionization Array (HERA), Low Frequency Array
(LOFAR), the Vera C. Rubin Observatory’s Legacy Sur-
vey of Space and Time (LSST), the Nancy Grace Roman
Space Telescope, SPHEREx, and Euclid. Moreover, HI
maps have been employed as tracers of cosmology within
the realm of machine learning applications. (e.g., Has-
san et al. 2022).
With HI maps, we build a Model-Insensitive ESTi-

mator (Miest) that estimates cosmological parameters
in a robust manner that consistently performs on dif-
ferent cosmological simulation models. Miest processes
HI maps using a convolutional neural network (CNN)
and compress them into the latent variables, inspired by
the Information Bottleneck (IB) method (Tishby et al.
1999). We seek to have these latent variables have lim-
ited information on the the type of simulation that gen-
erated the original data. While Alemi et al. (2017) has
provided a variation approach using a neural network
to IB, we choose a slightly different objective function,
which utilizes de-classification. In our approach, the la-
tent variables are trained to get rid of classifiable infor-
mation that is intrinsic to each simulation model, achiev-
ing robustness in Miest. In this end , we aim at pro-
viding new insights into the configuration of simulations
within the cosmological model space, thereby paving the
way for more reliable comparisons and a clearer under-
standing of simulation results. Ultimately, we anticipate
that our findings could suggest new directions for future
cosmological simulations, helping to shape the field’s
evolution toward greater accuracy and consistency.
The structure of this paper is as follows: In Sec. 2.1,

we introduce the CAMELS simulations and the descrip-
tions of IllustrisTNG, SIMBA, Astrid, and Eagle
that we adopt. In Sec. 2.2, we describe the structure
and training procedure of Miest in detail. Sec. 2.3
summarizes the dimensionality reduction tools adopted
to visualize the latent space. In Sec. 3, we investi-
gate the properties of the latent space in response to
implementation of robustness. In Sec. 4, we provides
the quantitative analysis on the improved performance
of the Miest with robustness. In Sec. 5, we discuss
the definition of robustness, stability and convergence of
Miest, and comparisons between any two simulations.
Sec. 6 provides the summary of the Miest.

2. METHODOLOGY

2.1. Cosmological Simulations

Cosmology and Astrophysics with MachinE Learn-
ing Simulations (CAMELS)2 is a suite of thousands of
cosmological simulations run with various cosmological
models such as IllustrisTNG, SIMBA, Astrid, and
Eagle (Villaescusa-Navarro et al. 2021a; Li et al. 2018).
Each simulation contains 2563 dark matter particles of
mass 6.49 × 107(Ωm − Ωb)/0.251h

−1 M⊙ and 2563 gas
cells with an initial mass of 1.27 × 107h−1 M⊙ in a
periodic box of a comoving volume of (25h−1Mpc)3.
The cosmological and astrophysical parameters of in-
terest are Ωm, σ8, ASN1, ASN2, AAGN1, and AAGN2

(refer to Sec. 3 in Villaescusa-Navarro et al. (2021a)
for details). In this study, We adopt the LH suite
for the training dataset. The 1000 simulations of the
LH set are run with Ωm ∈ [0.1, 0.5], σ8 ∈ [0.6, 1.0],
ASN1 ∈ [0.25, 4.0], ASN2 ∈ [0.5, 2.0], AAGN1 ∈ [0.25, 4.0],
and AAGN2 ∈ [0.5, 2.0] arranged in a latin hypercube.
The cosmological parameters are fixed in all simula-
tions as Ωb = 0.049, h = 0.6711, ns = 0.9624, Mν =
0.0eV, w = −1 and ΩK = 0.

2.1.1. IllustridTNG

The IllustrisTNG model utilizes the Arepo code
(Springel 2010; Weinberger et al. 2020) to solve the cou-
pled equations of gravity using TreePM and magneto-
hydrodynamics using a Voronoi moving mesh approach,
and includes a comprehensive set of baryonic physics
modules (Weinberger et al. 2017; Pillepich et al. 2018,
for a full description). The subgrid models cover radia-
tive cooling and heating (Katz et al. 1996; Wiersma et al.
2009), hydrogen self-shielding (Rahmati et al. 2013),
star formation, and stellar evolution (Springel & Hern-
quist 2003; Vogelsberger et al. 2013).
In addition, galactic winds from stellar feedback are

implemented kinetically through temporarily hydrody-
namically decoupled particles, ejected stochastically and
isotropically from star-forming gas, based on Springel
& Hernquist (2003) with 10% thermal energy addition.
Wind speed and energy injection rate per unit star for-
mation depend on gas conditions (metallicity and dark
matter velocity dispersion), redshift, and two global nor-
malization parameters. Here, the energy injection rate
and the wind speed are modulated by the parameters
ASN1 and ASN2, respectively.
SMBH particles with initial mass Mseed = 8 ×

105 M⊙/h are seeded in halos with MFoF > 5 ×
1010 M⊙/h (Weinberger et al. 2017, for details of the
SMBH model). SMBH particles are repositioned at the
potential minimum and merge if within each other’s
feedback spheres. Gas accretion follows the spherical
Bondi (1952) with the Eddington cap. SMBH feedback
employs thermal, kinetic, and radiative modes. Ther-
mal and kinetic modes operate separately, distinguished
by the Eddington ratio of the SMBH’s accretion rate.

2 https://www.camel-simulations.org

https://www.camel-simulations.org
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The transition from high to low mode generally occurs
aroundMSMBH ∼ 108 M⊙. The high accretion rate ther-
mal mode injects thermal energy into a feedback sphere
with an energy conversion efficiency of 0.02. The astro-
physical parameters AAGN1 and AAGN2 govern energy
injection in the kinetic feedback mode, dependent upon
the accretion rate and the total energy allocation in the
low accretion mode.

2.1.2. SIMBA

The SIMBAmodel utilizes the N-body/hydrodynamics
code GIZMO (Hopkins 2015) with the “Meshless Finite
Mass” hydrodynamics solver (Davé et al. 2019, for a full
description). Gravitational forces are computed using
the modified TreePM algorithm of the GADGET-III
code (Springel 2005), including adaptive gravitational
softenings for the gas, stellar, and dark matter compo-
nents. The subgrid models include radiative cooling and
photoionization (Haardt & Madau 2012; Smith et al.
2017), hydrogen self-shielding (Rahmati et al. 2013),
star formation and feedback and evolution (Krumholz
& Gnedin 2011; Davé et al. 2016).
Stellar feedback drives galactic winds that are kinet-

ically implemented through hydrodynamically decou-
pled, two-phase, metal-enriched outflows. In these out-
flows, 30% of the wind particles are heated to a temper-
ature determined by subtracting the wind kinetic en-
ergy from the SNe energy. Star-forming gas elements
are ejected stochastically based on predetermined val-
ues of the mass loading factor and wind speed. The
mass loading factor is derived from the FIRE “zoom-in”
simulations (Hopkins et al. 2014) and adjusts according
to the galaxy’s stellar mass, in line with Anglés-Alcázar
et al. (2017b). In CAMELS, ASN1 is introduced to reg-
ulate the overall normalization of the mass loading fac-
tor, while ASN2 adjusts the wind speed normalization
for varying parameters.
The black hole model in SIMBA includes gravita-

tional torque accretion and kinetic feedback (Anglés-
Alcázar et al. 2017a). Galaxies with stellar mass M⋆ >
109.5 M⊙ are seeded with black holes of initial mass
Mseed = 104 M⊙/h using the on-the-fly FoF method,
based on the stellar mass threshold for seeding. Black
hole particles are relocated to the potential minimum’s
position within the FoF host group if it lies within a
distance of < 4 × R0, where R0 represents the size of
the black hole kernel that encloses the nearest 256 gas
elements. Black holes within R0 of each other merge in-
stantaneously if their relative velocity is less than three
times their mutual escape velocity. The accretion pro-
cesses governing black hole growth encompass the ac-
cretion of cold gas as delineated by Hopkins & Quataert
(2011), as well as the accretion of hot gas described by
Bondi (1952). Black hole feedback consists of high mass
loading outflows in the radiative “QSO” mode and lower
mass loading but faster outflows at low Eddington ra-
tios in the jet mode, both of which eject gas elements

bipolarly. Black holes with MBH > 107.5 M⊙ that ac-
crete below an Eddington ratio of 0.2 are switched to
the jet mode. AAGN1 modulates the total momentum
flux of both modes, while AAGN2 controls the maximum
jet speed for the jet mode (Davé et al. 2019, for a full
review of the black hole model).

