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We present the first application of the Wavelet Scattering Transform (WST) in order to constrain
the nature of gravity using the three-dimensional (3D) large-scale structure of the universe. Utilizing
the Quijote-MG N-body simulations, we can reliably model the 3D matter overdensity field for the
f(R) Hu-Sawicki modified gravity (MG) model down to kmax = 0.5 h/Mpc. Combining these simu-
lations with the Quijote νCDM collection, we then conduct a Fisher forecast of the marginalized
constraints obtained on gravity using the WST coefficients and the matter power spectrum at red-
shift z=0. Our results demonstrate that the WST substantially improves upon the 1σ error obtained
on the parameter that captures deviations from standard General Relativity (GR), yielding a ten-
fold improvement compared to the corresponding matter power spectrum result. At the same time,
the WST also enhances the precision on the ΛCDM parameters and the sum of neutrino masses,
by factors of 1.2-3.4 compared to the matter power spectrum, respectively. Despite the overall re-
duction in the WST performance when we focus on larger scales, it still provides a relatively 4.5×
tighter 1σ error for the MG parameter at kmax = 0.2 h/Mpc, highlighting its great sensitivity to the
underlying gravity theory. This first proof-of-concept study reaffirms the constraining properties of
the WST technique and paves the way for exciting future applications in order to perform precise
large-scale tests of gravity with the new generation of cutting-edge cosmological data.

I. INTRODUCTION

The dramatically increasing quantity and quality of
cosmological observations of the Large-Scale Structure
(LSS) of the universe in the coming decade creates an
exciting landscape for the exploration of the deepest
mysteries in modern fundamental physics. The recent
announcement of the first cosmology results [1–3] by
the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI) [4, 5]
marked the beginning of the Stage-IV era of precision
cosmology, which will soon also include the correspond-
ing analyses by the Vera C. Rubin Observatory Legacy
Survey of Space and Time (LSST) [6, 7], Euclid [8], the
Nancy Grace Roman Space Telescope [9] and SPHEREx
[10]. By accurately tracing the distribution of galaxies in
the 3-dimensional (3D) LSS of the universe, which sen-
sitively depends on the interplay between its fundamen-
tal constituents and interactions, we are able to perform
stringent tests of our assumptions about the physics of
the early universe and other light relics [11–13], the na-
ture of dark matter [14], massive neutrinos [15, 16], the
accelerated expansion of the universe [17] and also the
properties of gravity at large scales [18–21].

Despite being the weakest out of the 4 fundamental
interactions, gravity played a central role in shaping the
LSS of the universe, driving the instabilities that con-
verted the primordial fluctuations into the inhomoge-
neous pattern of galaxies observed at late times. As a
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result, the LSS is a valuable probe that enables precise
cosmological tests of gravity. These tests do not come in
a vacuum; General Relativity (GR), our best theory of
classical gravity, has successfully passed a wide array of
tests, ranging from laboratory and Solar System experi-
ments [22] all the way to the strong field regime [23] and
gravitational wave (GW) observations [24]. Its validity
on the cosmic scales, however, relies upon an extrapola-
tion of the above conclusions by many orders of magni-
tude, a fact that has recently also come into question in
connection to the discovery of the accelerated expansion
of the universe [25, 26] and the cosmological constant
problem [27] associated with its standard Λ Cold Dark
Matter (ΛCDM) explanation1. As a result, the wealth of
incoming cosmological data provides us with the timely
opportunity to accurately test the large-scale nature of
gravity and its potential links to cosmic acceleration [18–
21].
Even though the LSS is in principle a great arena for

testing fundamental physics, fully utilizing it is far from
trivial in practice. The nonlinear evolution of the pri-
mordial Gaussian density field has caused the dispersion
of its information content [30], which was originally fully
encoded by the power spectrum, into higher order corre-
lations [31–37] that are expensive to extract and perhaps
unable to even be informative in the deeply non-Gaussian
regime [30]. On the particular front of testing gravity,

1 It should also be noted that recent cosmological observations may
be providing hints for a potential deviation from a background
evolution consistent with a cosmological constant [3, 28, 29].
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these challenges are further exacerbated by the ’screen-
ing’ mechanisms that various modified gravity (MG) the-
ories typically invoke in order to restore their viability
in the Solar System [38, 39]. Suitably tailored interac-
tion terms in the scalar field potential basically manage
to suppress the MG-induced ’fifth forces’ in regions of
high density and/or gravitational potential, where GR
is recovered [40–45]. Given, however, that it is mainly
these high overdensities that dominate the signal in the
2-point function, what keeps such theories viable also
makes them very challenging to detect using the power
spectrum, even with the next generation of cosmological
surveys.

Aiming to overcome these sets of challenges, a wide ar-
ray of alternative techniques have been developed, with
a primary focus on efficiently recovering the additional
non-Gaussian information that lies beyond the power
spectrum, in order to fully utilize the constraining po-
tential of the wealth of upcoming cosmological data. As
far as testing gravity is concerned, for example, trans-
formations that “mark” the significance of low-density,
unscreened, regions have demonstrated great promise for
improving cosmological constraints [21, 46–50], matching
and exceeding their performance in the context of conven-
tional cosmologies [30, 46, 47, 51–63]. These are joined by
a long list of related approaches to galaxy clustering, in-
volving for instance the use of Minkowski functionals [64–
69], density-split clustering [70–74], proxy higher-order
statistics [75–81], k-nearest neighbors [82, 83], 1-point
cumulants [84, 85] or the minimum spanning tree [86]
(with a similar level of activity in the context of weak
gravitational lensing (WL) [87]). On the other end of the
interpretability spectrum, modern Artificial Intelligence
(AI) seeks to capture the entire field-level information,
without any compression, exhibiting very promising re-
sults in preliminary applications [88–95]. Identifying the
approach that delivers the optimal trade-off between per-
formance, cost and interpretability for a given application
is one of the most pressing open questions in the field of
precision cosmology.

A more balanced path between the above two fronts
can be taken by the Wavelet Scattering Transform
(WST) [96, 97], which is a novel summary statistic that
subjects a target field to a cascade of successive con-
volutions with a set of localized wavelets, followed by
a nonlinear modulus and a global averaging operation.
Given the close resemblance between these basic WST
operations and the ones performed by a Convolutional
Neural Network (CNN) (convolution, nonlinearity, pool-
ing), the former can be alternatively viewed as a fixed-
kernel shallow neural net, delivering thus a more favor-
able trade-off between performance and interpretability
[30, 98–100]. As a result, its use for non-Gaussian in-
formation extraction has been increasingly growing in a
broad range of physical applications [101], such as in as-
trophysics [102–104], cosmology [105–117] or molecular
chemistry [118, 119]. Notably, it has been recently suc-
cessfully applied to galaxy clustering observations, en-

abling substantial improvements in the derived cosmo-
logical constraints compared to the conventional 2-point
correlation function [108, 109].
Our previous applications [107–109] were mainly fo-

cused on constraining the cosmological parameters of the
standard ΛCDM scenario, with only a brief consideration
of simple extensions to it in [109], due to the limitations
imposed by the available simulations [120, 121]. Mo-
tivated by these encouraging findings in the context of
ΛCDM, in this work we move one step further and per-
form the first WST application to test a modified theory
of gravity, the popular f(R) Hu-Sawicki model [122]. Us-
ing a new set of state-of-the-art simulations for this cos-
mological scenario, that expand upon the publicly avail-
able Quijote suite [120, 123], we perform a WST Fisher
forecast using the real space matter overdensity and com-
pare against the constraints predicted by the standard
matter power spectrum at redshift z = 0. Our work lays
the foundation for obtaining precise constraints on the
nature of gravity using the WST technique.
This paper is structured as follows: in §II we introduce

the Wavelet Scattering Transform, in §III the modified
gravity model that we are going to focus on, while in §IV
we describe the simulations we use to make our predic-
tions for it. We then proceed to lay out all the details
of our Fisher forecast framework in §V, before presenting
our results in §VI. Finally, we summarize our conclusions
in §VII. More technical details are discussed in Appen-
dices §A,§B and §C.

