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ABSTRACT

We present a novel graph-based machine learning classifier for identifying the dark matter cosmic web environments of galaxies.
Large galaxy surveys offer comprehensive statistical views of how galaxy properties are shaped by large-scale structure, but this
requires robust classifications of galaxies’ cosmic web environments. Using stellar mass-selected IllustrisTNG-300 galaxies,
we apply a three-stage, simulation-based framework to link galaxies to the total (mainly dark) underlying matter distribution.
Here, we apply the following three steps: First, we assign the positions of simulated galaxies to a void, wall, filament, or cluster
environment using the T-Web classification of the underlying matter distribution. Second, we construct a Delaunay triangulation
of the galaxy distribution to summarise the local geometric structure with ten graph metrics for each galaxy. Third, we train
a graph attention network (GAT) on each galaxy’s graph metrics to predict its cosmic web environment. For galaxies with
stellar mass > 109M⊙ , our GAT+ model achieves an accuracy of 85 %, outperforming graph-agnostic multilayer perceptrons and
graph convolutional networks. Our results demonstrate that graph-based representations of galaxy positions provide a powerful
and physically meaningful way to infer dark matter environments. We plan to apply this simulation-based graph modelling to
investigate how the properties of observed galaxies from the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI) survey are influenced
by their dark matter environments.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Understanding the role of galaxy environments is essential for con-
straining models of galaxy evolution. Galaxies and their host dark
matter haloes form and evolve within the cosmic web - the large-
scale organisation of dark matter into void, wall, filament, and cluster
environments. Since the cosmic web is fundamentally a feature of
the dark matter distribution, its environments provide the dynamical
framework within which galaxies grow. A growing body of evidence
shows that these environments influence galaxy properties beyond
what is captured by halo mass alone (White & Rees 1978), for exam-
ple, through anisotropic mass accretion, transport, and preprocessing
(Cautun et al. 2014; Kraljic et al. 2020). Furthermore, recent studies
have found that filaments can efficiently deliver cold gas into cluster
environments, providing fuel for massive central galaxies (Ma et al.
2025; Martin et al. 2019). Large-scale structures provide substantial
local density information, which ultimately determines the properties
of dark matter halos hosting galaxies (Green & van den Bosch 2019;
Buncher & Carrasco Kind 2020). To study how galaxy properties
depend on their environment and how this may affect their evolution,
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it is therefore necessary to first obtain a robust classification of the
underlying dark-matter cosmic web environments.

Various methods, as outlined by Libeskind et al. (2018), have been
developed to define the cosmic web in dark matter, reflecting the dif-
ferent tracers available in galaxy surveys. In simulations, where the
full dark matter field is accessible, classifications often rely on dy-
namical information to provide physically motivated definitions of
cosmic web environments such as the eigenvalues of the Hessian
or velocity shear tensors (Hahn et al. 2007; Forero–Romero et al.
2009) or multi-scale morphology filters that identify filaments and
walls across a range of smoothing scales (Aragón-Calvo et al. 2010;
Cautun et al. 2013). In contrast, galaxy surveys consist of biased and
incomplete tracers, and methods that are applied directly to galaxy
distributions are uniquely designed to study different aspects of the
cosmic web. For example, Sousbie (2013) measures the robustness
of topological features to define filaments and other structures. Oth-
ers include smoothed density-field reconstructions (Alonso et al.
2016); graph-based friends-of-friends or minimum spanning tree
approaches (Alpaslan et al. 2014a); and Bayesian inference of the
underlying matter field (e.g. BORG; Jasche & Wandelt 2013).

We can train machine learning models on cosmological simula-
tions, where dark matter environments are unambiguously defined,
producing robust classifiers for galaxy surveys to study galaxy evolu-
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tion. Machine learning classifiers are scalable and generalisable due
to their adaptable architectures and training schemes. In particular,
graphs can be combined with machine learning algorithms to pro-
vide an efficient and scalable framework to infer large-scale structures
without reconstructing a density field. However, survey systematics
and selection functions that, for example, arise from magnitude limi-
tations and selection functions impact the graph construction. These
biases can be forward-modelled by leveraging the large volumes of
synthetic data available today in simulations and mock catalogues. A
less computationally intensive approach to this problem has recently
been developed by Naidoo & Lahav (2025) for cosmological pa-
rameter inference, which involves assigning probabilities to galaxies
based on their survey selection functions.