2.1.3. ASTRID

The ASTRID model utilizes a new version of the MP-
Gadget simulation code, a massively scalable version
of the cosmological structure formation code Gadget-
3 (Springel 2005), to solve gravity with TreePM and
hydrodynamics with a smoothed particle hydrodynam-
ics method (full review Bird et al. (2022) and Ni et al.
(2023)). The subgrid model includes radiative cooling
and photoionization heating (Katz et al. 1996), metal
line cooling with tracing the gas and stellar metal-
licities (Vogelsberger et al. 2014), a spatially uniform
ionizing background (Faucher-Giguère 2020), hydrogen
self-shielding (Rahmati et al. 2013), and star formation
(Springel & Hernquist 2003).
Winds driven by stellar feedback within galaxies are

kinetically implemented through particles that are tem-
porarily decoupled from hydrodynamics. These winds
originate from newly formed star particles, which ran-
domly select gas particles within their SPH smoothing
length to transform into wind particles. A particle be-
comes recoupled after its density decreases by a factor of
10. Wind particles do not engage in or generate pressure
but do receive mass return, undergo cooling, and par-
ticipate in density estimations. In the CAMELS suite,
ASN1 controls the total energy injection rate per star for-
mation, while ASN2 regulates the speed of the SN wind.
The SMBH model adopted the BH seeding and dy-

namics prescriptions applied in BlueTides (Feng et al.
2016). BHs with initial mass Mseed = 5× 105 M⊙/h are
seeded in halos with 5× 1010 M⊙/h by means of the on-
the-fly friends-of-friends (FOF) halo finding. BH parti-
cles are repositioned to the location of the local potential
minimum at each active time step, and two BHs located
within twice the gravitational softening length of each
other are instantaneously merged (Ni et al. 2022). BH
accretion rates follow the Bondi–Hoyle–Lyttleton-like
prescription (Di Matteo et al. 2005). Super-Eddington
accretion periods are allowed, but are capped at twice
the Eddington rate. BH bolometric luminosity is pro-
portional to the accretion rate with a 0.1 mass-to-light
conversion efficiency (Shakura & Sunyaev 1973). SMBH
feedback uses a two-mode approach: thermal and ki-
netic, based on the Eddington ratio of the current BH
accretion rate. The kinetic mode is activated contin-
gent upon an Eddington threshold for black holes with
MBH = 5× 108 M⊙/h with an Eddington threshold cap
of 0.05. AAGN1 and AAGN2 modulate the kinetic and
thermal feedback efficiency, respectively, with AAGN1 re-
taining the same physical meaning as in the TNG suite.
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2.1.4. EAGLE

The Eagle model utilizes the smoothed particle hy-
drodynamics and gravity code Swift. Swift is a par-
allel, open-source, versatile and modular code, with a
range of hydrodynamics solvers, gravity solvers, and
sub-grid models for galaxy formation. In the CAMELS
suite, the SPHENIX flavour of SPH is adopted, cou-
pled with a modified version of the Evolution and As-
sembly of GaLaxies and their Environments (Eagle)
subgrid model for galaxy formation and evolution (see
Schaye et al. (2015) and Crain et al. (2015)). This in-
cludes element-by-element radiative cooling and heat-
ing rates from Ploeckinger & Schaye (2020), star for-
mation (Schaye & Dalla Vecchia 2008), stellar evolution
and enrichment from Wiersma et al. (2009), and single
thermal-mode feedback from massive stars and accret-
ing AGN (see Booth & Schaye 2009; Dalla Vecchia &
Schaye 2012; Rosas-Guevara et al. 2015).

2.1.5. HI Maps

In this study, we employ projected two-dimensional
neutral hydrogen (HI) density maps as input to allow
the machine to estimate the cosmological parameters,
utilizing the CAMELS Multifield Dataset (Villaescusa-
Navarro et al. 2022). The HI field represents the spatial
distribution of the neutral hydrogen density. To create
2D maps, it is necessary to read the locations and neu-
tral hydrogen masses of all gas particles within a given
simulation. The neutral hydrogen mass of each gas par-
ticle is determined using the self-shielding fitting formula
outlined in Rahmati et al. (2013), while star-forming
particles are assumed to be completely self-shielded from
external radiation, as described in Villaescusa-Navarro
et al. (2018). The value stored in each pixel is the to-
tal neutral hydrogen density from all gas particles that
contribute to that specific location, or more explicitly

1

Q

∑
i

MHI,i

∫
x

Wg,i(x− rg,i)dx, (1)

where Wg,i is the window function, MHI,i is the neutral
hydrogen mass, and rg,i is the position of gas particle i.
The sum and integral are over all gas particles and the
area of the pixel, respectively. Q denotes the pixel area
in 2D maps.
Two-dimensional maps are constructed by initially ex-

tracting the spatial coordinates and attributes of a spec-
ified field from the simulation data. Each simulation
comprises 15 slices: five in each of the XY, XZ, and YZ
planes, respectively. Particles located within a slice of
the volume (25 × 25 × 5)(h−1Mpc)3 are selected, such
that slices oriented in the same projection direction are
non-overlapping. The particle radius R is determined by
calculating the distance to the 32nd nearest gas particle,
and the window function of the particles, W2D(r, θ), is

mapped onto a two-dimensional plane, where

W3D(r, θ, z) =

{
3

4πR3 if|r| < R

0 otherwise
, (2)

and W2D(r, θ) =
∫
z
W3D(r, θ, z)dz. Lastly, the at-

tributes of the particles are superimposed on a grid of
256×256 using Eq. 1. This procedure involves uniformly
sampling 1000 tracers within each particle radius, subse-
quently assigning each tracer to the corresponding pixel.
This numerical approximation method asymptotically
approaches the precise outcome as the number of trac-
ers increases. In summary, the maps are generated at a
redshift of z = 0 and consist of 256×256 pixels spanning
an area of 25 × 25(h−1Mpc)2. A total of 15,000 maps
are produced for each simulation suite, with 15 maps
per simulation in 1000 different simulations.
The correlation of the HI maps with cosmological

parameters—Ωm and σ8—overall resembles the corre-
lation between the large-scale structures of dark mat-
ter and cosmological parameters. For instance, larger
Ωm results in more pronounced structures as more mat-
ter is available for gravitational collapse, while a higher
σ8 leads to more tightly clustered, clumpy structures
due to enhanced fluctuations. However, a notable dif-
ference from dark matter is that neural hydrogen is more
sensitive to subgrid models or astrophysical phenomena
such AGNs and supernovae. Subsequently, the dispar-
ity in subgrid models of cosmological simulations are
imprinted on HI maps through the variation of the cos-
mological parameters. For example, in the case of AGN
feedback, increasing the matter content in the universe
(high Ωm) results in the formation of dense clusters and
galaxies, which facilitates the growth of supermassive
black holes and subsequently leads to a greater frac-
tion of ionized diffuse gas in the universe due to the jet
feedback from these black holes. This can produce ef-
fects comparable to the increase in the AGN parameters.
Consequently, the distinct subgrid models employed in
cosmological simulations can significantly influence the
notable disparity in HI maps across cosmological simu-
lation models (refer to Sec. 5.3 and see Fig. 9 and 10 for
the detailed discussion).

2.2. Neural Network: Miest

The objective of this study is to eliminate informa-
tion that distinguishes between simulation models, while
simultaneously extracting information pertinent to the
cosmological parameters. To achieve this, we utilize
methods of compression and de-classification by com-
bining the approaches of deep variational information
bottleneck (Alemi et al. 2017) and generative adversarial
network (Goodfellow et al. 2014). Here, de-classification
refers to the procedure in which the machine imposes
penalties on the classification mechanism to inhibit the
identification of simulation models. Hereafter, our ma-
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Simulation data Xi

Latent variables Z

Cosmological  
parameters θSimulation label i

Classifier 
𝒞

Regressor 
ℛ

Encoder 
𝒢

CNN 
ℱ

Figure 1. Structure of the neural network. The neural net-

work is comprised of a Convolution Neural Network (CNN)

F , an encoder G, a classifier C, and a regressor R.

chine is referred as to Miest (Model-Insensitive ESTi-
mator).
Fig. 1 illustrates the structure of the Miest. The

Miest is composed of four parts:

1. The CNN F takes 2D maps as input and manip-
ulate them into 1D arrays;

2. The encoder G takes 1D arrays from the CNN and
processes (usually compress) their information to
latent variables Z;

3. The regressor R outputs the mean and standard
deviation of cosmological parameters taking Z as
input;

4. The classifier C predicts labels of simulation mod-
els, i, and this information is used to train the
CNN and the Encoder to omit the classifiable in-
formation.

Algorithm 1 elucidates the comprehensive training
procedure. The training process is comprised of two dis-
tinct phases. First, we train the CNN, the encoder, and
the regressor using the objective function L1 (refer to
Eq. 3 in Sec. 2.2.1). Secondly, only the classifier is up-
dated utilizing the cross entropy loss H. The rationale
for the separate training phases is motivated by our ob-
jective to leverage the classifier for the de-classification

Algorithm 1: Model Insensitive Estimation

Input: Training set X, iterations N

Neural Network: CNN F(X), Encoder G(Y ),

Classifier C(Z), R(Z)

Variable: latent variable Z, simulation label i

Output: Mean of cosmological parameters θ̄,

Standard deviation of cosmological

parameters σ(θ)

for n = 1 to N do
Phase I: Regression

Process X through the CNN: Y = F(X)

Compress Y through the encoder: Z = G(Y )

Predict cosmological parameters (θ, σ) = R(Z)

Optimize F , G, and R using gradient decent with

L1 = J1 + J2 − βH + γI

Phase II: Classifier For De-classification

Process X through the CNN: Y = F(X)

Compress Y through the encoder: Z = G(Y )

Predict simulation labels i = C(Z)

Optimize C using gradient decent with L2 = H
end

or removal of classifiable information within the CNN
and predominantly the decoder, rather than optimizing
for classifier performance. To this end, it is imperative
that we possess a well-trained classifier readily available
for the de-classification process. By repeatedly applying
this procedure over multiple iterations with the same
training data, the encoder is trained to generate more
compact and compressed latent variables such that they
are un-classifiable across different simulations, simulta-
neously enhancing the accuracy of the regressor.

