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Abstract

Cosmological simulations are a powerful tool to advance our understanding of
galaxy formation and many simulations model key properties of real galaxies. A
question that naturally arises for such simulations in light of high-quality observa-
tional data is: How close are the models to reality? Due to the high-dimensionality
of the problem, many previous studies evaluate galaxy simulations using simplified
summary statistics of physical properties. In this work, we combine simulation-
based Bayesian model comparison with a novel misspecification detection tech-
nique to compare simulated galaxy images of 6 hydrodynamical models against real
Sloan Digital Sky Survey (SDSS) observations. Since cosmological simulations
are computationally costly, we address the problem of low simulation budgets by
first training a k-sparse variational autoencoder (VAE) on the abundant dataset
of SDSS images. The VAE learns to extract informative latent embeddings and
delineates the typical set of real images. To reveal simulation gaps, we then perform
out-of-distribution detection (OOD) based on the logits of classifiers trained on
the embeddings of simulated images. Finally, we perform amortized Bayesian
model comparison using probabilistic classification, identifying the relatively best-
performing model along with partial explanations through SHAP values.

1 Motivation and related work

Investigating the physical processes that govern the formation and evolution of galaxies is a hard
problem. Many of these processes, which span a very large dynamical range, are coupled, and thus,
understanding their importance for galaxy formation requires running cosmological hydrodynamical
simulations [45]. However, assessing the quality and realism of these simulations is a notoriously
difficult task. A common approach is to compare the distribution of galaxy properties retrieved
from simulations and observations as a diagnostic tool. However, galaxy properties span a multi-
dimensional, complex parameter space (image-like or time series-like data), and it is not clear how
to optimally perform model comparison in such a setup. Many previous works have measured the
gap between simulation models and observations using traditional methods employing simple 2d
or 3d summary statistics, for example, the Tully-Fisher [42] or the stellar mass-halo mass relation
[28]. However, this is a very limited criterion, as a model may closely match real observations under
one such relation, but deviate significantly from reality under another. Recently, several works have
explored machine learning approaches to compare simulations and observations. [14] used the deep
learning method for hierarchical models proposed by [10] to compare simulation-based supernova
Ia light curve models. [49] compared Illustris [44] and IllustrisTNG [33] with r-band Sloan Digital
Sky Survey [SDSS 17] images by combining the output of two PixelCNN networks [43] to produce
pixel-wise anomaly scores assigned to simulation images. [13] proposed to use GANomaly [1], an
anomaly detection network based on Generative Adversarial Networks [GAN 12], to rate NIHAO
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simulations [Numerical Investigation of Hundred Astrophysical Objects 3, 4, 46] against SDSS
images by assigning anomaly scores to galaxy images. Since galaxy simulations are computationally
expensive to obtain (∼ 10− 100k CPUh per instance), we take a novel approach. We leverage a large
set of real images (643,553) to pre-train a sparse embedding network which compresses simulated
and real galaxy images into a structured latent space, which allows us to highlight notable simulation
gaps [40]. Then, we use the amortized Bayesian model comparison (BMC) [36, 37], which is a novel
simulation-based inference [SBI; 8] method for comparing analytically intractable, high-dimensional
models, to determine the relative fit of each model. This allows us to efficiently handle a large number
of images, which would be computationally infeasible with standard Bayesian methods. Given the
limited size of our simulation dataset—an inherent challenge for SBI applications that typically
require large amounts of data—we utilize ensemble methods to enhance classifier performance and
robustness despite the data scarcity.

2 Datasets and Simulation Details

Figure 1: Comparing real SDSS (left)
and simulated NOAGN (right) galaxies.

Observed galaxy images The Sloan Digital Sky Survey
[SDSS 6, 17] is one of the most influential astronomical
surveys ever conducted. Its main goal is to create detailed
multi-dimensional maps of the universe, capturing images
and spectra of millions of celestial objects. SDSS images
are produced in a set of broad-band filters, of which we use three: the near-infrared (i), red (r), and
green (g) which can then be combined into multi-color images by mapping the i, r, g-bands to red,
green and blue color channels. Following the work of [13], we use the galaxy catalogue by [27], and
place a cut on stellar mass at 109M⊙ which leaves 643,553 galaxy images for the SDSS dataset in
our work. For training our embedding network, we split SDSS into a training (70%), a test (10%) and
two validation sets: one for early stopping (10%) and one for hyperparameter tuning (10%).