In this paper, we present the development of a graph-based ma-
chine learning classifier for galaxy environments in the dark matter
cosmic web. The machine learning models we present are trained on
the IllustrisTNG-300 simulation (Nelson et al. 2019) with the true
cosmic web environments assigned by the Hessian method (Hahn
et al. 2007) using the T-Web classification method (Forero–Romero
et al. 2009). In section 2, we describe how cosmic web environment
labels are extracted from the Hessian eigenvalues of the dark matter
density field. This is followed by an introduction to the IllustrisTNG
simulations and the graph constructions we tested. Finally, we de-
scribe a baseline neural network architecture based on a multi-layer
perceptron (MLP) (Tsizh et al. 2020), and then graph neural net-
works (GNNs) based on graph convolution (Kipf & Welling 2017)
and graph attention (Veličković et al. 2018; Brody et al. 2022) archi-
tectures, respectively. Then, section 3 compares the performance of
our baseline MLP and GNN architectures with alternative machine
learning classifiers. We also outline the architectural and training
adaptations that were used to prevent overfitting and maximise gen-
eralisability. Finally, in section 4, we discuss the interpretability of
our graph metrics and the performance of our model. Then we discuss
the physical effects and survey systematics that must be overcome to
apply our model to large-scale galaxy surveys.

2 METHODS

2.1 Density field-based cosmic web classification

The cosmic web lacks a universally agreed-upon definition; its char-
acterisation varies significantly between studies depending on their
scientific goals, methodological choices, and the nature of available
data (Libeskind et al. 2018). For this reason, the choice of classifi-
cation scheme applied to the IllustrisTNG simulation is critical, as it
defines the physical assumptions (inductive biases) that our machine
learning model will learn and use to generalise.

Libeskind et al. (2018) and Buncher & Carrasco Kind (2020)
outline several classification methods for the cosmic web. A compre-
hensive classification scheme capable of resolving all four cosmic
web environments—voids, walls, filaments, and clusters—is essen-
tial to validate our graph-based machine learning framework. After
preliminary testing of multiple classification schemes, we chose the
T-Web scheme (Forero–Romero et al. 2009) that uses the sign of the
Hessian eigenvalues of the gravitational potential to classify each
point on a discrete simulation grid.

Classically, the cosmic web arises naturally from the Zeldovich ap-
proximation (Zel’dovich 1970), which describes structure formation
as a consequence of anisotropic gravitational collapse. In this linear
regime, the displacement of matter is proportional to the gradient of
the gravitational potential.

In the Zeldovich formalism, the position of a fluid element x at time
𝑡 (Eulerian coordinate) is related to its initial position q (Lagrangian
coordinate) given by

x(q, 𝑡) = q + 𝐷 (𝑡)s(q), (1)

where 𝐷 (𝑡) is the linear growth function and s(q) = −∇𝑞Φ(q)
represents the initial displacement field, defined as the gradient of the
gravitational potential field over the initial Lagrangian coordinates.

The formation of non-linear structures predicted by the Zeldovich
approximation emerges from the non-linear evolution of density en-
coded in the Jacobian of the coordinate transformation between La-
grangian and Eulerian space, despite s(q) being linear. The Jacobian
derives directly from Equation 1 to the left-hand side of Equation 2,

𝜕𝑥𝑖

𝜕𝑞 𝑗

= 𝛿𝑖 𝑗 + 𝐷 (𝑡)Ψ𝑖 𝑗 , (2)

where Ψ𝑖 𝑗 =
𝜕𝑠𝑖
𝜕𝑞 𝑗

= − 𝜕2Φ(q)
𝜕𝑞𝑖𝜕𝑞 𝑗

, defined as the deformation tensor of
the scalar gravitational potential field evaluated in Lagrangian space.
The eigenvalues of this Jacobian describe the local deformation of a
volume element (curvature) and determine whether it collapses into
a cluster (collapse along 3 axes), filament (collapse along 2 axes),
wall (collapse along 1 axis) or expands into a void (no collapse)
(Doroshkevich 1970). T-Web identifies cosmic web environments by
similarly computing the eigenvalues of the Hessian of the gravita-
tional potential,