2.2.1. Equations

The objective function L1 in Algorithm 1 is written
as

L1 = J1 + J2 − βH + γI, (3)

where

J1 =

∫
(θ −Rθ(z))

2
p(θ, z) dθdz, (4)

J2 =

∫ (
(θ −Rσ(z))

2 − σ̂(z)2
)2

p(θ, z) dθdz, (5)

H =−
∫

p(z, i) log C(z, i) dzdi, (6)

I =I(X;Z) = DKL (PX,Z ||PX ⊗ PZ) . (7)

Here, the latent variables are given through the CNN
and the encoder as Z = G(F(X)), and the regres-
sor outputs two values—the mean and the standard
deviation—as R(z) = (Rθ(z),Rσ(z)).
The brief descriptions of each loss term are as follows:

J1 and J2 are the mean square errors of the mean and
variance of the the parameters, that is, for the estima-
tion of the mean and variance of the parameters (Jeffrey
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& Wandelt 2020); The cross entropy loss H is used for
de-classification to discard the distinguishable informa-
tion in latent variables as in Fig. 1; Lastly, the mutual
information I is implemented for compression of input
data into latent variable motivated by the deep varia-
tional information bottleneck (Alemi et al. 2017), where
the information bottleneck method is a framework in
information theory used to extract the most relevant in-
formation about a target variable from an input data
while compressing input data as much as possible.

2.2.2. Hyperparmeter and Optimization

We use Optuna for tuning the hyper-parameters
within the neural network and the ones used in training
such as the structure of the neural networks, dimension
of latent variable, dropout, learning rate, and weight
decay (Akiba et al. 2019). Optuna is an open-source
hyperparameter optimization framework designed to
enhance machine learning models by automating the
search for optimal hyperparameters. It uses a define-
by-run paradigm, allowing dynamic search space speci-
fication during execution, accommodating complex con-
figurations. Optuna primarily employs Bayesian opti-
mization, which we adopt in this work, but also of-
fers grid and random search strategies. Additionally, it
uses pruning techniques to stop unpromising trials early,
saving computational resources, and offers visualization
tools for optimization analysis.
The objective in the optimization with Optuna is to

minimize the regression error J1 and minimize the nor-
malized AUC score3 for the de-classification on the val-
idation data. The normalized AUC score is defined as
|AUC score− 0.5|, of whose values range from 0 to 0.5,
where 0 indicates non-classifiability and 0.5 represents
perfect classification performance. Thus, the optimiza-
tion process is designed to enhance the estimation ac-
curacy of cosmological parameters while inhibiting the
classifier’s ability to differentiate among the simulation
models.
The free parameters subject to optimization consist

of the number of hidden layers, dropout, weight decay,
learning rate, and the dimensionality of the latent space.
Specifically, the dimensionality of the latent space, as de-
fined by dim(Z), is sampled from a uniform probability
density ranging from 50 to 2000. This range has been
chosen based on empirical evidence. In this study, the
machines trained with and without robustness exhibit
a difference in the dimensionality of the latent space,

3

The Area Under the Curve (AUC) score measures binary clas-
sification performance by representing the area under the ROC
curve, which plots the True Positive Rate against the False Pos-
itive Rate at various thresholds. The AUC score ranges from 0
to 1, where 1 indicates perfect performance, 0.5 represents ran-
dom guessing, and values below 0.5 suggest worse than random
performance.

specifically 1375 and 793 dimensions, respectively. This
variation in dimensionality may be associated with the
quantity of physical information within the input-output
pairs, depending on constraints such as the degree of ro-
bustness. However, we will not explore this relationship
further in the work, as it lies beyond the scope of our
current investigation.
In this work, we choose the one that is most accurate

on the test set of the simulations, on which the machine
is trained, as our best model. Presented in the result
sections—Sec. 3 and Sec. 4—are from the best model.
Further investigation on variance will be discussed in
Sec. 5.2

2.3. Dimensionality Reduction

Owing to the inherent high-dimensionality of the la-
tent space, discerning its implications presents a signif-
icant challenge. Accordingly, we employ dimensionality
reduction techniques to facilitate a more detailed anal-
ysis and visualization of the latent space.

2.3.1. Uniform Manifold Approximation and Projection

Uniform Manifold Approximation and Projection
(UMAP) is a nonlinear dimensionality reduction tech-
nique based on manifold learning and topological data
analysis (McInnes et al. 2020). The goal of UMAP is
to reduce the dimensionality of data while preserving as
much of the local and global structure as possible. The
algorithm first constructs a weighted k-nearest neighbor
(k-NN) graph, where distances between points in the
high-dimensional space are converted into a fuzzy topo-
logical representation using a Riemannian metric. Once
this high-dimensional graph is constructed, UMAP pro-
ceeds to optimize it into a lower-dimensional space by
minimizing a cross-entropy between the two topological
representations, thereby ensuring that the relationships
and distances from the original space are preserved in
the low-dimensional embedding.
UMAP consists of several parameters, including ‘n

neighbors‘, which controls the size of the local neigh-
borhood used for manifold approximation. Smaller val-
ues of ‘n neighbors‘ focus on preserving local structure,
whereas larger values help capture more global struc-
tures. Another important parameter is ‘min dist‘, which
determines how closely points are packed together in the
low-dimensional space, effectively balancing the preser-
vation of local versus global structures. Additionally,
UMAP supports various distance metrics, such as Eu-
clidean and cosine, for computing distances between
points in the input space. The selection of these param-
eters varies between different figures, in alignment with
the specific objectives of our analysis. The parameters
are mentioned in the accompanying text.

2.3.2. Kernel Principal Component Analysis

Kernel Principal Component Analysis (KernelPCA) is
an extension of traditional Principal Component Analy-
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sis (PCA) that allows the extraction of principal compo-
nents in a higher-dimensional feature space (Schölkopf
et al. 1997). KernelPCA employs the kernel trick to map
the data into a higher-dimensional space using a kernel
function, such as the Radial Basis Function or polyno-
mial kernel. Importantly, this mapping is done implic-
itly, with the kernel trick computing the dot product
between data points in the transformed space without
explicitly performing the transformation.
After the kernel function generates the kernel matrix,

representing pairwise similarities between data points
in the transformed space, the matrix is centered by sub-
tracting the mean to ensure that the data has zero mean
in the new feature space. PCA is then applied to this
centered kernel matrix, where the eigenvectors corre-
sponding to the largest eigenvalues are selected as the
principal components. These components capture the
most significant variance in the data after transforma-
tion through a kernel.
In general, UMAP is preferred for its scalability,

speed, and ability to preserve local and global structure,
making it ideal for visualization and exploratory anal-
ysis of large, high-dimensional datasets. On the other
hand, kernelPCA excels in cases where nonlinear data
structures are crucial and specific kernel choices can ex-
ploit known relationships, but it is limited by scalability
issues and requires careful tuning of kernel parameters.
Hence, we utilize UMAP for broad applications due to
its versatility, while implementing kernelPCA with the
linear kernel specifically to interrogate the behavior of
cosmological parameters within the latent space, where
established relationships are presumed.

3. LATENT SPACE

The aim of this work is to build a robust machine
that performs consistently on different models. How-
ever, before diving directly into machine performance,
we first investigate the anatomy of Miest and then in-
vestigate how robustness in Miest works. To this end,
we investigate the configuration of the latent space that
encapsulates the summary statistics derived from simu-
lations.
The latent space refers to an abstract representation

of data that can be obtained as output from the encoder
that compresses the simulation maps through CNN (see
Sec. 2.2). By construction, Miest is designed to pro-
cess the information from the simulations into latent
variables so that the latent variables are simultaneously
expressive and robust. Hence, understanding the behav-
iors and characteristics of the latent space is crucial to
analyze the mechanism or performance of Miest and
ultimately to grasp the intricate relationship between
different simulations.
However, the dimension of the latent space ranges

from O(102) to O(103). Substantial dimensionality
poses considerable challenges for latent-space analysis.
To address this, we employ dimensionality reduction

techniques that yield insightful assessments of high-
dimensional data (refer to Sec. 2.3). The reduced la-

tent space is denoted as Z̃UMAP and Z̃kPCA, respectively.
Throughout this paper, we choose three dimensions to
which the latent space is reduced. First of all, there are
at least two axes reserved for Ωm and σ8; it is not nec-
essary that the two Ωm and σ8 axes be orthogonal, but
their combinations will be. Theoretically, there can be a
third axis that represents simulation models or classifi-
cations of simulations. However, it is uncertain whether
the classification axis should exist and whether the axis
can be an orthogonal basis that does not overlap with
other axes.
After examinations with multiple different dimensions

for reduction with UMAP and KernelPCA, we have
found that dimensions exceeding three cannot make any
significant differences in visualization; the extra dimen-
sions are redundant with respect to Ωm, σ8, and classifi-
cation. Additionally, no axis forms an orthogonal basis
for classification, although it consists of a signature of
classifications; presumably, it is overlapped with other
information. Hence, we empirically select the three di-
mensions. Notice that these results are from UMAP and
KernelPCA, implying that there may theoretically still
exist an orthogonal basis for classification.

3.1. How Miest Achieves Robustness

In this section, we use Miest trained on Illus-
trisTNG and SIMBA with and without robustness to
investigate how robustness works within the framework
of Miest. Shown in Fig. 2 are two-dimensional projec-
tions of the three-dimensional latent space Z̃UMAP of
the whole dataset4 that is dimension reduced through
UMAP. For UMAP, we use the hyperparameters of 20
neighbors, 0.1 minimum distance, and the ‘euclidean’
metric5. The upper panels exhibit latent variables
Z̃UMAP of Miest trained without robustness, while the
lower panels show with robustness. The machines with
and without robustness are trained, respectively, and
end up having different dimensions of the latent space.
Hence, we conduct the dimensionality reduction sepa-
rately for each machine. In other words, there is no
direct connection between the upper and lower panels,
except that we use the same data set to train the ma-
chine.
The projections in the first column and second col-

umn are color coded with the true values Ωm and σ8,
respectively, where darker colors indicate higher values
of the parameters. With this in mind, IllustrisTNG
(blue) and SIMBA (red) have similar trends in terms

4 This includes both the training set and test set.
5 From the experiments, the ‘canberra’ metric is better at cap-
turing clustering. However, the axes for the cosmological pa-
rameters become interwoven. For better visualization, we choose
‘euclidean’ for this overview plot.