II. WAVELET SCATTERING TRANSFORM

First proposed in the context of signal processing and
computer vision applications, the Wavelet Scattering
Transform (WST) [96, 97] is a novel summary statistic
that was intended to shed light on the performance of
CNNs. As such, it can simultaneously also serve as a
more interpretable alternative. Specifically, consider I(x)
to be a physical field of interest defined in an arbitrary
number of dimensions, and also ψj1,l1(x) to be a local-
ized wavelet, the spatial and angular support of which is
characterized by the indices j1 and l1, respectively. If ∗
denotes a convolution, then the operation

S1 ≡ ⟨|I(x) ∗ ψj1,l1(x)|⟩ , (1)

will extract a global (through averaging) quantity S1

which quantifies the degree of clustering around scales
j1 and l1 (through the wavelet convolution). The succes-
sive repetition of the fundamental operation (1) up to the
nth order can then generate a cascade of such WST co-
efficients, Sn, given explicitly by the following hierarchy
of expressions:

S0 = ⟨|I(x)|⟩,
S1(j1, l1) = ⟨|I(x) ∗ ψj1,l1(x)|⟩ , (2)

S2(j2, l2, j1, l1) = ⟨| (|I(x) ∗ ψj1,l1(x)|) ∗ ψj2,l2(x)|⟩ ,
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up to n = 2. Eq. (2) is referred to as a
scattering network, the coefficients of which can summa-
rize the strength of clustering in the input field when
combined with a family of localized wavelets, which we
will define below. In direct analogy to the familiar hierar-
chy of n-point correlation functions, it can be proven that
a WST coefficient of order n contains high-order infor-
mation related to the correlation function of order up to
2n [96, 99]. Thanks to its fundamental property of not el-
evating the input field to very high powers, however, it is
more efficient in the highly non-Gaussian regime because
it does not amplify the tail of the probability distribution,
unlike the traditional moment expansion [30, 101]. The
same property leads to a greater degree of robustness and
numerical stability, as we will also find in this analysis,
while the compact wavelet basis in Eq. (2) guarantees
that the extracted information is not dispersed among a
very high-dimensional data vector [101]. Given that a
CNN essentially subjects an input field to a convolution
with a kernel, followed by a nonlinear operation, before
summarizing with a global pooling operation, it can be
immediately understood why the WST can be viewed as
a more interpretable equivalent, that is, as a fixed-kernel
(wavelet) shallow neural net lying at the middle-ground
between a powerful yet “black box” CNN and the well-
understood but limited power spectrum. This makes it
a valuable novel summary statistic with a wide range of
applications considered across the physical sciences [101].

If we slightly relax the requirement that the field enters
the WST operation in a strictly linear fashion, as in Eq.
(2), and allow it to be raised to a more generic power
q ̸= 1 instead, we end up with the generalized version

S0 = ⟨|I(x)|q⟩,
S1(j1, l1) = ⟨|I(x) ∗ ψj1,l1(x)|q⟩ , (3)

S2(j2, l2, j1, l1) = ⟨| (|I(x) ∗ ψj1,l1(x)|) ∗ ψj2,l2(x)|q⟩ ,

which essentially provides the flexibility to highlight the
overdense or underdense regions of the LSS (when work-
ing with the cosmic density field), by choosing powers
q > 1 or q < 1, respectively. Given that cosmic voids
are known to be sensitive probes of fundamental physics,
such as the properties of massive neutrinos or gravity,
the latter choice is of particular interest to cosmologi-
cal applications, a fact that we already confirmed for the
neutrino mass constraints in Ref. [107]. As a result, we
will adopt the same choice of Eq. (3) in this modified
gravity WST application as well, as we will further dis-
cuss below.

For a particular choice of a 3-dimensional (3D) field as
input, which will be the case in our cosmological applica-
tion, a convenient wavelet basis can be generated starting
with a solid harmonic mother wavelet:

ψm
l (x) =

1

(2π)
3/2

e−|x|2/2σ2

|x|lY m
l

(
x

|x|

)
, (4)

that was first applied in the context of 3D molecular
chemistry [118, 119], but which we also adopted in our

previous galaxy clustering applications [107–109]. If Y m
l

in Eq. (4) is a Laplacian spherical harmonic and σ the
Gaussian width in pixel units, then a dilation of the
mother wavelet will give:

ψm
j,l(x) = 2−3jψm

l (2−jx), (5)

which builds a family of wavelets spanning different
dyadic scales, 2j , and angles l, after we sum over the
second spherical harmonic index m. Adopting this con-
figuration, the WST network eventually takes the follow-
ing form:

S0 = ⟨|I(x)|q⟩,

S1(j1, l1) =

〈(
m=l1∑
m=−l1

|I(x) ∗ ψm
j1,l1(x)|

2

) q
2
〉
, (6)

S2(j2, j1, l1) =

〈(
m=l1∑
m=−l1

|U1(j1, l1)(x) ∗ ψm
j2,l1(x)|

2

) q
2
〉
,

where

U1(j1, l1)(x) =

(
m=l1∑
m=−l1

|I(x) ∗ ψm
j1,l1(x)|

2

) 1
2

. (7)

Aside from the solid harmonic wavelets that we adopt in
this analysis, other applications have considered bump-
steerable wavelets [110, 112], Morlet wavelets [105, 106]
or wavelets with a preferred direction [103, 113].
Furthermore, and staying consistent with previous ap-

plications [105, 107, 108, 118, 119], we further reduce the
dimensionality of the resulting WST data vector by dis-
carding second order coefficients for j2 < j1, since the
1st order convolution over j1 washes out all information
below that scale, and also proceed with l2 = l1, which
provides a reasonable compromise between performance
and computational cost.
This configuration leads to a total of

S0 + S1 + S2 = 1 + (L+ 1)(J + 2)(J + 1)/2 (8)

WST coefficients up to 2nd order, with the spatial and
angular indices running in the following range

(j, l) ∈ ([0, .., J − 1, J ], [0, .., L− 1, L]), (9)

respectively. For an input field resolved using NGRID
cells on each dimension, the maximum spatial scale can-
not exceed J ≤ log2(NGRID), given that the wavelet
dilations scale as 2j .
Summarizing, the overall WST configuration is deter-

mined by the values of J , L, q and σ, which the user is
free to choose based on the particular application. We
will justify how we pick their values for this particular
analysis in the following sections. Finally, given an input
field I(x) of resolution NGRID3 2, the WST coefficients

2 An additional layer of smoothing can be applied to the field in
case we want to ensure that small-scale sensitivity is completely
removed beyond a fixed cut-off, as we will explain below.
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(8) can be evaluated from Eq. (6), using the public Ky-
matio package [124]3.