𝐻𝑖, 𝑗 (x̄) =
𝜕2𝜙

𝜕𝑥𝑖𝜕𝑥 𝑗

�����
x̄

, (3)

where 𝑖, 𝑗 = 1, 2, 3, denote the three spatial dimensions. The signs
of the three Hessian eigenvalues are calculated for each point. Three
positive eigenvalues correspond to a matter collapse along all three
axes, and therefore a cluster; two positive eigenvalues to a filament;
one positive eigenvalue to a wall. No positive eigenvalues correspond
to an expansion in all three axes and are therefore classified as a void.
Using the sign of the eigenvalues represents an eigenvalue threshold
value of 𝜆th = 0, an idealisation that assumes that matter collapse has
fully completed.

However, Forero–Romero et al. (2009) argues for an eigenvalue
threshold 𝜆th > 0. In the Zeldovich approximation, the magnitude of
each positive eigenvalue is proportional to the rate of collapse along
its axis, tcollapse ∝ 1

𝜆
. Therefore, if 𝜆 ≈ 0, then the collapse timescale

can exceed the Hubble time, meaning that no significant structure
would have formed in the age of the Universe. Although dynami-
cal considerations justify why 𝜆th > 0 is necessary (Forero–Romero
et al. 2009), the exact choice of the threshold is decided empirically.
They find that already at 𝜆th = 0.1, the resulting classification accu-
rately reproduces the visual impression of the cosmic web, but voids
percolate unrealistically. After testing in different environments and
smoothing scales, a threshold value between 0.2 ≲ 𝜆th ≲ 0.4 yielded
robust classifications and distinct under-dense voids.

2.2 IllustrisTNG-300 simulations

In this study, we apply this formalism to the particle field of the
IllustrisTNG-300 simulations. To do this, we apply a Gaussian filter
with scale Rs = 2 h−1 Mpc to smooth the field and remove sensi-
tivity to features on smaller scales and systematics from the mass
assignment scheme used to compute the density field from dark mat-
ter particles. The number of Hessian eigenvalues that exceed the
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threshold value determines whether the cosmic web environment is
a void (zero eigenvalues above the threshold), wall (one), filament
(two), or cluster (three). Separately, we create a mock catalogue of
subhalo particles with a stellar mass cut, Mc, to ensure that they are
galaxy proxies. Upon classifying each grid-point within the simula-
tion cube using T-Web, the coordinates of each mock galaxy are used
to associate it to its environment in the density field.

For the T-Web classification, we follow Forero–Romero et al.
(2009) for an eigenvalue threshold value 𝜆th = 0.2 and a smooth-
ing scale 𝑅𝑠 = 2 h−1 Mpc. The grid spacing was maintained at
Δ𝑥,Δ𝑦,Δ𝑧 =

205 h−1 Mpc
512 ≈ 0.4h−1 Mpc, which means 5123 boxes

within the 300 Mpc (205 h−1 Mpc) simulation cube, where the cos-
mic web environment is classified. The smoothing scales above
are valid as long as 𝑅𝑠 > Δ𝑥,Δ𝑦,Δ𝑧. Initially, we also tested the
NEXUS+ algorithm (Cautun et al. 2013); however, it produced a
significant class imbalance, resulting in unrealistic cosmic web re-
constructions and poor performance of the ML classifiers. Hence-
forth, we focus on the results from the T-Web classification. Table 1
outlines the distribution of galaxies in each environment with a mass
cut of Mc > 109 M⊙ . This mass cut was chosen to reflect the likely
mass range of DESI survey galaxies (Zou et al. 2019).

2.3 Mapping galaxies to graphs

The second step of our method is to construct a graph from the
positions of the IllustrisTNG galaxies to summarise the local geo-
metric structure into quantitative metrics. As a motivating example,
Figure 2 demonstrates the distributions of mean edge lengths from
a Delaunay triangulation applied to the IllustrisTNG galaxies. We
see a clear separation of the mean edge lengths of each cosmic web
environment, indicating that multiple such graph metrics can be used
to build a representation of cosmic web environments based solely
on the relative positions of galaxies.