9

Figure 2. Two-dimensional projections of the three dimensional-reduced latent variable Z̃UMAP using UMAP. Since UMAP

naturally reduces the dimension of the data, the axes above are totally arbitrary given by UMAP. However, one can deduce

that due to the nature of the data, there must be at least two axes that represent Ωm and σ8, respectively. We denote them

as regression axes 0 and 1. Each data point is color-coded by their true parameter values Ωm (first column) and σ8 (second

column). This shows that each regression axis is a combination of Ωm and σ8. Arguably, we assume that the third axis should

be the classification axis that represents the simulation model of the data. Here, the reason they are sparse or porous is that

we use a test set. Although the ‘No Robustness’ case looks like IllustrisTNG and SIMBA are blended together, it is the

structure that two sheets of IllustrisTNG and SIMBA are spanned really close to each other almost in parallel. One can

confirm a more clear impact of robustness with the three-dimensional construction of the latent variable space. In addition,

it is manifested in the zoom-in plot (see Fig. 3). For 3D visualization using the entire dataset, check out the movies of ‘No

Robustness’ and ‘With Robustness’.

of cosmological parameters in the latent space along the
axes, regardless of robustness. This suggests that the
two axes—denoted as regression axes 0 and 1—are cor-
related with Ωm and σ8, respectively. One must notice
that the axes from the dimensionality reduction are com-
pletely arbitrary (that is, we have not provided any in-
formation on cosmological parameters). We empirically
choose to use the three dimensions as the final reduced
dimension. We anticipate that due to the intrinsic mu-
tual information between the inputs and outputs, there
must be two axes reserved for the cosmological param-
eters Ωm and σ8.Precisely, there should exist two axes,
corresponding to Ωm and σ8, which can be constructed
as a combination of the basis vectors within the reduced
latent space Z̃UMAP. For this reason, we denote two
axes that are correlated with cosmological parameters
as ‘regression axes 0 and 1’ and the other axis as ‘axis
2’.
The structural characteristics of ‘No Robustness’ are

analogous to networks of blood vessels or large-scale

structures, being composed of sheets and clumps. Il-
lustrisTNG and SIMBA represent two closely juxta-
posed thin sheets. Significant separation is observed at
elevated values of Ωm and σ8. Upon meticulous exami-
nation, slight misalignments in their clumpy structures
become evident, indicating classificationability. We also
investigate the classificationability of latent variables Z
derived from two distinct simulations utilizing the AUC
(Area Under the Curve) score. An AUC score of 0.97 is
obtained, demonstrating that the latent variables Z of
the two simulations are clearly classifiable.
Conversely, ’With Robustness’ exhibits smooth oval

or spherical distributions that are consistent across both
the IllustrisTNG and SIMBA datasets, despite the
UMAP hyperparameters remaining identical to those in
the ’No Robustness’, which generally influence the struc-
tural features of the reduced space Z̃UMAP. The dis-
tinction between the two simulations becomes visually
indistinguishable in the reduced space Z̃UMAP. Achiev-
ing an AUC score3 of 0.53, it successfully mitigates the

https://youtu.be/_6hqrcqTQ_c
https://youtu.be/_6hqrcqTQ_c
https://youtu.be/Xd5SIorPA1s
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Figure 3. Two-dimensional projections of the three dimensional-reduced latent variable space of the test set of IllustrisTNG

(blue) and SIMBA (red) via UMAP. The axes are rotated arbitrarily for better visualization. Each column shows latent variables

from three ranges of Ωm: lower, intermediate, and upper, with data points color-coded by their own ranges. The upper panels

represent the ‘No Robustness’ case, where IllustrisTNG and SIMBA are classifiable. The lower panels show the ‘With

Robustness’ case, where classification is less evident.

classification of simulations, marking a progression to-
wards robustness also in the full latent space Z. How-
ever, it should be noted that the correlation between
cosmological parameters and the regression axes weak-
ens compared to the ’No Robustness’ case overall. This
potentially signifies a loss of cosmological information
within the latent variables Z, as discussed in Sec. 4.
An important caveat is that the observed clumpiness
or any characteristic structures in the reduced latent
space Z̃UMAP are likely contingent upon the choice of di-
mensionality reduction methodology, and hence are not
physically meaningful.
We turn to the effect of robustness on the test set that

the Miest has never seen. Fig. 3 shows the latent vari-
ables Z̃UMAP divided into three parts with respect to
the values of Ωm = [0.1, 0.25), [0.25, 0.35), [0.35, 0.5]—
denoted lower, intermediate, and upper, respectively.
Each column shows colored data points in latent space
Z̃UMAP for each Ωm range. The latent space Z̃UMAP is
again reduced by UMAP using hyperparameters of 20
neighbors, minimum distance of 0.5, and the ‘canberra’
metric. The selection of the ‘canberra’ metric accentu-
ates the clustering of simulations more effectively. The
axes presented have been rotated in an arbitrary manner
to improve the visualization of the clustering between
IllustrisTNG and SIMBA datasets.

‘No Robustness’ (upper panels) shows how Illus-
trisTNG and SIMBA are configured in latent space
Z̃UMAP. The most noticeable separation between Il-
lustrisTNG and SIMBA is observed in the upper Ωm

(right panel), as also seen in Fig. 2. The IllustrisTNG
(blue) and SIMBA (red) are proximal but distinctly seg-
regated on a global scale. Meanwhile, clustering is also
evident in the lower and intermediate Ωm, though it oc-
curs on a more localized level, with some instances of
intermixing noted. The AUC scores are 0.93 (lower),
0.98 (intermediate) and 0.99 (upper), indicating the dis-
tinctive features of the HI maps for IllustrisTNG and
SIMBA manifest most in the higher Ωm. In contrast,
the ”With Robustness” panels (lower) exhibit no evi-
dent clustering or segregation, evidenced by AUC scores
of 0.50 (lower), 0.49 (intermediate) and 0.53 (upper).
Therefore, robustness implementation effectively inte-
grates simulations.

3.2. Effect of Robustness In Unseen Simulations

We focus our investigation on the influence of robust-
ness on data that the machine has not encountered pre-
viously. We introduce the unseen datasets, Astrid and
Eagle, into the same machine utilized in the previous
section, which has been trained on IllustrisTNG and
SIMBA. Fig. 4 illustrates the configurations of the la-
tent space Z̃kPCA for Astrid (top) and Eagle (bot-
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Figure 4. Two-dimensional projections of the three dimensional-reduced latent space Z̃kPCA using KernelPCA with the linear

kernel. The Miest machine is trained on IllustrisTNG (blue) and SIMBA (red) and tested on Astrid (green) and Eagle

(purple). The presented latent space are constructed from the whole data of IllustrisTNG and SIMBA including the training

set and the test set, whereas the latent variables of Astrid and Eagle has not been seen by the Miest machine. Each data

point is color-coded by its true parameter value of Ωm (first column) or σ8 (second column). Due to robustness, the latent

variables of Astrid and Eagle are spanned more evenly in the ‘With Robustness’ case (lower panels) than in ‘No Robustness’

(upper panels).
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tom), superimposed on the latent variables of Illus-
trisTNG and SIMBA. In contrast to the previous sec-
tion, kernelPCA with the linear kernel is employed in-
stead of UMAP, often yielding more interpretable results
wherein the axes exhibit greater correlation with cosmo-
logical parameters (refer to Sec. 2.3.2). The objective
of this section is to scrutinize how Astrid and Eagle
are arranged within the latent space Z̃kPCA spanned by
Miest trained on IllustrisTNG and SIMBA, with
a particular emphasis on robustness, especially in the
context of cosmological parameters of interest for regres-
sion. Despite minor intricacies that are challenging to
discern visually, the variations in Astrid and Eagle,
in response to robustness, exhibit a similar pattern.
Without robustness (upper panels in each plot),

Astrid (green) and Eagle (purple) are placed at the
edge of the sheets that IllustrisTNG (blue) and
SIMBA (red) spans. The coverage of the unseen data
(Astrid and Eagle) over the training data (Illus-
trisTNG and SIMBA) is much less than 50% on av-
erage. This can introduce bias in the regression results
since the locus of the latent space Z̃kPCA can roughly
translate into the predicted values. However, since what
we are looking at is the reduced space, the actual regres-
sion occurs in higher dimensions in a more complex man-
ner. The third column that is supposedly related to clas-
sification of simulations demonstrates the evident dis-
tinction between Astrid and the training data, whereas
Eagle seems to share more similarity with the training
data, yet it is classifiable. We will revisit the similarity
between simulations in Sec. 5.3
The incorporation of robustness results in a signif-

icant enhancement in coverage for both Astrid and
Eagle (lower panels in each plot) compared to the
case without robustness. Consequently, the majority
of data points now align with the plane that Illus-
trisTNG and SIMBA span on the reduced latent space
Z̃kPCA. Nonetheless, there remain biases and regions
where Astrid and Eagle barely populate. In the case
of Ωm for Eagle with robustness (lower left corner),
the distribution of the purple dots in the high Ωm re-
gion is notably sparse, with a discernible bias towards
the middle and lower Ωm values. This finding is also
consistent with the prediction results depicted in Fig. 5,
which illustrates the predictions for Eagle with robust-
ness (details in Sec. 4). This indicates that these are
potential sources of systematic bias and inaccuracies
in the prediction. Overall, the introduction of robust-
ness demonstrates the capacity to enhance predictive
accuracy by augmenting the congruence between train-
ing simulations and unobserved simulations. However,
residual biases and potential inaccuracies, which pre-
sumably stems from intrinsic properties of simulations,
persist to a certain extent.