III. GRAVITY MODEL

Testing General Relativity against competing alterna-
tives has a long history that traces all the way back to its
original formulation; for an overview see [22]. Ever since
the discovery of the accelerated expansion of the universe
[25, 26] and the subsequent dawn of precision cosmology,
many such approaches have been naturally increasingly
focusing on cosmological tests of gravity [18–21]. In order
to evade the tight constraints already placed on gravity
in the strong regime [23] and the vicinity of our Solar
System [22], while at the same time being able to predict
detectable signals at cosmic scales, alternative scenar-
ios of this kind typically invoke a dynamical screening
mechanism that restores their viability at smaller scales
[38–45].

One of the most popular such scenarios is the f(R) class
of theories [125], in which a suitably chosen function of
the Ricci scalar, R, modifies the Einstein-frame expres-
sion of the Einstein-Hilbert action S, as follows:

S =

∫
d4x

√
−g
[
R+ f(R)

16πGN
+ Lm

]
, (10)

where GN is the Newtonian gravitational constant, g the
determinant of the metric tensor and Lm the Lagrangian
density of the matter sector. In the limit f(R) = 0 the
standard GR expression is recovered, while non-zero val-
ues of the modifying function free up an additional degree
of freedom, fR = df(R)/dR, that can potentially cause
self-acceleration [126]. In the weak-field regime and un-
der the quasi-static approximation, the scalar field equa-
tions become:

∇2ΦN = 4πGNa
2δρm − 1

2
∇2fR,

∇2fR = −a
2

3
δR− 8πGNa

2

3
δρm,

(11)

where δρm and δR are the matter density perturbations
and the perturbation of the Ricci scalar at a scale factor
a, respectively. Eqs. (11) essentially describe how the
“scalaron” fR sources an additional fifth force, in addi-
tion to the standard Newtonian contribution described
by the Poisson term.

Arguably the most popular member of this class, which
is the one we are going to work with in this analysis, is
the Hu-Sawicki model [122], with

f(R) = −m2 c1
(
R/m2

)n
c2 (R/m2)

n
+ 1

, (12)

3 Available in https://www.kymat.io/

where H0 denotes the Hubble constant, Ωm the fractional
matter density evaluated today, m = H0

√
Ωm, and c1, c2

& n are free parameters of the model. When we restrict
our attention to background histories exactly matching
the ΛCDM one, with vacuum fractional energy density
ΩΛ, we end up with

f̄R0 = −nc1
c22

(
Ωm

3(Ωm +ΩΛ)

)n+1

, (13)

which effectively reduces the number of free parameters
to the pair f̄R0

& n that fully characterize the model in
this case. Larger f̄R0

absolute values lead to stronger
deviations, with f̄R0

→ 0 corresponding to the GR
limit. The popularity of this scenario stems from the fact
that it realizes the chameleon screening mechanism [40]
(the other popular class being the Vainshtein mechanism
[45]); that is, the scalaron fR acquires a non-zero mass,
m2

fR
= 1

3f
−1
RR, which leads to an exponential Yukawa-type

suppression of the fifth force. In high-density regions the
field becomes very massive, heavily suppressing the de-
viations such that GR is recovered. As a result, it serves
as a very useful toy model for testing modified gravity
theories with a screening phenomenology. Last but not
least, we note that one of its characteristic signatures is
the scale-dependence of the growth factor even at the lin-
ear level, since the MG field has a non-zero background
mass as well, given by:

m(a) =

(
1

2|f̄R0 |

) 1
2
(
Ωma

−3 + 4ΩΛ

)1+n
2

(Ωm + 4ΩΛ)
n+1
2

, (14)

which leads to the following evolution of the linear growth
factor, Dm:

D̈m + 2HḊm =
3

2
Ωm(a)H2Dm

Geff (k, a)

GN
, (15)

with

Geff (k, a)

GN
= 1 +

1

3

k2

k2 + a2m2(a)
. (16)

We notice that the enhancement reaches a maximum
value of 1

3 at scales below the field Compton wavelength,
r ≪ λc ∼ 1/am(a). Conversely, the growth factor re-
duces to its standard GR form for large values of the
background mass (equivalently, at scales r ≫ λc).

IV. SIMULATIONS

In order to be able to properly assess the extent to
which higher order statistics such as the WST can al-
low us to extract the non-Gaussian information encoded
in the cosmic density field, we need to accurately model
structure formation down to the nonlinear scales, a step
that can be reliably performed only through N-body sim-
ulations. In this work we utilize the suite of the Quijote

https://www.kymat.io/
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simulations [120]4, which have been ideally designed to
enable Fisher forecasts and parameter inference in a
simulation-based manner. These are N-body simulations
run using the state-of-the-art TreePM code Gadget-III
[127], using a resolution of 5123 cold dark matter (CDM)
particles placed inside a simulation cube with a side equal
to 1.0 Gpc/h. The runs were initialized at a redshift
zi = 127 using second order Lagrangian Perturbation
Theory (2LPT), and evolved the dynamics all the way to
z = 0. The fiducial configuration consists of 15,000 ran-
dom realizations run for a cosmology determined by the
following parameter values: Ωb = 0.049, Ωm = 0.3175,
h = 0.6711, ns = 0.9624, σ8 = 0.834, sum of the neu-
trino masses Mν = 0.0 eV and dark energy equation of
state w = −1. Furthermore, in order to enable the nu-
merical evaluation of derivatives needed for Fisher ma-
trix calculations, additional simulations have been run
for step-wise variations of each one of the base param-
eters, while keeping the rest fixed, and for 500 phase-
matched realizations for each pair. For the neutrino mass
case, where the fiducial value is Mν = 0.0 eV and can-
not get negative values, 3 steps have been run for values
M+

ν = 0.10 eV, M++
ν = 0.20 eV and M+++

ν = 0.40 eV,
using 5123 neutrino particles alongside CDM, in order
to enable the evaluation of high order derivatives using
a forward-stepping scheme. Because these neutrino sim-
ulations were initialized using the first order, Zel’dovich
Approximation (ZA), instead, 500 additional realizations
have been run for the fiducial cosmology but with ZA ini-
tial conditions, in order to match this configuration. All
the associated details are presented in Table 1 of Ref.
[120] and the related discussion.

In addition to the above collection of νCDM simula-
tions, that we have already used in our previous WST
application [107], in this work we employ a new set of
Quijote-MG simulations [123] 5, which expand the pre-
viously described public suite in order to enable stud-
ies of modified gravity. The highly nonlinear nature of
the screening mechanisms that MG models typically pos-
sess leads to slow convergence when attempting to inte-
grate the scalar field equations (11) with N-body simu-
lations, significantly increasing the associated computa-
tional cost. Even though many approaches in the liter-
ature have attempted to circumvent this issue using a
combination of analytical [128–132], emulation [133, 134]
or hybrid techniques [135–137], there has still been a
scarcity, relative to standard models, of available mocks
for simulation-based investigations of beyond-GR theo-
ries. Thanks to this new set of simulations, we are able
to properly forecast constraints to gravity alongside other
ΛCDM parameters while working down to the nonlin-
ear regime. In particular, Quijote-MG contains N-body
simulations for the Hu-Sawicki model introduced in Sec-

4 https://quijote-simulations.readthedocs.io/
5 https://quijote-simulations.readthedocs.io/en/latest/

mg.html

tion §III, that were performed using the code MG-Gadget
[138], which is a MG expansion of Gadget [127]. Among a
total of 4,048 simulations, it contains 4 cases correspond-
ing to increasing values of parameter f̄R0