Simulated galaxy images We compare simulated galaxy images from six candidate models taken
from two different simulation projects: TNG50 and TNG100 from the IllustrisTNG simulations
[30–32, 34, 41] and AGN [2, 47], NOAGN [46], UHD [Ultra High Definition 4] and n80 [22] from
the the NIHAO simulation suite. The only difference between TNG100 and TNG50 is the physical
resolution of the underlying simulation, while in the case of NIHAO the different flavours explore
different physical models for star formation and feedback in addition to increased resolution. More
information on the exact differences between the various simulation flavours of NIHAO can be
found in [13]. All simulated galaxy images are created with the same image pipeline based on
radiative transfer (RT) post-processing of the simulated galaxies using the SKIRT code [5]. For the
IllustrisTNG models we use the synthetic image data from [39], available on the open data access
website 1. For the NIHAO models we use the synthetic data from [13]. For both simulation projects,
we create RGB images from the raw RT output following the image pipeline of [13] which combines
the i, r, g images using an arcsinh stretch as proposed by [21], applies a point spread function and
adds Gaussian noise to model observational uncertainties. In the following figures, NIHAO models
are named with an additional suffix “rt" to distinguish them from a previous version of our image
data. Our final simulated image dataset has a resolution of 64x64 pixels and includes 11334, 1523,
1521, 1540, 120, and 240 images for TNG100, TNG50, AGN, NOAGN, UHD, and n80, respectively.
Because the simulation dataset is imbalanced (TNG100 is the majority class), we oversample the
images in the minority classes by copying them once. For the subsequent steps of model comparison,
we stratify the latent embeddings of the simulation models into a training set (85%) and a test set
(15%), ensuring that the class proportions remain unchanged after the split.

3 Method
Learning summary statistics with limited simulation budgets A typical approach in SBI methods
for model comparison is reducing the original data into fixed summary statistics (also called latent em-
beddings in our context) to avoid working with high-dimensional observables, such as galaxy images.
Additionally, [36] proposed to train embedding networks that capture the structure of the original
data, avoiding catastrophic information loss and biased results caused by hand-crafted summary
statistics [25, 38]. However, learning summary statistics end-to-end requires large simulation budgets
that are infeasible in our setting. For instance, running the TNG100 simulations alone demands 1.5

1https://www.tng-project.org/data/docs/specifications/#sec5l
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years of runtime, equivalent to millions of CPU hours, making such simulation efforts prohibitively
expensive. To overcome this problem, we leverage the large body of real observational data from
SDSS to train an embedding network (i.e., an encoder) in a fully unsupervised manner as part of an
information maximizing variational autoencoder architecture. Then, we “freeze” the encoder and
embed the simulated images into the lower dimensional latent space. This smaller subset of “labeled”
embeddings serves as the training data for an ensemble of classifiers that learns to perform Bayesian
model comparison and detect simulation gaps.

Auto-encoding galaxy images We use a k-sparse variational autoencoder [VAE; 16] based on the
k-sparse autoencoder [24] to encode galaxy images to latent embeddings since compared to plain
autoencoders, VAEs provide a probabilistic framework and help prevent overfitting. To this end, we
compute z using the reparameterization trick and we incorporate the MMD-VAE loss from the Info-
VAE family [50] to avoid common problems with the standard VAE model and encourage maximally
informative compression. Our final loss function is L = MMD2(qϕ(z)∥p(z)) + MSE(xrecon, x)
where p(z) ∼ N (0, I), MSE stands for mean squared error, and x is the image. During training, we
compute the latent embedding z in the feedforward phase, then sparsify it by keeping only the k
largest activations (absolute values) and setting the rest to zero. The computation of the loss function
and the input of the decoder both use the sparsified z. We train the k-sparse VAE on the SDSS training
set with dimension z = 512 and k = 32. Then we encode the SDSS test set and the simulated images
to 512 dimensional latent embeddings with k = 64. A larger k during the encoding phase reduces
the error rate of downstream classification task [24].