4. PERFORMANCE

In this section, we dive into the robustness perfor-
mance in an explicit manner. Fig. 5 and 6 illustrate the
predictions of Ωm and σ8, respectively, versus truth with
and without robustness using IllustrisTNG, SIMBA,
Astrid, and Eagle. IllustrisTNG (first column)
and SIMBA (second column), on which the machine is
trained, demonstrate the precision of the machine with
respect to the robustness. We also provide in the figures
the values of four metrics that measure the performance
of Miest: relative error δ, chi-square χ2, bias b, and

generalization α. χ2 is defined by
〈
θtrue − θ̂pred|/σ̂pred

〉
,

where ⟨·⟩ and σ̂pred are the average over the test set the
standard deviation given by Miest (refer to Eq. 3 and
4). The generalization α is defined as ⟨b/σ̂pred⟩. The
generalization α is designed to achieve a minimal value
when the confidence interval of the prediction covers a
broader parameter space with minimal bias; in other
words, the model exhibits less bias and larger standard
deviation compared to the bias. However, this metric
does not directly measure the predictive power.
In the absence of robustness, the relative errors of

the model for IllustrisTNG(SIMBA) are quantified
as 4.3%(5.3%) for Ωm and 4.2%(4.9%) for σ8. The slight
difference in accuracy between two simulations origi-
nates from the intrinsic amount of information that each
simulation carries, as discussed in Sec. 5.3. However, the
introduction of robustness results in performance degra-
dation, increasing the relative errors to 4.5%(5.6%) for
Ωm and 7.4%(7.9%) for σ8. During the implementation
of robustness, the machine is compelled to disregard in-
formation exclusive to individual simulations, leading
to an unavoidable decline in performance. However, the
both values of bias and α decrease with robustness from
4× 10−4 to −2× 10−4 (4.3× 10−3 to −2.7× 10−3) for
bias and 1.5×10−3 to −1.2×10−3 (0.14 to −0.13) for α,
indicating that the machine yields a more uniform pre-
diction across the parameter space than without robust-
ness. This suggests that the incorporation of robustness
not only has the potential to enhance the generalization
for unseen data but also augments the intrinsic robust-
ness for the train data itself.
In the case of the unseen simulations, Astrid (third

column) and Eagle (fourth column) show relative er-
rors of 14.1% and 18.3% for Ωm and 20.2% and 12.9% for
σ8, respectively. The substantial precision discrepancy
between the train data and the unseen data can be at-
tributed to the configurations of the latent space Z̃kPCA

depicted in the ‘No Robustness’ cases of Fig. 4, which
elucidates the evident bias present in Astrid and Ea-
gle as opposed to IllustrisTNG and SIMBA. How-
ever, by incorporating robustness, the relative errors of
Astrid and Eagle has been improved by 23% and 11%
for Ωm and 47% and 29% for σ8, respectively. Further-
more, χ2 is reduced by 2 ∼ 3 times, with biases de-
creased by a factor of 7 for Astrid and a factor of 4 for
Eagle, and the values of α are enhanced approximately
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Figure 5. Prediction of Ωm versus truth with and without robustness (lower and upper). The MIEST is trained on the HI maps

of IllustrisTNG (1st column) and SIMBA (2nd column) and tested on that of Astrid (3rd column) and Eagle (4th column).

Each plot has a relative error δ, χ2, bias b, and α. Here, α measures how the machine can cover the parameter space with less

bias and sufficient confidence intervals (refer to Sec. 4).

four-fold for both. These improvements correlate with
the alterations in the latent space Z̃kPCA attributed to
robustness (see ‘With Robustness’ of Fig. 4). This sub-
stantiates the pivotal role of robustness in increasing
performance.
In addition to performance enhancement, two note-

worthy observations can be made. First, the improve-
ment manifests itself with greater prominence in σ8 com-
pared to Ωm. In the absence of robustness, the predictive
accuracy of σ8 within both Astrid and Eagle exhibits
substantial bias, largely yielding values in the range of
0.8 to 1.0 for σ8, irrespective of the actual true value.
However, the implementation of robustness remarkably
mitigates such biases. The predictions have become in-
creasingly aligned with the median values on average,
indicating a reduction in bias, and exhibit a higher de-
gree of correlation with the actual true values. On the
other hand, the improvement in Ωm is relatively mi-
nor compared to σ8. Therefore, two conclusions can be
drawn: a) In the absence of robustness, σ8 is substan-
tially biased to their own simulations. b) Nevertheless,
σ8 encompasses a substantial amount of both common
and distinguishable information compared to Ωm, since
Ωm shows limited potential for improvement with re-
spect to robustness.
The second noteworthy observation is that the predic-

tion of Ωm in Eagle is significantly biased regardless of
the presence of robustness. This underscores the inher-

ent divergence in the physical models, as shown in the
bottom left panel of Fig. 4, which illustrates the sub-
stantial absence of data points for Eagle (purple) in the
high Ωm region both with and without robustness. The
limitations associated with attaining robustness and di-
vergence of the simulation models will be discussed in
greater detail in 5.3.
We now investigate how performance can change with

respect to the degree of robustness. As discussed in
Sec. 2.2, the magnitude of de-classification and com-
pression can be modulated by the hyperparemeters β
and γ, respectively, in the loss function (see Eq. 3)
De-classification and compression together play a sig-
nificant role in robustness. Fig. 7 shows how the rela-
tive error δ (left), bias b (middle), and standard devia-
tion σpred (right) of Ωm (top) and σ8 (bottom) changes
with respect to the degree of robustness, demonstrat-
ing qualitatively the relationship between robustness
and hyperparameters. There are four different levels
of robustness on the x axis: zero ((β, γ) = (0, 0)), low
((β, γ) = (10−3, 10−4)), mid ((β, γ) = (10−2, 10−3)),
and high ((β, γ) = (10−1, 10−2)).
We can categorize the simulations into those used for

training (IllustrisTNG and SIMBA) and those re-
served for testing (Astrid and Eagle). For the sim-
ulations employed in the training phase, the relation-
ship between relative error and robustness is monotonic.
An increase in robustness correlates with a reduction
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Figure 6. Prediction of σ8 versus truth with and without robustness (lower and upper). The MIEST is trained on the HI maps

of IllustrisTNG (1st column) and SIMBA (2nd column) and tested on that of Astrid (3rd column) and Eagle (4th column).

Each plot has a relative error δ, χ2, bias b, and alpha. Here, α measures how the machine can cover the parameter space with

less bias and sufficient confidence intervals (refer to Sec. 4).

in predictive power due to loss of information through
compression and de-classification processes. In princi-
ple, such a trend becomes manifest in the pursuit of
robustness, as increments in γ and β result in gradient
descent being increasingly influenced by compression I
and de-classificationH, rather than the regression objec-
tive function J1 (refer to Sec. 2.2.1). This phenomenon
is conceptually understandable, as it involves the omis-
sion of information that, while distinguishable, may still
exhibit correlation with cosmological parameters.
In the case of Astrid and Eagle, the accuracy in re-

lation to the degree of robustness progressively enhances
until reaching a turning point. This suggests the ex-
istence of one or more optimal points characterized by
maximal robustness, necessitating an exhaustive param-
eter search to identify. Nevertheless, we have not con-
ducted such exploration due to the complexity and high
dimensionality inherent in the hyperparameters, which
encompass those pertinent to the optimization of the
neural network. The turnaround occurs relatively earlier
for Ωm than σ8, indicating that Ωm retains less common
information or is more sensitive to compression and de-
classification processes, thereby resulting in its prema-
ture degradation relative to σ8. Furthermore, biases ex-
hibit analogous patterns. Conversely, the standard de-
viations demonstrate unexpected outcomes. Typically,
the loss of information, as evidenced by the relative er-

ror in IllustrisTNG and SIMBA, would be associated
with an increase in standard deviations. However, the
observed standard deviations reveal a decline followed
by abrupt increases at certain points.