(equivalent to
increasing degrees of deviation from GR), in a step-wise
fashion, each one of which was initialized (at zi = 127)
using ZA initial conditions for the same 500 realizations
as the νCDM derivative grid described above. In increas-
ing order of their corresponding f̄R0 value, we label these
steps as fRp , fRpp , fRppp and fRpppp , with f̄R0 values:

{fRp
, fRpp

, fRppp
, fRpppp

} = (17)

{−5× 10−7,−5× 10−6,−5× 10−5,−5× 10−4},

while the second Hu-Sawicki model parameter is always
kept fixed to n = 1. In the next section we will explain
how these can be combined to evaluate numerical deriva-
tives with respect to deviations from GR. The output of
the simulations, including both dark matter particles and
also halo catalogs, was saved at redshifts z = 3, 2, 1, 0.5, 0.
In addition to these 4× 500 =2,000 simulations available
for the step-wise variations of f̄R0 , a second set of 2,048
runs was performed for simultaneous variations of the
6 base νCDM parameters + f̄R0 , in a Sobol sequence.
Readers interested in further details on these simulations
are referred to Ref. [123] as well as the public website.

V. FISHER FORECAST

The main focus of our analysis will be to forecast the
constraining power of our summary statistics of interest,
which, as we explain in detail below, will be the WST
and the standard matter power spectrum. Under the
assumption of a Gaussian likelihood, which we confirm
in the Appendix §A, this can be commonly achieved using
the Fisher matrix formalism. According to it, if Om is
a data vector of m observations, which are considered
functions of a set of cosmological parameters θα, then
the Fisher matrix is defined as:

Fαβ =
∂Oi

∂θα
C−1

ij

∂OT
j

∂θβ
, (18)

where Cij denotes the covariance matrix of Om. The
Fisher matrix expression of Eq. (18) assumes that the
covariance matrix is independent of the cosmology, which
has been found to be a good approximation [139, 140].
According to the Kramer-Rao inequality, it then follows
that the marginalized 1σ errors on each one of the pa-
rameters θα is always σα ≥

√
(F−1)αα, providing thus a

lower bound.

In this work we evaluate the ingredients of the Fisher
matrix (18), which in turn gives the 1σ errors on the

parameters through σα =
√

(F−1)αα, using the Quijote
simulations described in §IV. In particular, for the co-
variance matrix estimation we use the 15,000 realizations

https://quijote-simulations.readthedocs.io/
https://quijote-simulations.readthedocs.io/en/latest/mg.html
https://quijote-simulations.readthedocs.io/en/latest/mg.html
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FIG. 1. Visualizations of the large-scale structure obtained by an instance of the GR simulation [left] and by the MG fRpppp

simulation [right], both at z = 0 and for the same set of initial conditions.

available for the fiducial cosmology to get:

C =
1

Nr − 1

Nr∑
k=1

(
Ok

m − Ōm

) (
Ok

m − Ōm

)T
, (19)

where Ōm is the mean value of the observable evaluated
over the Nr =15,000 realizations and Ok

m its correspond-
ing value for the k-th realization. Furthermore, upon
inversion of the covariance matrix in Eq. (18), we apply
the standard de-biasing Hartlap factor [141]:

Ĉ−1 =
Nr −Nd − 2

Nr − 1
C−1, (20)

where Nd is the dimensionality of the observable data
vector Om. For the vectors of WST coefficients and mat-
ter power spectrum that we consider in this work, for
which, as we will explain shortly, Nd < 100, the large
number of available realizations Nr =15,000 guarantees
that this factor is practically very close to 1.

The numerical derivatives w.r.t. the ΛCDM parame-
ters {Ωm,Ωb, h, ns, σ8} can be evaluated using the central
difference expression:

∂Om

∂θ
=
Om(θ + δθ)−Om(θ − δθ)

2δθ
, (21)

with corresponding step values
{0.02, 0.004, 0.04, 0.04, 0.03} around the fiducial cosmol-
ogy, as can be seen in Table I of [120]. For the neutrino

mass Mν we follow our previous works [107, 120] and
work with the highest order forward difference derivative
version using all 3 available steps, that is:

∂O

∂Mν
=
O(M+++

ν )− 12O(M++
ν ) + 32O(M+

ν )− 21O(0)

12M+
ν

,

(22)
where the subscript in Om above was omitted for com-
pactness. We also clarify that, since we are interested in
3D galaxy clustering applications, we will only work with
the density field traced by cold dark matter and baryons
in the presence of massive neutrinos, δcb = δCDM + δb
(since galaxies are biased tracers of it), rather than the
total field δm = δCDM+δb+δν , which can only be probed
by weak lensing [142].
Last but not least, for the Hu-Sawicki model extension,

there are 4 available steps away from GR, distributed
equally in a logarithmic scale, as seen in Eq. (17). In or-
der to map them to equal steps in a linear scale, which is
what the derivative expressions assume, we first perform
the following variable transformation:

Y =
(
f̄R0

)log10 2
, (23)

which maps to 4 equal steps in the linear space, as follows:

{Yp, Ypp, Yppp, Ypppp} = (24)

{−0.0127,−0.0254,−0.0507,−0.101},

where Ypppp = 2Yppp = 4Ypp = 8Yp and the fiducial
value for the ΛCDM cosmology is again Y = 0. Using
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FIG. 2. The fractional deviation with respect to the ΛCDM
real-space matter power spectrum is plotted for the 4 deriva-
tive steps in f̄R0 (17) of the Hu-Sawicki MG model, at z = 0.
The solid lines correspond to the results from the Quijote
simulations while the dotted ones show the equivalent predic-
tions from the linear theory prediction Eq. (15).

these steps, one can in principle construct multiple ver-
sions of the derivatives, including a higher order version
than Eq. (22). However, and as we explain in detail in
the Appendix §C., we chose not to use the smallest step
Yp, because this value corresponds to a very small devi-
ation from the GR limit in our summary statistics, and
the observed signal might be masked by numerical noise
at large scales. We instead work with Ypppp, Yppp, Ypp,
which can be combined, similarly to the neutrino mass
case, to give the prediction for the derivative away from
the Y = 0 ΛCDM limit:

∂O

∂Y
=
O(Ypppp)− 12O(Yppp) + 32O(Ypp)− 21O(0)

12Ypp
.

(25)
We emphasize that we have checked and confirmed that
our conclusions are nevertheless robust against the choice
of the version used to evaluate the derivative w.r.t. Y, as
explained in the Appendix §C.

To summarize, we use the above methods to evaluate
the numerical derivatives of the observable Om (in Eq.
(18)) with regards to the 7 cosmological parameters of
interest:

θα = {Ωm,Ωb, H0, ns, σ8,Mν , Y }, (26)

averaging over the 500 random realizations available for
each parameter. Given that the massive neutrino and
Hu-Sawicki cosmology simulations were initialized using
ZA initial conditions, we use the ZA fiducial simulations

FIG. 3. Correlation matrix of the matter power spectrum
monopole evaluated for the fiducial cosmology at redshift z =
0.