We defined up to ten graph metrics that summarised (non-
exhaustively) the amount of geometric information at the node level
(where each node is a galaxy). For an expanded definition, please
refer to section A. We initially explored three types of graphs: mini-
mum spanning trees (MSTs; Kruskal 1956; Prim 1957; Naidoo et al.
2020), complex graphs (de Regt et al. 2018; Tsizh et al. 2020), and
Delaunay triangulations (Delone Boris Nikolaevich 1934). Minimum
spanning trees connect each node once without cycles to minimise
the total edge length. Complex graphs are constructed as a nearest-
neighbour graph based on the radial distance. For our testing, we
followed Tsizh et al. (2020) and de Regt et al. (2018) in setting the
radius of neighbours 𝑙 = 2 h−1 Mpc. However, this comes with in-
creased computational cost when the number of nodes is very large.
Finally, the Delaunay graph is constructed by doing a Delaunay trian-
gulation of the galaxies. A Delaunay triangulation for a set of points
(galaxy positions) in a plane (or in higher dimensions) subdivides
their convex hull into triangles (tetrahedra in three-dimensions or
simplex more generally) whose circumcircles do not contain any of
the points (Delone Boris Nikolaevich 1934).

Testing revealed that the Delaunay triangulation graph was the
most performant for classifying galaxies. This is likely because the
MST is a subset of the Delaunay graph (Grami 2023), with fewer con-
nections and containing less geometric and topological information.
Libeskind et al. (2018) found that MST-based methods were useful
for finding filaments but that a secondary MST graph was required
to detect structures on smaller scales (Alpaslan et al. 2014a,b). Sec-
ondly, the complex graph could not compete with the performance
of the Delaunay graph due to the computational limitations of the

linking length. While the radius 𝑙 = 2 h−1 Mpc was used to match
with Tsizh et al. (2020), it could not classify galaxies in all four
cosmic web environments. Graphs with larger radii were not feasible
given the available computational power. A longer radius may have
captured structures on larger scales, such as filaments, walls, and
voids in galaxies. Thus, the Delaunay graph was the most effective
at capturing all four cosmic web environments.

The Delaunay triangulation graph was implemented with the
scipy.spatial.Delaunay1 class that can take two- or three-
dimensional coordinates as inputs. In our method, we use the three-
dimensional coordinates of the IllustrisTNG galaxies. The Delaunay
class contains the simplices method which outputs the indices of
the vertices of all simplices in the triangulation, as shown in Figure 1
(2D slice at 𝑍 = 150 Mpc). The list of simplices is then used to con-
struct a networkx2 graph, which is used to calculate a set of graph
metrics.

2.4 Graph-derived metrics

Each galaxy, represented by a graph node, is assigned ten metrics,
derived from the Delaunay graph’s connectivity, which serve as fea-
ture inputs to the neural network models. Table 2 summarises the
refined set of graph metrics adopted in this work, based on Hong &
Dey (2015), de Regt et al. (2018), and Tsizh et al. (2020). In addition
to previously used topological quantities, we introduced measures
of edge length, density, and shape eigenvalues to probe both local
density and morphological anisotropy. The definitions of these ten
metrics are provided in section A and summarised in Table 2. We
describe the model architecture in further detail in subsection 2.5.
Henceforth, we refer to the features as graph metrics. Physically,
the graph metrics describe how galaxies are connected within the
underlying dark matter, tracing the density, clustering, and spatial
arrangement of matter that defines the cosmic web.

To ensure that only the most informative and non-redundant graph
metrics are used, we used the mutual information to quantify the
dependence of each metric on the cosmic web environments. Metrics
with low mutual information or high redundancy were discarded,
which yielded the final set of Delaunay graph metrics listed in Table 2
and their mutual information with the cosmic web environments is
shown in Figure 3.

Furthermore, the boundaries around the simulation cube force the
Delaunay algorithm to connect galaxies in this region with long and
thin ‘sliver’ tetrahedra, biasing the graph metrics for those galaxies.
As a result, we introduced a 10 Mpc wide buffer region along each
face of the simulation cube (see Figure 1) to remove these edge
effects in the 10 graph metrics. Table 1 shows that there were 78,504
(out of 97,233) viable galaxies for Mc =1010 M⊙ and 229,250 (out
of 283,969) galaxies for Mc = 109 M⊙ .