5. DISCUSSION

5.1. On Robustness

The definition of robustness varies depending on the
context of the problem. This particular study is dedi-
cated to the development of a machine learning model
that demonstrates consistent performance across various
cosmological simulations, particularly in the context of
estimating cosmological parameters from HI maps. To
this end, we have tuned the neural network to remove
distinct information but preserve common information
that is, importantly, correlated with cosmology. In this
sense, achieving robustness in this work can be defined
as finding common information, or latent space, that is
both physical and universal to any simulation, with the
important assumption that all simulations have physi-
cal integrity at a certain level. In this context, the la-
tent variables are not required to be directly observable
physical quantities, but rather should encompass any
physical features of the simulations.
Imagine the feature space Hi of the physical features

hi that can be found in simulation i. There can be a sub-
set of features Ci that are correlated with the parameter
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Figure 7. Relative errors of Ωm (top) and σ8 (bottom) versus the degree of robustness. The MIEST is trained on the HI

maps of IllustrisTNG (blue dashed) and SIMBA (red dotted) and tested on that of Astrid (green solid) and Eagle (purple

dot-dashed).

of interest θ. That is, Ci = {hi|I(hi;θ) > 0}, where the
mutual information I(X;Y ) ≡ DKL(P(X,Y )∥PX ⊗ PY )
and DKL is the Kullback-Leibler divergence. In the con-
ventional, regular estimator, the objective is to find an
optimal subset of features Mi ⊂ Ci. Then, our goal is
to find a subset R = {h|h ∈ A,A =

⋂
i Ci}. Here, the

subscript i is no longer needed in R since the features
in R should be universal, i.e. in common between all
simulations. In other words, this subset represents the
collection of robust physical features. We can also de-
fine a subset Rab = {h|h ∈ A,A =

⋂
i={a,b} Ci}. Rab

represents the subset of the robust features h that are
common only in simulations a and b. Note that since the
robust subset R is comprised of Ci whose input features
(in this work, HI map) are correlated with the target
parameters (here, cosmological parameters), robustness
is conditioned on given inputs and outputs; e.g. our
model is only robust on cosmological parameters with
respect to HI maps.
With this, we consider the case where we train a model

on simulations [a . . .m] with robustness. Ideally, we can
have a robust model that has learned R[a...m] to the
fullest. By definition, the simulations are not distin-
guishable on R[a...m]. In other words, on R[a...m], the
cross entropy H(Pa, Pb) should be the same as the en-
tropy H(Pa) and H(Pb) for any two simulations a and
b (i.e., H(Pa, Pb) = H(Pa) = H(Pb)). In practice, how-
ever, it is nearly impossible to obtain solely R[a...m] as
whole. Rather, during training, it is more likely to get
R′

[a...m] ∪ H′
[a...m] where R′

[a...m] ⊂ R[a...m] and an ar-

bitrary subset H′
[a...m] = ∪i=[a...m]H′

i for H′
i ⊂ Hi that

causes noise. Then, the leakage H′
[a...m] eventually lead

to classifiability, namely H(Pa, Pb) > H(Pa) since the
features h′

i ∈ H′
i are distinguishable across different sim-

ulations. This phenomenon is observed in the AUC score
trained with robustness.
In addition, we have used relative errors to mea-

sure the performance of Miest. For instance, the rel-
ative error on Astrid is related to the mutual infor-
mation between the intersection—R′

[IllustrisTNG,SIMBA]∩
R[IllustrisTNG,SIMBA,Astrid]—and cosmological parame-
ters. In contrast to the AUC score that accounts for dis-
tinguishability, the relative error on the unseen simula-
tions has a theoretical upper bound, which is determined
by the mutual information between the intersection—
R[IllustrisTNG,SIMBA] ∪CAstrid—and cosmological param-
eters. The intersection represents the degree of overlap
among IllustrisTNG, SIMBA, and Astrid, reflect-
ing the inherent properties of simulations irrespective to
Miest.
Furthermore, during the training phase, the fact that

Miest lacks information about Astrid results in un-
stable outputs. In practice, R′ of the Miest—a sub-
set of R[IllustrisTNG,SIMBA]—is determined in a stochas-
tic manner due to inherent randomness or imperfec-
tions in the training processes. The inherent stochas-
ticity in the training processes introduces randomness
into the intersection between R′

[IllustrisTNG,SIMBA] and

R[IllustrisTNG,SIMBA,Astrid], which in turn determines the
performance on Astrid. This phenomenon arises since
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Table 1. Summary of the relative error δ, bias b, and gener-

alization α on Astrid and Eagle. The values presented are

averages across multiple Miests trained with and without

robustness to account for the effect of randomness in robust-

ness. Lower numbers indicate superior performance. The

superior values among ’No Robustness’ and ’With Robust-

ness’ are highlighted in bold.

Astrid Eagle

Robust. Without With Without With

Ωm

δ 15.7±2.8 14.1±2.6 16.9±2.0 17.9±2.4

10b 1.5±0.3 1.1±0.4 1.5±0.3 1.2±0.5

α 6.1±1.6 4.9±1.8 6.7±1.5 4.75±2.4

σ8

δ 14.5±1.9 12.8±0.5 12.7±1.0 11.8±1.0

10b 1.3±0.3 0.2±0.1 0.9±0.3 0.2±0.1

α 3.1±0.6 0.2±0.1 2.1±0.6 0.15±0.10

Miest lacks information about where Astrid should lie
in R[IllustrisTNG,SIMBA]. Consequently, this randomness
inevitably results in inherent instability and divergence
in the outcomes of Miest or robustness studies, which
is discussed in detail next.

5.2. Convergence and Stability of Robustness

In this section, we investigate the convergence as
well as the stability of the robustness of our models.
In this context, convergence is described as the phe-
nomenon that the metrics accounting for robustness—
e.g., AUC score, performance on Astrid and Eagle—
progressively approach a stable point as the self-
performance of Miest on the training simulations im-
proves. Similarly, stability refers to the variance of these
robustness metrics in comparison to those of the ma-
chine without robustness. For instance, if the variance
of the machine with robustness is so large to the extent
that it overlaps with the machine without robustness,
then it may be considered highly unstable. Throughout
this section, we use Miest that is trained on Illus-
trisTNG and SIMBA.
Fig. 8 displays the changes in distinguishability of the

latent variables with (bottom) and without (top) robust-
ness using AUC score (right column) and evidence prob-
abilities (other columns). The evidence probabilities in
Bayesian statistics refers to the probability of observ-
ing the data given all possible values of the parameters
within a model. In this context, a probability of sim-
ulation models is defined as the evidence. We present
the outputs of over one hundred Miests, each trained
individually and selected based on a mean relative error
of Ωm and σ8 below 6%, represented by the blue dots.
The evidence probability P (a|Zb) represents the proba-
bility of an arbitrary simulation model a given the latent
variables of an arbitrary model, Zb. In other words, this
value represents the probability of a given latent variable

Zb—generated by the HI maps of simulation b—being
classified as a. To compute this, we train a random
forest classifier using latent variables Z and simulation
labels a. The random forest subsequently estimates the
probability of simulation models as a function of the la-
tent variables.
‘No Robustness’ (upper panels) shows an AUC score

of ∼ 0.84 and evidence probabilities of P (A|A) ∼ 0.75
and P (B|A) ∼ 0.25, where P (A|A) and P (B|A) repre-
sent the cases where two simulations are the same or
are different, respectively. This indicates that the ‘Mi-
est’ without robustness can classify the simulations, yet
there is some overlap of around 25% in terms of the
evidence probability. The standard deviations of these
values are approximately over 10%, which is not very
stable. For example, some cases demonstrate a prob-
ability of 0.4 or 0.6, indicating that IllustrisTNG
and SIMBA are not distinguishable to some extent.
Furthermore, there are no evident signs of conver-
gence in the probabilities and the AUC scores towards
smaller mean relative errors. Consequently, trainingMi-
est without robustness yields unstable and divergent
outputs in terms of distinguishability between Illus-
trisTNG and SIMBA.
Meanwhile, ‘With Robustness’ (lower panels) shows

consistent results across different Miests, demonstrat-
ing the AUC score of ∼ 0.51 and P (A|A) ∼ 0.51, and
P (B|A) ∼ 0.49. This evidently indicates the robust-
ness succeeds in removing the distinct model-specific in-
formation so that they are indistinguishable in the la-
tent variables. Moreover, the standard deviations of the
probabilities are less than 1% while that of the AUC
score is ∼ 2%, which is a huge improvement from ‘No
Robustness’. This also can evidently be considered con-
vergent. Overall, the implementation of robustness re-
sults in the stable, convergent Miest.
We now move on to the performance on the unseen

simulations—Astrid and Eagle. Tab. 1 summarizes
the mean of the relative errors δ, biases b, and general-
ization α and their standard deviations for Ωm and σ8

(refer to the first paragraph of Sec. 4 for the definitions).
For Astrid, it is evident that robustness improves the
performance in every metric by more than 10% in terms
of the mean values. However, for Ωm of Astrid, the
standard deviations are more than 10%, leading to over-
laps between ‘No Robustness’ and ‘With Robustness’.
This suggests that the improvements in Ωm exhibit in-
stability, implying that despite certain improvements,
the influence of randomness is still significant. In con-
trast, the improvements in σ8 are more significant and
stable. Notably, the generalization performance is en-
hanced by a factor of 15, in line with Fig. 6.
The case of Eagle displays a similar tendency to

Astrid, albeit with relatively fewer overall improve-
ments. A key difference in Ωm is the inconsistency where
the incorporation of robustness results in a higher rel-
ative error, deteriorating predictive performance; how-
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Figure 8. Probability of a simulation model a given latent variables of a certain model— Zb, P (a|Zb), and AUC score with and

without robustness. P (a|Zb) represents the probability of Miest, which is trained on IllustrisTNG and SIMBA, identifying

a given input as either IllustrisTNG or SIMBA. With P (IllustrisTNG|Zb) ∼ 0.5 ∼ P (SIMBA|Zb), robustness ensures that

the Miest identify the input to be either IllustrisTNG or SIMBA regardless of its origin.

ever, the robustness leads to improvements in the bias
and generalization, despite being unstable. This demon-
strates that while robustness in Miest results in a loss
of predictive power accompanied by increased scatter, it
in return enhances generalization, enabling a more uni-
form coverage of the parameter space with heightened
levels of confidence. This phenomenon is illustrated in
Fig .4, which demonstrates that robustness enhances the
coverage of Eagle, albeit at the cost of inducing mis-
alignments.
The convergence and (in-)stability arise from both

the inherent characteristics of various simulations and
the influence of stochastic elements in the training pro-
cess. Ideally, if one can train a machine such that it
removes all the distinct features, yet retaining common
features, i.e. the latent space of the machine repre-
sents exactly R[IllustrisTNG,SIMBA] in the previous sec-
tion, this machine is considered convergent and stable,
providing consistent results. In practice, however, due to
stochasticity and incompleteness of the training process,
the latent space results in representing only subset of
R[IllustrisTNG,SIMBA], leading to potential issues in con-
vergence and stability. Furthermore, the performance
on Astrid (Eagle) is determined by the overlap be-
tween the intersection of IllustrisTNG and SIMBA,
R[IllustrisTNG,SIMBA], and Astrid (Eagle). However,
since the training lacks the information about Astrid
and/or Eagle, the extent of the overlap remains com-
pletely unaccounted for in the training process, i.e., it

is determined stochastically. Consequently, the perfor-
mance on unseen simulations tends to be unstable and
inherently unable to converge, posing significant hurdles
in the robustness studies.