FIG. 4. Same as in Fig. 2 but here shown for the data vector
of 76 WST coefficients corresponding to our baseline config-
uration as defined in §VA. The WST coefficients populate
the data vector in order of increasing values of the j1 and l1
indices, with the l1 index varied faster. As we look from left
to right, the first 25 points comprise the 1st order group of
wavelets, before moving to the 2nd order part.

for the evaluation of the corresponding ΛCDM limit,
O(0), in their derivatives, in Eqs. (22) & (25). In the
Appendix §B we carefully check and confirm the numer-
ical stability of our results as a function of the available
number of realizations for the evaluation of the deriva-
tives and the covariance matrices of our statistics.
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FIG. 5. Correlation matrix of all 76 coefficients of the WST
data vector evaluated at the fiducial cosmology at z = 0.
The WST coefficients populate the data vector in order of
increasing values of the j1 and l1 indices, with the l1 index
varied faster, just like in Fig. 4.

We should note at this point, that a given Fisher
constraint on Y can in principle be subsequently trans-
lated to a constraint on f̄R0

, which is the parameter
most commonly quoted in the literature (for example,
see Ref. [143]). Indeed, using the standard error propa-
gation formula for the power law Eq. (23)) gives:

σf̄R0
=

σY
log10 2

(
f̄R0

Y

)
. (27)

However, for our fiducial values, Y = f̄R0 = 0, the frac-
tion in Eq.(27) becomes singular, preventing us from ap-
plying the transformation in this particular case. As a
result we will quote constraints on Y in this analysis.

Having laid out the details of our Fisher framework,
we finally proceed to describe the exact configuration of
the summary statistics that we will apply it to:

A. WST

In order to evaluate the WST coefficients, we first be-
gin with the real-space 3D matter overdensity field at
z = 0,

δm(x⃗) =
ρm(x⃗)

ρ̄m
− 1, (28)

which we extract from each one of the 24,000 Quijote real-
izations we use for the covariance matrix and the deriva-
tives. In particular, we make use of the public package

Statistic P(k) WST
kmax [h/Mpc] 0.2 0.5 0.2 0.5

σ(Ωm) 0.079 0.046 0.077 0.020
σ(Ωb) 0.034 0.017 0.033 0.014
σ(σ8) 0.080 0.069 0.080 0.021
σ(ns) 0.415 0.184 0.356 0.054
σ(h) 0.432 0.204 0.40 0.132
σ(Mν) [eV] 1.310 1.197 1.270 0.357
σ(Y ) 0.025 0.016 0.0054 0.0012

TABLE I. Marginalized 1σ errors on all cosmological param-
eters obtained from the matter P (k) and the baseline WST
configuration at z = 0. The results are reported using both
kmax = 0.2 h/Mpc and also kmax = 0.5 h/Mpc.

Pylians[144] 6 to evaluate the overdensity field (28) on a
grid of 2563 resolution using the Piecewise-Cubic Spline
(PCS) interpolation scheme. These fields are then fed
as input into the WST Eqs. (6), which are evaluated us-
ing Kymatio [124]. Staying consistent with our previous
works [107–109], we adopt a baseline WST configuration
for J = L = 4 and q = σ = 0.8, which results in a vector
of Nd = 76 S0 +S1 +S2 coefficients up to 2nd order, and
Nd = 26 coefficients up to first order. Last but not least,
in order to better facilitate an “apples vs apples” compar-
ison against the power spectrum that is commonly evalu-
ated at a fixed kmax, we further implement an additional
pre-processing step and apply a sharp k-cut filter to the
field (28) before the WST evaluation. This step guar-
antees the removal of any residual small-scale sensitivity
that might be coming from the tails of the Gaussian-like
wavelets that the WST convolves with, as was also per-
formed in [109] (see a relevant discussion in Appendix E
of that work). For our baseline WST case, we will re-
strict ourselves to a conservative kmax = 0.5 h/Mpc, in
order to make sure we stay within the regime in which
we can reliably trust the validity of our simulations.

B. Power spectrum

In order to have a benchmark that can allow us to as-
sess the extent to which the WST can improve upon the
constraints to gravity obtained using conventional statis-
tics, we also perform forecasts for the real-space matter
power spectrum at z = 0, given by 7:

Pm(k) = ⟨|δ̃m(k)|2⟩, (29)

which we evaluate in 79 equally-spaced logarithmic bins
and 10243 grid resolution down to kmax = 0.5 h/Mpc,
using Pylians [144]. Given that we only work in real-
space, where the field (28) is isotropic, we do not need

6 https://pylians3.readthedocs.io/en/master/index.html
7 The angular brackets in Eqs. (29) and also (3)-(6) denote en-
semble average

https://pylians3.readthedocs.io/en/master/index.html
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FIG. 6. 1σ and 2σ contours of the cosmological parameters as obtained from the Fisher forecast using the real-space matter
power spectrum (red) and the WST coefficients (blue) at z = 0.

to consider higher order (ℓ > 0) multipoles of the power
spectrum, as they vanish.

VI. RESULTS

We begin this section by visualizing the characteris-
tic effects of the Hu-Sawicki model on the large-scale
structure formation, through a side-by-side comparison

between the outputs of the largest deviation MG simu-
lation, fRpppp

, and the corresponding GR case at z = 0,
in Fig. 1. The visual differences in the clustering pat-
tern caused by the effect of the MG fifth force are ap-
parent, even through this simple comparison. We then
proceed to examine our familiar case of the matter power
spectrum. In Fig. 2 we plot its fractional deviation with
respect to the fiducial ΛCDM prediction (often referred
to as the “boost”) for the 4 derivative steps (17), eval-
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uated at z = 0. The linear theory predictions from Eq.
(15) (dotted lines) illustrate the effect of the Compton
mass of the scalaron at the background level (14), be-
low which GR is recovered and the ratio PMG

PΛCDM
thus

approaches unity at large scales. Increasing absolute val-
ues of f̄R0 lead to smaller values of the Compton mass
and more pronounced deviations w.r.t. the ΛCDM power
spectrum, which (for the linear theory prediction) mono-
tonically increase as we look into larger Fourier modes
(smaller scales). The nonlinear effect of the chameleon
screening becomes clearly apparent when we look at the
corresponding simulated predictions (solid lines), which
become progressively more suppressed compared to their
linear theory counterparts as we focus on smaller scales
in Fig. 2. For decreasing absolute values of f̄R0

, this
suppression becomes increasingly more pronounced, a re-
flection of a higher degree of chameleon screening. These
results reflect the characteristic phenomenology of the
Hu-Sawicki model, which has been extensively studied in
the literature (for example see an overview in Ref. [21]).
Looking into the correlation matrix of the matter power
spectrum, in Fig. 3, it exhibits a well-known structure
that is perfectly diagonal at linear scales, but progres-
sively includes non-diagonal contributions as we focus on
the nonlinear regime [120].

In Fig. 4 we then repeat the same plotting exercise
for the data vector of the 76 WST coefficients of our
baseline configuration up to second order, that was de-
fined in §VA. Even though the result is unsurprisingly
harder to interpret than the familiar power spectrum
case, we notice that it does reflect the same basic trends:
the fractional deviation of the WST summary statistic
w.r.t. its ΛCDM prediction becomes increasingly more
pronounced for larger absolute values of f̄R0

, just like in
the power spectrum case of Fig. 2. In a similar fash-
ion, the amplitude of the deviation is relatively larger for
the groups of coefficients that probe the smallest scales,
when compared to the ones capturing the largest scales
at the same order (i.e. from left to right in Fig. 4). When
we finally inspect the correlation matrix of the WST co-
efficients, that is shown in Fig. 5, we observe the same
patterns as in our previous applications [107–109]: start-
ing with the 1st order group of wavelets (that is, until
index 26), we notice the existence of strong correlations
between nearby scales and angles (close to the diago-
nal), which progressively weaken and eventually vanish
as we look into the coupling between the smallest and the
largest wavelet scales. Similar patterns permeate into the
2nd order group of wavelets and their correlations with
the corresponding scales at the 1st order level.