Amortized Bayesian model comparison and misspecification detection Bayesian model compari-
son (BMC) can be cast into a classification task by training a classifier with a proper loss [11] to induce
a categorical distribution over the model indices M given the observed data D: M ∼ p(M | D)
[36]. Correspondingly, we train an ensemble of classifieres on the “labeled” latent embeddings of
the simulated images and then use the trained ensemble to estimate posterior model probabilities
from the SDSS test set in an instant. The model with the best relative fit from a Bayesian perspective
[23, 36] is then the one that is preferred by the classifier. The classifier can be efficiently reused for
inference as new observations come in - hence the training cost amortizes over multiple observations.
However, we cannot simply apply the ensemble to all latent embeddings of our SDSS test set since
some of them may be out-of-distribution [OOD; 48] relative to the simulations, which can lead to
incorrect or unstable predictions [9, 40]. In our context, OOD occurs when the simulations differ
significantly from the (actually observed) test data and thus indicates model misspecification. We
can use any post hoc OOD score [48] to detect observations for which the models are misspecified.
We perform out-of-distribution (OOD) detection using the Generalized ENtropy score [GEN score
18] which is defined as Gγ(p) =

∑
j p

γ
j (1− pj)

γ with γ ∈ (0, 1), where p are the probabilities of
all classes calculated by applying the softmax function to the logits produced by the classifiers. In
practice, we set γ = 0.1 and following the the original paper [18], we compute negative GEN scores.
In order to perform OOD detection, we proceed as follows: We fit a classifier to the SDSS test set
and compute the corresponding GEN score distribution. Similarly, we compute the reference GEN
score distribution by classifying the simulation test sets. If the GEN score distribution of SDSS test
set lies significantly outside of the reference GEN score distribution, then the SDSS test set is OOD,
implying that the simulations deviate from reality. In this case, we perform model comparison only
on the subset of SDSS data that “agree” with simulated latent embeddings. For this, we take the
percent point corresponding to 95% of the reference GEN score distribution as a threshold and ignore
all SDSS latent embeddings with a GEN score beyond this threshold. To this “cleaned” SDSS test
dataset we apply the classifiers once again to derive our final model posteriors. In this way, we can
increase the robustness of model posterior estimates and the corresponding theoretical implications.

Classifiers and training objectives As a baseline model we choose a random forest classifier,
which has been used previous model comparison papers [25, 35]. We also train an XGBoost [7]. As
stated before, we have a small set of simulation data and ensemble methods handle this situation
better than a single neural network. So we additionally train a stacking ensemble classifier (named as
stacking-MLP-RF-XGB), which combines 3 base classifiers (MLP, random forest and XGBoost) with
a random forest serving as the final estimator. Before we train the final classifiers on the simulation
models, we use 5-fold cross validation to select the best classifier. We use the calibration curve
(Figure 4) and confusion matrix (Figure 5) as metrics. The derived expected calibration error score
[ECE score 29] and the confusion matrices show that the stacking-MLP-RF-XGB classifier achieves
better recovery than random forest or XGBoost.
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4 Results

Figure 2: UMAP projection of simulated latent embeddings
(orange) compared to the SDSS test set (blue).

UMAP visualization of latent
embeddings We visualize the
latent space embedding using
UMAP [Uniform Manifold Ap-
proximation and Projection, 26]
to project the 512-d latent embed-
dings into a 2-d space in Figure 2.
We train the UMAP model solely
on the SDSS test set to obtain the
corresponding embeddings and ap-
ply it then to each simulation to
visualize the relative positions of
simulated data and SDSS test set. By doing so we can get an intuition of the gap between the
simulation models and reality. It is clear that the latent embeddings from the 6 simulation models
overlap only with a small part of the SDSS test data which implies that all simulation models can
only explain a small fraction of observed galaxies. This is further confirmed by the GEN score
distributions which are generally of different shape for the observational dataset and the simulation
models (Figure 6). This results suggests that all simulation models are somewhat misspecified and
our approach opens up various avenues to improve upon the simulation models using explainable AI
methods, such as SHAP values [see Figure 8 in the Appendix 19, 20].

Figure 3: Violin plots for the stacking-MLP-RF-XGB classi-
fication of the in-distribution data of SDSS test set.

Model comparison After detect-
ing model misspecification using the
GEN score distribution, we have
55% in-distribution and 45% OOD
SDSS data from stacking-MLP-RF-
XGB classifier, 42% in-distribution
and 58% OOD SDSS data from ran-
dom forest and 71% in-distribution
and 29% OOD SDSS data from XG-
Boost. Applying our BMC pipeline to
the in-distribution dataset of the SDSS
latent embeddings, we derive our final
result shown in Figure 3. There is a
clear preference for the NOAGN model by all 3 classifiers (see also Figure 7 in the Appendix). This
relative preference does not necessarily mean that NOAGN fits the SDSS test set better than the
other models. It simply points to the fact that, among all partly misspecified models (see above),
NOAGN generates the most realistic images. But note that also a tiny fraction of the TNG100 and
UHD galaxies are well in agreement with SDSS. Interestingly, comparing TNG100/TNG50 and
NOAGN/UHD, we find that higher physical resolution does not necessarily provide better agreement
with observations.This might reveal a mismatch between simulation resolution and the employed
sub-grid physics which might fail to result in realistic simulations if not adapted for higher resolution.