5.3. Different Combinations Of Simulations

Thus far, we have conducted this study using the ma-
chine only trained on IllustrisTNG and SIMBA. In
this section, we extend our scope to all four simulations
and investigate differences between all possible pairs of
simulations. To this end, we use three approaches; 1.
We train a Miest machine on two simulations without
robustness to assess the degree to which the two simula-
tions are distinguishable; 2. We individually train CNNs
on each simulation and evaluate their performances on
the other three simulations to obtain a comprehensive
understanding of cross-simulation performance; 3. We
perform a comparative analysis of the HI maps derived
from the four simulations based on the results above.
First, we train Miest without robustness on every

combination of any two simulations out of the four
simulations—IllustrisTNG, SIMBA, Astrid, and
Eagle, which gives us six combinations in total. Due
to lack of robustness, the Miest is trained in a way
that both compresses the maps and increases the mutual
information between latent variables and cosmological
parameters. Since the de-classification is not imposed,
there is no need for Miest to remove the classifiable in-
formation. For instance, this is the case in Sec. 3 where
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Figure 9. HI maps from IllustrisTNG, SIMBA, Astrid, and Eagle with variation of Ωm with the other parameters fixed.

The initial conditions of the simulations are designed to yield the same large-scale structure across different simulations. Ωm

has been set to 0.1 (1st row), 0.2 (2nd row), 0.3 (3rd row), 0.4 (4th row), and 0.5 (5th row). The simulation run with Ωm = 0.3

(middle) is the fiducial CAMELS simulation.
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Table 2. Summary of probability of a simulation model A given latent variables of a certain model— ZB , P (A|ZB), and AUC

score without robustness. P (A|ZB) represents the probability of Miest, which is trained on Simulation A and Simulation B,

identifying a given input as either Simulation A or Simulation B. With P (B|ZA) ∼ 0.5 ∼ P (A|ZB), robustness ensures that

the Miest identify the input to be either Simulation A or Simulation B regardless of its origin. This analysis indicates that

IllustrisTNG, Astrid, and Eagle share more common features, whereas SIMBA is an outlier. The latent spaces of this

result can be found in Fig. 11.

Simulation A Simulation B P (B|ZA) P (A|ZA) P (B|ZB) P (A|ZB) AUC Score

IllustrisTNG SIMBA 0.28± 0.08 0.72± 0.08 0.72± 0.08 0.28± 0.09 0.83± 0.07

IllustrisTNG Astrid 0.45± 0.02 0.55± 0.02 0.51± 0.02 0.49± 0.02 0.58± 0.04

IllustrisTNG Eagle 0.45± 0.04 0.55± 0.04 0.52± 0.04 0.48± 0.04 0.59± 0.07

SIMBA Astrid 0.30± 0.06 0.70± 0.06 0.66± 0.07 0.34± 0.07 0.81± 0.08

SIMBA Eagle 0.29± 0.06 0.71± 0.06 0.71± 0.06 0.29± 0.06 0.82± 0.05

Astrid Eagle 0.47± 0.02 0.53± 0.02 0.52± 0.02 0.48± 0.02 0.57± 0.04
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Figure 10. HI maps from IllustrisTNG, SIMBA, Astrid, and Eagle with variation of σ8 with the other parameters fixed.

The initial conditions of the simulations are designed to yield the same large-scale structure across different simulations. σ8

has been set to 0.6 (1st row), 0.7 (2nd row), 0.8 (3rd row), 0.9 (4th row), and 1.0 (5th row). The simulation run with σ8 = 0.6

(middle) is the fiducial CAMELS simulation.
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Miest without robustness shows that the latent vari-
ables from IllustrisTNG and SIMBA are apparently
classifiable. Thus, we then adopt a evidence probability
of model to measure the distinguishability from a binary
classifier. In this process, we train around 100Miest for
each combination and calculate the mean and the stan-
dard deviation to get rid of the randomness in the result.
Secondly, we individually train simple CNNs on each
simulation and then evaluate the cross-performances by
testing each CNN on the three simulations other than
the one used for training. To mitigate the effects of ran-
domness, we again repeat it over 100 times, and obtain
the mean and the standard deviation for each combina-
tion.
Tab. 2 summarizes the probability of a simulation

model A given latent variables of a certain model— ZB ,
P (A|ZB), and AUC score without robustness. P (A|ZB)
represents the probability of Miest that is trained on
Simulation A and Simulation B identifying a given in-
put as either one of those simulations. Here, we present
the results for all six combinations of the four simu-
lations. Tab. 2 remarkably exhibits consistent results
in terms of the relationships between the four simula-
tions. Specifically, IllustrisTNG, Astrid and Ea-
gle share more common features, whereas SIMBA is
an outlier. All combinations of two simulations amongst
IllustrisTNG,Astrid, and Eagle show probabilities
P (B|ZA) of ∼ 0.5 and AUC scores of ∼ 0.6, while all
combinations that include SIMBA exhibit probabilities
P (B|ZA) of ∼ 0.3 and AUC scores of ∼ 0.8 (c.f., Fig.
11 for an extensive latent space comparison of all four
simulations).
One interesting observation is that despite the

consistency of these trends, there exists a notable
asymmetry. For instance, P (IllustrisTNG|ZAstrid) =
0.49 while P (Astrid|ZIllustrisTNG) = 0.45, and
P (SIMBA|ZAstrid) = 0.34 while P (Astrid|ZSIMBA) =
0.30. Despite the comparable sizes of the variances
(∼ 0.02 for the IllustrisTNG-Astrid pair and ∼
0.06 for the SIMBA-Astrid pair), the presence of
these asymmetric features suggests that certain sim-
ulations are relatively more distinctive, making them
more challenging to blend effectively. In this spirit,∑

A P (A|ZB) can be a proxy for measuring how gen-
eral or agreeable the simulation B is with other simula-
tions. Then,

∑
A P (A|ZAstrid) shows the highest value

of 0.43, whereas
∑

A P (A|ZSIMBA) exhibits the lower
value of 0.29. In other words, this implies that Astrid
possesses more common features and is more agreeable,
while SIMBA stands out as the most distinctive simu-
lation model.
In consideration of this, we proceed to analyze the pro-

jected HI maps to gain a direct insight into the analysis
above. Figs. 9 and 10 display projections of the HI maps
from the four simulations with variations of cosmological
parameters. The initial conditions of the simulations are
designed to yield the same large-scale structure across

different simulations. Fig. 9 depicts the HI maps with
different values of Ωm with the other parameters fixed—
Ωm = [0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5] from the top, while Fig. 10
illustrates the HI maps with different values of σ8 with
the other parameters fixed—σ8 = [0.6, 0.7, 0.8, 0.9, 1.0]
from the top.
The large-scale structure of all the presented HI

maps—commonly known to be determined by physics
of dark matter and the initial conditions of cosmologi-
cal simulations—shows a great similarity across differ-
ent simulations. However, appreciable differences in the
general features are observable with ease. The primary
distinction is the amount of ionized diffuse gas. In
every map presented here, it is readily apparent that
SIMBA contains a significantly greater amount of ion-
ized diffuse gas—dark blue regions—than the other sim-
ulations, with this disparity becoming more prominent
as Ωm and σ8 increase. This phenomenon is also com-
pletely in agreement with Fig. 2 that demonstrates sig-
nificantly increasing distances between IllustrisTNG
and SIMBA in the latent space Z̃UMAP as Ωm and σ8

increase. On the other hand, IllustrisTNG, Astrid,
and Eagle exhibit similarity in terms of hot diffuse
gas. This similarity accounts for the indistinguishability
amongst IllustrisTNG, Astrid, and Eagle, while
also elucidating the distinguishability with SIMBA,
shown in Tab. 2.
This disparity is also demonstrated in Tillman et al.