Moving on to the discussion of our cosmological results,
in Fig. 6 we plot the 1σ and 2σ Fisher ellipses obtained on
all 7 cosmological parameters of interest using the matter
power spectrum and the baseline WST configuration at
z = 0. At the same time, the values of the marginalized
1σ errors are explicitly listed in Table I. We clarify again
at this point that both predictions include contributions
from scales down to at most kmax = 0.5 h/Mpc, which

serves as a conservative limit. Looking into the results,
and starting from the MG parameter Y, we immediately
observe that the WST delivers an impressive improve-
ment on the value of the 1σ constraint, which is ∼ 10×
tighter than the corresponding prediction from the mat-
ter power spectrum. The parameter that exhibits the
second best improvement using the WST is the sum of
the neutrino masses, with an 1σ error that is tighter by
a factor of ∼ 3.4 compared to the corresponding power
spectrum value, in line with our previous findings in [107].
Furthermore, using the WST coefficients improves the
constraints obtained on the rest of the ΛCDM parame-
ters by a factor in the range 1.2− 3.3, as seen in Table I,
also in broad agreement with [107]. We note that a joint
forecast using P(k)+WST does not improve the 1σ errors
on Mν and Y by more than 20% compared to the WST-
only analysis, which is why we do not explicitly show the
results for this combination. We also report that the 1σ
errors obtained on the 6 νCDM parameters increase by
up to 90% for the power spectrum and by up to 20%
for the WST when we marginalize over the new MG pa-
rameter Y, as compared to the pure GR forecast that we
performed in [107] with these Quijote simulations. In
the specific case of the WST, the implementation of a
sharp k-filter on top of the Gaussian smoothing has led
to an additional slight increase in the errors compared
to the values reported in [107]. We emphasize again at
this point that the numerical stability of these results
as a function of the available number of realizations for
the evaluation of the Fisher matrix has been checked and
confirmed in the Appendix §B.
As we already clarified in §V, since our fiducial cos-

mology is the one governed by GR gravity, with a value
of Y = 0, we cannot propagate our 1σ errors on Y to the
typically quoted parameter f̄R0 , since the transformation
(27) becomes singular in this case. If we however as-
sume a cosmology-independent Fisher matrix for a small
perturbation around the fiducial cosmology, for example
a scenario with f̄R0

= −10−6, we would get 1σ errors
σf̄R0

= 2.55×10−7 from the WST and σf̄R0
= 3.4×10−6

using the matter power spectrum, allowing us to connect
our analysis to the commonly quoted Hu-Sawicki con-
straints when analyzing cosmological and astrophysical
observational probes [143]. Such a comparison reveals
that these constraints are competitive with the current
tightest bounds coming from galactic structure [e.g. 145],
which might however be relying on simple assumptions
to model the screening effect in galactic settings [146].
Even though the main focus of this application is to

evaluate the WST’s ability to extract non-Gaussian in-
formation that lies at the smallest scales, it is also useful
to examine how our results change if we restrict our fo-
cus on larger scales instead, through the application of
sharp k-filters with a smaller kmax

8. Indeed, in Fig. 7
we plot the successive degradation of the marginalized

8 We note that this effect can also be investigated by adopting
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1σ errors on the cosmological parameters obtained from
both summary statistics as we impose more conservative
scale cuts, up to a kmax = 0.2 h/Mpc. At the same time,
we also compare the Fisher ellipses obtained using the
smallest and the largest scale cut for the WST in Fig. 8
and for the power spectrum in Fig. 9. In Fig. 7 we no-
tice that, as expected, the values of the 1σ constraints
obtained from both estimators increase as we progres-
sively remove valuable small-scale information. For most
parameters, the slope of this increase is steeper for the
WST, such that the overall net improvement w.r.t. the
power spectrum is smaller at kmax = 0.2 h/Mpc com-
pared to the baseline kmax = 0.5 h/Mpc case. This is
not surprising given that most of the constraining power
is, in principle, expected to reside in the nonlinear scales.
As these get progressively removed, the two results will
eventually converge in the linear regime that contains
only Gaussian information. Furthermore, the coarse log-
arithmic binning of the WST configuration we adopted
in this work has not been fully optimized for the extrac-
tion of large-scale information. Nevertheless, the WST is
still able to provide an overall improvement in the errors
on all the parameters even at kmax = 0.2 h/Mpc, which
is actually equal to a factor of ∼ 4.5 for the MG param-
eter Y (and up to 15% for the rest of the parameters).
This result seems to be consistent with recent findings
hinting at the existence of substantially more informa-
tion available beyond the power spectrum, even at the
quasi-linear regime [147]. Lastly, we note that when we
attempt to filter out scales kmax < 0.2 h/Mpc, our WST
predictions become substantially more noisy, leading to
insufficient levels of numerical convergence of our Fisher
predictions, which we cannot trust and do not report as a
result. More simulations would be needed to investigate
these scales with this WST configuration, which we defer
to future work.

As we explained in §VA, our analysis adopted a base-
line WST configuration that uses J = L = 4 spatial and
angular scales, which we have found to deliver a satisfac-
tory trade-off between performance and computational
cost. In Fig. 10 we proceed to explicitly show how the
inclusion of larger scales, up to J = L = 7, can further
improve our constraints. We find that, for the maximum
case using J = L = 7, the 1σ errors do not improve by
more than 30% compared to the baseline case, with the
corresponding improvement on the MG parameter Y be-
ing equal to ∼ 5% only. Given that the main focus of
this work was to derive constraints on the MG model,
and also that including these additional scales makes the
WST evaluation slower by a factor of ∼ 3, we did not
consider this to be a worthwhile trade-off, but we urge

different combinations of the Gaussian smoothing width, σ, and
field resolution, Ngrid, that enter the WST evaluation, as we
explained in §VA. For the exploratory purposes of this work,
however, the comparison is more straightforward if we stick to
the same WST settings and only change the kmax value of the
top-hat filter.

users to reconsider the optimal WST configuration for
each individual application.
We finish this section with a brief interpretation of

these results. As we already pointed out in Ref. [107]
and also explained in §II, the higher-order nature of the
WST allows it to capture non-Gaussian information and
as a result to improve upon the performance of the stan-
dard power spectrum. In addition, raising the modulus
to powers q < 1 in (6) allows it to effectively upweight the
significance of cosmic voids (lower over-density regions),
which are known to be valuable probes of fundamental
information [51] related to e.g. the nature of massive
neutrinos or theories of gravity. In Ref. [107] we showed
that by realizing these properties in a novel way the WST
was able to significantly improve upon the standard con-
straints to the neutrino mass, with parallels to the per-
formance of the marked power spectrum [61]. Given
that many such techniques were originally proposed [46]
and subsequently explored [21, 47–50] in the context of
testing MG models with a density-dependent screening
mechanism, the significant improvement on the MG con-
straints by the WST is thus not a surprise. In fact, in
light of these results we would expect other higher-order
statistics of this kind to also be able to improve upon
the standard MG constraints, which is something that
we are planning to explore with these simulations in the
future. We however note, at this point, that our reported
results are very optimistic as we have worked with the 3D
matter overdensity field, which is not observable by re-
alistic galaxy surveys. Marginalizing over the uncertain-
ties introduced by galaxy physics and also accounting for
survey systematics are expected to substantially weaken
these constraints, tasks that we are going to undertake
in future work. Such a forecast was, for example, per-
formed in Ref. [131], working however only with quasi-
linear scales using perturbation theory. Nevertheless, this
first proof-of-concept application paves the way for the
application of the WST technique in order to obtain com-
petitive constraints on extended theories of gravity and
other non-standard scenarios with future LSS data, go-
ing beyond [109]. For a recent similar first exploration in
the context of primordial non-Gaussianity, see Ref. [116].