Physical insights through SHAP values We interpret our model comparison results qualitatively
in light of physical difference between the simulation models via an analysis of SHAP values on the
XGBoost classifier. The resulting SHAP plots are shown in Figure 8 in the appendix and discussed
in more depth there as well. This analysis suggests that NOAGN must be redder and clumpier than
TNG100, which, in turn, must be bluer and smoother. This difference might point towards different
star formation histories and present day star formation rates, since younger stars are on average bluer.

5 Conclusion
We have explored novel approaches to model misspecification detection and Bayesian model compar-
ison in the context of galaxy images and hydrodynamical simulations. Our approach for detecting
model misspecification not only enables us to gauge the misfit of individual models, but also enables
insights on why or in which respect these models are missspecified. By casting the Bayesian model
comparison task as a classification task, we are able to select the relatively best matching model
without the need for potentially lossy hand-crafted summary statistics. Furthermore our approach
enables the usage of explainable AI techniques, such as SHAP values, to get a deeper insight into the
advantages/disadvantages of individual models.
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Broader impact statement

The authors are not aware of any immediate ethical or societal implications of this work. This
work purely aims to aid scientific research and proposes to apply novel Bayesian model comparison
techniques in order to distinguish between different simulation models.
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A Appendix: Training of VAE and supplemental figures

For training the k-sparse VAE we use the Adam optimizer [15] with an initial learning rate of 10−3

and a reduce-on-plateau schedule for dynamically reducing the learning rate by a factor of 0.1 if the
average validation loss per epoch has no improvement after 5 epochs. We have an early stopping
mechanism in place, where the training halts if the average validation loss does not decrease for
10 consecutive epochs in which case we choose the model checkpoint at those previous 10 epochs.
Using a batch size of 400, the training of the k-sparse VAE for 38 epochs on a single A100 GPU
takes 6,802 seconds. The final model checkpoint which we evaluate is hence at the 28th epoch.

Figure 4: Calibration curves of classifiers. Top: random forest, Middle: XGBoost, Bottom: stacking-
MLP-RF-XGB

B SHAP analysis

We qualitatively interpret our model comparison results in light of physical difference of the simulation
models via an analysis of SHAP values on the XGBoost classifier. The resulting SHAP plots are
shown in Figure 8. Since feature dimensions are ordered by their importance on the prediction of
the XGBoost classifier result the upper and lower panel have slightly different rankings and show
different feature vectors. However, feature 364 and 189 are similarly important for NOAGN and
TNG100 classification. Additionally the importance of feature 113 and 205 are also share between
the two models. We find that two features (189 and 364) in the compressed latent space are equally
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Figure 5: Confusion matrices of classifiers. Left: random forest, Middle: XGBoost, Right: stacking-
MLP-RF-XGB

Figure 6: GEN score distribution of all simulation models test set (orange) and SDSS test set (blue).
Left: random forest, Middle: XGBoost, Right: stacking-MLP-RF-XGB

important for classifying NOAGN and TNG100. However, their effect on the classification output is
exactly opposite - for NOAGN (TNG100) these features have an overall positive (negative) impact on
the classification if they show a large feature value. Looking at the meaning of these two features, we
find that 189 strongly correlates with color where a low feature value represents more red galaxies
and a larger value encodes bluer ones. Similarly, feature 364 encode green to red galaxies where
additionally the substructure inside the galaxy varies with feature value, the larger (smaller) this
feature the more red (green) spots appear in the galaxies. From this we conclude that NOAGN must
be redder and clumpier than TNG100 which must be bluer and smoother. This might point towards
different star formation histories and present day star formation rates since younger stars are on
average bluer. A similar conclusion can be drawn from the other two common features 205 and 113.
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Figure 7: Violin plots showing the classification of the in-distribution data of SDSS test set for two
other classifiers. Left: XGBoost, Right: random forest.
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Figure 8: Two examples of SHAP plots from the XGBoost classifier. Top: NOAGN, Bottom: TNG100.
To the left of the feature number we add corresponding visualisations of the latent dimensions. The
middle column of the left small panels indicated by a red title shows the reconstruction from an
encoded latent embedding of an example galaxy. To the left (right) we reduce (increase) the value of
that entry in the latent embedding. We vary latent embedding entries by about 3σ around the mean in
each dimension.
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