(2023) that has studied the impact of galactic feedback
on Lyα forest statistics, which is characterized by col-
umn densities of HI, resulting from parameter variations
in the SIMBA and IllustrisTNG feedback models.
The study highlights that in SIMBA, the AGN jet feed-
back mode effectively transports energy to the diffuse
IGM, and stellar feedback is crucial in regulating su-
permassive black hole growth and feedback, emphasiz-
ing the need to constrain both stellar and AGN feed-
back. In contrast, the IllustrisTNG simulations show
that AGN feedback variations do not influence the Lyα
forest, but changes in the stellar feedback model lead
to subtle effects (see Tillman et al. 2024, for a further
discussion on SIMBA). This result elucidates the in-
trinsic discrepancies in the galactic feedback models in
IllustrisTNG and SIMBA, which results in the dis-
tinguishability.
On the other hand, the indistinguishability—e.g.,

amongst IllustrisTNG, Astrid, and Eagle—does
not necessarily result in better cross-performance. It is
worth noting that the cross-performance depends on mu-
tual information between the cosmological parameters
and the HI maps, whereas classification occurs on each
map. Thus, the cross-performance is sensitive to how
structures, such as the clustering of galaxies, changes
with respect to the cosmological parameters, whose re-
lationship is not readily discernible to the naked eye.
For instance, Eagle in comparison to IllustrisTNG
and Astrid displays smoother structures, while Illus-



22

trisTNG and Astrid exhibit denser clumping, albeit
this density is not always pronounced. In addition, such
differences are not solely driven by the cosmology but
also driven by the baryon physics even without varying
the subgrid model parameters. For example, increas-
ing the matter content in the universe (high Ωm) results
in the formation of dense clusters and galaxies, which
facilitates the growth of supermassive black holes and
subsequently leads to a greater fraction of hot diffuse
gas in the universe due to the jet feedback from these
black holes. Consequently, this can produce effects com-
parable to the increase in the AGN parameters. In other
words, the estimation of cosmological parameters can be
significantly influenced by the subgrid models utilized in
cosmological simulations. This underscores the necessity
for robustness in these simulation models.

6. SUMMARY

In this work, we develop the Miest (model-insensitive
estimator) that can robustly estimate the cosmological
parameters Ωm and σ8 from HI maps of various cosmo-
logical simulation models in the CAMELS simulations.
The cosmological simulation models employed in this
study include IllustrisTNG, SIMBA, Astrid, and
Eagle. Our primary objective is to train Miest on Il-
lustrisTNG and SIMBA with and without robustness,
followed by testing on Astrid and Eagle to evaluate
the robustness of the model. Here, an estimator is con-
sidered robust if it posseses a consistent predictive power
across all simulations, including those used during the
training phase.
To achieve robustness, we construct the Miest by in-

tegrating the approaches of deep variational information
bottleneck (Alemi et al. 2017) and generative adversarial
network (Goodfellow et al. 2014). The structure of Mi-
est is comprised of a CNN, an encoder, a regressor, and
a classifier. The CNN and an encoder image-process and
compress the HI maps into latent variables, which can
be deemed as summary statistics of these maps. With
the latent variables, the Miest can predict cosmological
parameters via the regressor. During the training phase,
the Miest aims to discard the classifiable information
specific to each simulation through de-classfication pro-
cess with the classifier, while preserving the information
about the cosmological parameters (refer to Sec. 2.2 for
details). Subsequently, the hyperparameters and train-
ing procedures are optimized using optuna to improve
the performance of the machine.
We first investigate the latent space—a set of sum-

mary statistics within neural networks that captures
the essential patterns or features of complex data—of
the Miest to understand the mechanism through which
Miest attains robustness and to assess the efficacy of
the Miest (see Sec. 3). We utilize methods for reduc-
ing dimensionality that provide meaningful evaluations
of high-dimensional data, condensing the latent space
to three dimensions. On the three dimensional latent

space derived from the test set of IllustrisTNG and
SIMBA, Miest without robustness generates two sep-
arate sheets of latent variables originating from Illus-
trisTNG and SIMBA, respectively. The two axes of
the sheets correspond to Ωm and σ8. However, the intro-
duction of robustness results in these two sheets trans-
forming into two intermingled spheres, showing no sign
of separation or distinctiveness, while preserving the two
axes for Ωm and σ8. Consequently, the removal of the
classifiable information about simulation models leads
to the blending of latent variables.
We turn to examine how robustness facilitates the

incorporation of the training simulations with the un-
seen simulations. To this end, we focus on the over-
lapping area in the latent space between the training
simulations—IllustrisTNG and SIMBA—and the
unseen simulations—Astrid and Eagle. The imple-
mentation of robustness increases coverage of Astrid
and Eagle on IllustrisTNG and SIMBA, leading to
improved alignment of the axes for Ωm and σ8. This po-
tentially indicates better performance on Astrid and
Eagle. Nonetheless, biases persist, particularly in spe-
cific regions such as high Ωm areas for Eagle with
robustness, suggesting that systematic biases and in-
accuracies still exist despite the improvements. Con-
sequently, the incorporation of robustness helps align
training and unseen simulations, but some persistent
biases are likely due to the inherent properties of the
simulations.
Subsequent to the qualitative analysis, we transition

to a quantitative assessment of the robustness and per-
formance for Miest (refer to Sec. 4). For an estimator
trained on IllustrisTNG and SIMBA without robust-
ness, the mean relative errors of Ωm and σ8 are high
for Astrid (∼17%) and Eagle (∼15%) compared to
IllustrisTNG (∼ 4%) and SIMBA (∼5%), showing
clear bias. Incorporating robustness improves perfor-
mance of Astrid and Eagle considerably, reducing the
mean relative errors of Ωm and σ8 by ∼35% (Astrid)
and ∼20% (Eagle) and decreasing biases by factors of
7 (Astrid) and 4 (Eagle). These improvements, at-
tributed to enhanced coverage and alignment in the la-
tent space, underscore the importance of robustness in
improving consistent performance over various simula-
tions.
In addition to the enhancement in performance, two

observations can be highlighted. Firstly, the improve-
ment is more significant in σ8 compared to Ωm. With-
out robustness, the accuracy of σ8 in both Astrid and
Eagle exhibits considerable bias, yielding values be-
tween 0.8 and 1.0 for σ8, regardless of the actual true
value. Nonetheless, the incorporation of robustness sig-
nificantly alleviates these biases, showing a higher cor-
relation with the true values. Conversely, the improve-
ment in Ωm is relatively minor compared to σ8. The
second is that the prediction of Ωm in Eagle is signif-
icantly biased regardless of the presence of robustness.
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This underscores the inherent divergence in the physical
models, as shown in the latent space that illustrates the
substantial absence of data points in the high Ωm region
both with and without robustness.
We then investigate the changes of performance ofMi-

est in response to the different degrees of robustness.
The incorporation of robustness increases the errors for
IllustrisTNG and SIMBA but improves the accuracy
for Astrid and Eagle. Specifically, the accuracy of σ8

is more significantly improved by the introduction of ro-
bustness than Ωm. Furthermore, the performance varia-
tions with different robustness levels are analyzed using
hyperparameters β and γ in Eq. 3 in Sec. 2.2.1, which
control the degrees of compression and de-classification.
For the training simulations, increased robustness leads

to reduced predictive power due to information loss from
compression and de-classification, respectively. In the
unseen simulations, the accuracy gained through robust-
ness shows an initial increase, followed by a decline af-
ter reaching an optimal point of maximum robustness.
The turning point for Ωm occurs earlier than for σ8, in-
dicating that Ωm is more sensitive to compression and
de-classification.
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Hopkins, P. F., Kereš, D., Oñorbe, J., et al. 2014, MNRAS,

445, 581, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stu1738

Hopkins, P. F., & Quataert, E. 2011, MNRAS, 415, 1027,

doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2966.2011.18542.x

Huang, Z., Wang, H., Xing, E. P., & Huang, D. 2020, in

Computer Vision – ECCV 2020: 16th European

Conference, Glasgow, UK, August 23–28, 2020,

Proceedings, Part II (Berlin, Heidelberg:

Springer-Verlag), 124–140,

doi: 10.1007/978-3-030-58536-5 8

Jamieson, D., Li, Y., de Oliveira, R. A., et al. 2023, ApJ,

952, 145, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/acdb6c

Jeffrey, N., & Wandelt, B. D. 2020, arXiv e-prints,

arXiv:2011.05991, doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2011.05991

Jo, Y., & Kim, J.-h. 2019, MNRAS, 489, 3565,

doi: 10.1093/mnras/stz2304

Jo, Y., Genel, S., Wandelt, B., et al. 2023, ApJ, 944, 67,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/aca8fe

Katz, N., Weinberg, D. H., & Hernquist, L. 1996, ApJS,

105, 19, doi: 10.1086/192305

Kim, J.-h., Abel, T., Agertz, O., et al. 2014, ApJS, 210, 14,

doi: 10.1088/0067-0049/210/1/14

Krumholz, M. R., & Gnedin, N. Y. 2011, ApJ, 729, 36,

doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/729/1/36

Lee, J.-Y., Kim, J.-h., Jung, M., et al. 2024a, arXiv e-prints,

arXiv:2409.02256, doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2409.02256

Lee, M. E., Genel, S., Wandelt, B. D., et al. 2024b, ApJ,

968, 11, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ad3d4a

Li, Y., Tian, X., Gong, M., et al. 2018, in Computer Vision

– ECCV 2018: 15th European Conference, Munich,

Germany, September 8-14, 2018, Proceedings, Part XV

(Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer-Verlag), 647–663,

doi: 10.1007/978-3-030-01267-0 38

McInnes, L., Healy, J., & Melville, J. 2020, UMAP:

Uniform Manifold Approximation and Projection for

Dimension Reduction. https://arxiv.org/abs/1802.03426

Medlock, I., Nagai, D., Singh, P., et al. 2024, ApJ, 967, 32,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ad3070

Muandet, K., Balduzzi, D., & Schölkopf, B. 2013, in

Proceedings of the 30th International Conference on

International Conference on Machine Learning - Volume

28, ICML’13 (JMLR.org), I–10–I–18

Nguyen, T., Modi, C., Yung, L. Y. A., & Somerville, R. S.

2023, arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2308.05145,

doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2308.05145

Ni, Y., Di Matteo, T., Chen, N., Croft, R., & Bird, S. 2022,

ApJL, 940, L49, doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/aca160

Ni, Y., Genel, S., Anglés-Alcázar, D., et al. 2023, ApJ, 959,
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