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In this work we move beyond previous ΛCDM applica-
tions [107–109] and perform the first exploration in the
direction of applying the Wavelet Scattering Transform
in order to constrain the nature of gravity using the 3-
dimensional Large-Scale Structure of the universe.
Using the new suite of theQuijote-MG N-body simu-

lations [123], in particular, we are able to reliably predict
structure formation for the popular Hu-Sawicki screened
MG scenario down to the nonlinear regime. In combina-
tion with the preceding Quijote νCDM collection, we
then proceed to perform a simulation-based Fisher fore-
cast of the marginalized constraints to gravity obtained
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using the WST coefficients and the matter power spec-
trum at redshift z = 0. The WST statistic is found to
deliver an impressive improvement in the marginalized
1σ error obtained on the parameter characterizing the
deviations from standard GR, which is tighter by a fac-
tor of ∼ 10 compared to the corresponding prediction of
the regular matter power spectrum. At the same time
it also substantially improves upon the power spectrum
constraints obtained on the rest of the ΛCDM parame-
ters and the sum of the neutrino masses, by 1.2 − 3.3×
and 3.4×, respectively, in full agreement with our previ-
ous work [107]. Even though the WST constraints and
their relative improvement over the power spectrum in-
evitably degrade as we progressively restrict our focus on
larger scales, we find that the WST is still able to deliver
an error that is relatively ∼ 4.5× tighter for kmax = 0.2
h/Mpc, highlighting its great sensitivity to the nature of
the underlying gravity model. We carefully check and
confirm the robustness of our Fisher analysis and then
proceed to briefly explain how the inherent properties
exhibited by the WST estimator allow it to be particu-
larly informative as far as cosmological tests of gravity
are concerned.

Moving forward, a series of improvements will be nec-
essary before the above result can actually be exploited
using real observational data, following the previous
successful WST applications in the context of ΛCDM
[108, 109]. First of all, we only worked with the un-
derlying matter density field, which is not observable by
surveys of the 3D LSS. In follow-up studies we will ac-
cordingly revisit this analysis using biased tracers, sim-
ulated dark matter halos and realistic galaxy mocks ob-
tained for the same MG model. Furthermore, the effect
of anisotropic redshift-space distortions (RSD) of spec-
troscopic galaxy observations along the line-of-sight will
need to be accounted for in our model, together with ad-
ditional systematics related to a specific galaxy survey.
Since RSD is known to be particularly sensitive to the
underlying gravity theory, adopting anisotropic wavelets
[113, 148] can form a powerful basis for future tests of
gravity with spectroscopic data. Marginalizing over these
effects is of course expected to lead to more realistic con-
straints over the optimistic ones reported in this dark
matter-only application. Given the very promising find-
ings from this first exploration in the context of gravity
theories beyond GR, it would also be very interesting
to explore the extent to which suitably tailored WST
bases could be employed in order to test for other types
of MG screening mechanisms, such as, for example, the
Vainshtein mechanism or more general classes encom-
passing the broad Horndeski family [41–45, 149]. The
ever increasing interest in developing efficient and ac-
curate simulation methods for more general theories of
gravity [136, 137] will naturally enable such simulation-
based endeavors. Parallel to all these improvements on
the modeling front, lastly, in future work we plan to go
beyond the limits imposed by the Fisher method and re-
visit this analysis using likelihood-free inference.

This first proof-of-concept study reaffirms the con-
straining properties of the WST technique and lays the
foundation for exciting future applications in order to
perform precise large-scale tests of gravity with the new
generation of cutting-edge cosmological data.
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Appendix A: Gaussianity of the Likelihood

The Fisher matrix formalism (18) that we employ for
the forecasts presented in this work relies upon the as-
sumption that the summary statistic of interest follows a
Gaussian probability distribution. This approximation is
accurate when the binning used to evaluate the statistic
is wide enough that a sufficient number of modes con-
tributes to its evaluation at each bin, such that the Cen-
tral Limit Theorem kicks in and the observable becomes
Gaussianized. This is a well-known fact in the case of the
power spectrum, that needs to also be confirmed before
performing likelihood analyses using alternative estima-
tors. Following our previous application [109], we test
and confirm this to be the case for the WST coefficients
using the 15,000 Quijote realizations available for the
fiducial cosmology, as explained in §IV. Specifically, if Oi

is the estimator value evaluated at the ith realization, Ō
the mean value over all realizations and C its covariance
matrix from Eq. (19), then the 15,000 realizations will
follow a χ2 distribution, given by:

χ2
i =

[
Oi − Ō

]T
C−1

[
Oi − Ō

]
. (A1)

For a summary statistic that actually follows a Gaus-
sian distribution, the probability density function (pdf)
of the χ2 values given by Eq. (A1) will match the theo-
retical prediction for a distribution with a number of de-
grees of freedom equal to the dimensionality of the data
vector. In Fig. 11 we plot this comparison for the WST
coefficients, with Nd = 76 degrees of freedom for our base
configuration, finding no apparent discrepancy between
the two predictions and also a distribution of samples
randomly drawn from a Gaussian with the same mean
and covariance. Performing the equivalent comparison
for the standard power spectrum, in Fig. 12, reaffirms the
known Gaussianity of the power spectrum and highlights
the very similar levels of consistency between the two
summary statistics considered in this application. These
findings are in line with our previous WST application
to the galaxy density field [109], but also to weak lensing



13

FIG. 7. The marginalized 1σ errors obtained on all 7 parameters are plotted as a function of the kmax value used for the
evaluation of the matter power spectrum (dashed lines) and the WST coefficients (solid lines).

maps [106], as well as with similar findings when con-
sidering other alternative summary statistics in the lit-
erature [71, 150, 151]. For further discussion on how to
handle cases that significantly deviate from Gaussianity
in the context of Fisher forecasting or simulation-based
inference, we refer readers to [152] or [113], respectively.

Appendix B: Numerical stability analysis

Even though the Fisher matrix technique is a valuable
tool in a variety of cosmological applications, it can lead
to biased constraints when using simulations to evaluate
its ingredients. In particular, when the number of avail-
able random realizations is not sufficiently large to pro-
vide a smooth, noise-free, prediction, the residual Monte
Carlo noise in the observable data vector (particularly the
derivatives) can lead to an overestimation of the Fisher
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FIG. 8. 1σ and 2σ Fisher contours obtained on the cosmological parameters using the WST estimator evaluated up to a
maximum wavenumber kmax = 0.2 h/Mpc (green) and kmax = 0.5 h/Mpc (blue), at z = 0.

matrix and, in turn, the prediction of artificially tight
1σ errors after its inversion [153–155]. In this appendix
we explicitly make sure that this is not the case in our
forecasts. Specifically, in Fig. 13 we investigate how the
1σ errors obtained from the WST Fisher matrix in the
base configuration vary as a function of the 500 random
realizations that are available for the evaluation of the
numerical derivatives, finding a remarkable level of nu-
merical stability for all the parameters, including the new

modified gravity case; the predictions are converged at a
level better than 1% even when using only 20% of the 500
total realizations. When using half of the available real-
izations, the predictions do not fluctuate by more than
0.2% compared to the ones from the full set, demon-
strating the prominent numerical stability of the WST
estimator. It is also worth noting that it seems to con-
verge even faster than the standard power spectrum case,
which is shown in Fig. 14, and which is converged at the
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FIG. 9. The kmax comparison of Fig. 8 is repeated for the matter power spectrum at z = 0.

∼ 1% level when using half of the available realizations
for the numerical evaluation of the derivatives. These
findings are in line with our previous Fisher applications
using the WST [107, 108]. We also note that we have
double-checked the numerical stability of our results us-
ing the code by Ref. [154]9, finding no detected biases.
We caution, nevertheless, that these conclusions hold for

9 https://github.com/wcoulton/CompressedFisher/tree/main

this particular WST configuration applied to the matter
field, only. Using the WST coefficients evaluated at dif-
ferent scales and angles, and also when raising the modu-
lus of the field in different powers q in Eq. (6), can lead to
slower convergence. Similarly, the halo and galaxy fields
tend to be inherently noisier than the matter case, lead-
ing to significant challenges when attempting to perform
simulation-based forecasts [155]. In such cases, compres-
sion techniques can be employed to reduce the noise and
obtain unbiased estimates [154]. In fact, we note that we

https://github.com/wcoulton/CompressedFisher/tree/main
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FIG. 10. Dependence of the 1σ and 2σ Fisher ellipses obtained on the cosmological parameters as a function of the number
of spatial J and angular L configurations included in the WST estimator, at z = 0 and for kmax = 0.5 h/Mpc.

did repeat our analysis using these compressed variants
as well, finding entirely consistent results with the stan-
dard forecast, given the high degree of convergence al-
ready reported above. For a more thorough investigation
into the impact of numerical noise on simulation-based
Fisher forecasts, we refer readers to [155].

Lastly, we similarly confirmed that the 15,000 realiza-
tions available at the fiducial cosmology are more than
sufficient for the evaluation of a well-converged covari-

ance matrix. Even if we use half of them (7,500) to eval-
uate the covariance matrix from Eq. (19), the Fisher
predictions for the WST do not change by more than 0.5
% for any of the parameters. We choose not to explicitly
include these plots here as well, for brevity, since this is
a result already discussed in [107], which used the exact
same set of fiducial simulations for the evaluation of the
covariance matrix.
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FIG. 11. The probability density function (PDF) of the χ2

distribution of the WST coefficients as obtained from the
15,000 realizations of the Quijote simulations at z = 0 (blue)
is plotted alongside a theoretical χ2 distribution withNd = 76
degrees of freedom (black line) and samples drawn from a
Gaussian distribution with the same mean and covariance (or-
ange). The WST estimator does not exhibit any significant
deviations from a Gaussian distribution.

FIG. 12. The same χ2 analysis as in Fig. 11 is repeated for
the matter power spectrum monopole

Appendix C: Dependence on derivative formula

When multiple steps are available for the evaluation
of the numerical derivatives, as is the case for the MG
parameter Y (seen in (24)) (but also for the neutrino

mass Mν), we have more than one options to evaluate
the derivatives using a forward stepping scheme. Starting
with the smallest step, Yp, for example, we can get the

FIG. 13. Numerical convergence analysis of the 1σ errors
obtained on the cosmological parameters by the WST as a
function of the 500 realizations used to evaluate the numeri-
cal derivatives. This example corresponds to the WST base
configuration defined in §V and used in Fig. 6.

FIG. 14. Same analysis as in Fig. 13 but here shown for the
matter power spectrum.

following versions:
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FIG. 15. Same as in Fig. 6 but using Eq. (C4) instead of (25) for the evaluation of the derivative w.r.t. the MG parameter
Y for both summary statistics.
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∂O

∂Y
=
O(Yp)−O(0)

Yp
, (C1)

∂O

∂Y
=

−O(Ypp) + 4O(Yp)− 3O(0)

2Yp
, (C2)

∂O

∂Y
=
O(Yppp)− 12O(Ypp) + 32O(Yp)− 21O(0)

12Yp
, (C3)

∂O

∂Y
=

−O(Ypppp) + 28O(Yppp)− 224O(Ypp) + 512O(Yp)− 315O(0)

168Yp
(C4)

in increasing order of evaluation. If the difference be-
tween a given summary statistic evaluated at the fiducial
cosmology (i.e. at Y = 0) and at Yp is large enough such
that it is not masked by numerical noise fluctuations,
then Eq. (C4) above will in principle provide the most
precise estimation of the derivative. In our case, how-
ever, and as we explained in the main text, the smallest
step Yp corresponds to a highly-screened instance of the
Hu-Sawicki model that typically gives very small devia-
tions from ΛCDM. If we look at the power spectrum case
in Fig. 2, for example, we find that the fractional devi-
ation from the ΛCDM prediction never reaches 1% for
Yp, even at the smallest scales we consider, kmax = 0.5
h/Mpc. For k < 0.1 h/Mpc, the differences between
the two predictions are so small that they are inevitably
masked by the numerical noise. In order to prevent this
fact from contaminating our predictions, we chose to skip
Yp and only work with the other 3 available larger steps,
Ypp, Yppp, Ypppp, as we explained in §V of the main text.
With these 3 steps at hand, Eq. (C4) is no longer pos-
sible so we then use the next most precise version, Eq.
(C3) for Ypp = Yp and so on, which coincides with Eq.
(25).

Even though we adopted this above choice out of an
abundance of caution, we emphasize at this point that the
conclusions of our analysis are robust against the deriva-
tive version. In fact, the same levels of improvement are
found even if we use Eq. (C4) (or any of its lower order
variants with Yp). This can be seen in Fig. 15, where we
repeat the comparison of Fig. 6 for the two estimators,
but this time using Eq. (C4) instead for the evaluation
of the MG derivative. The WST is once again found to
improve upon the power spectrum 1σ error prediction
for Y by a factor of ∼ 10×, just like in the main analysis
portrayed in Fig. 6. As a matter of fact, we also found
this to hold true when experimenting with forecasts us-
ing all the other possible variations of Eqs. (C1)-(C4).
Even though the individual predictions for the 1-σ error
on Y may fluctuate a bit when using different versions
of the derivative, the trend is similar for both the power
spectrum and the WST predictions, such that the rela-
tive improvement is always robust against the particular
version of the derivative. Lastly, the different predictions
also exhibit similar high levels of numerical stability as

the one presented in Fig. 13, even when using the small-
est step Yp. These results mirror our previous findings
w.r.t. the neutrino derivative and its variants [107].
As a result of all the above, we conclude that our main

conclusions wrt to the improvement delivered by the
WST relative to the power spectrum are robust against
the derivative choice for the MG parameter Y. Neverthe-
less, we caution users to be aware of these nuances and
make use of the most appropriate combination of Eqs.
(C1)-(C4) according to the particular application. For
further discussion see Ref. [155].
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