2.5 Machine learning architectures for learning the cosmic web
environments from graph metrics

In this section, we outline the third step in our method that involves
predicting the cosmic web environments of each galaxy based on
its graph metric features after learning the mapping between these
metrics and the T-Web dark matter environments. We describe the
architectural choices for the baseline multiplayer perceptron (MLP)

1 https://docs.scipy.org/doc/scipy/reference/generated/
scipy.spatial.Delaunay.html/
2 https://networkx.org/documentation/stable/index.html/

RASTI 000, 1–15 (2025)

https://docs.scipy.org/doc/scipy/reference/generated/scipy.spatial.Delaunay.html/
https://docs.scipy.org/doc/scipy/reference/generated/scipy.spatial.Delaunay.html/
https://networkx.org/documentation/stable/index.html/


4 D. Kololgi et al.

109 M⊙ 1010 M⊙
Environment Unbuffered Buffered Unbuffered Buffered
Void 10, 773 3.79% 8313 3.63% 2009 2.07% 1531 1.95%
Wall 69, 019 24.3% 55, 293 24.1% 20, 242 20.8% 16, 139 20.6%
Filament 128, 025 45.1% 103, 362 45.1% 46, 746 48.1% 37, 778 48.1%
Cluster 76, 152 26.8% 62, 282 27.2% 28, 236 29.0% 23, 056 29.4%
Total 283, 969 100% 229, 250 100% 97, 233 100% 78, 504 100%

Table 1. Galaxy counts in each cosmic (T-Web) environment with mass-cuts of 109 M⊙ and 1010 M⊙ . Buffered columns show how the distribution of galaxy
counts change after ignoring a 10 Mpc region from each face of the simulation cube due to edge effects. It should be noted that galaxies in the buffer region are
included in the graph construction but only excluded from training, validation and testing of the machine learning models. Model development was conducted
with a mass cut of 1010 M⊙ due to the shorter training time however all results are presented with a mass cut of 109 M⊙ .

MST Complex graph Delaunay graph Description
degree ✓ ✓ ✓ Connectivity

average degree ✓ ✓ ✗ Connectivity
katz centrality ✓ ✗ ✗ Centrality

degree centrality ✓ ✓ ✗ Centrality
eigenvector centrality ✓ ✓ ✗ Centrality

constraint ✓ ✗ ✗ Investment
mean edge length ✓ ✗ ✓ Geometry

mean neighbour edge length ✓ ✗ ✗ Geometry
mean neighbour’s neighbour edge length ✓ ✗ ✗ Geometry

clustering ✗ ✓ ✓ Clustering
min edge length ✗ ✗ ✓ Geometry
max edge length ✗ ✗ ✓ Geometry

tetrahedral density ✗ ✗ ✓ Density
neighbour tetrahedral density ✗ ✗ ✓ Density

I1 ✗ ✗ ✓ Local Morphology
I2 ✗ ✗ ✓ Local Morphology
I3 ✗ ✗ ✓ Local Morphology

# Features 8 5 10 -

Table 2. Comparison of the graph metrics we tested across the MST, complex graph, and Delaunay graph. The degree, average degree, clustering and centrality
metrics are inspired by Tsizh et al. (2020). The degree, average degree, centrality measures, clustering, and constraint metrics were calculated using methods
within the networkx (Hagberg et al. 2008) package and all other graph metrics were derived manually using the definitions in section A. While we tested the
MST and Complex graphs, we found that the Delaunay graph produced the highest accuracy with the least computational costs. For this reason, we focus on
results from the Delaunay graph in this paper.

model before reviewing the fundamentals of graph neural networks
(GNNs) and how neural networks can be built on graphs using the
principles of graph representation learning. For a more comprehen-
sive introduction to graph neural networks and graph representation
learning, refer to Bronstein et al. (2021); Kipf & Welling (2017);
Veličković et al. (2018).

2.5.1 Multi-layer perceptron network

An MLP is a feed-forward neural network consisting of fully con-
nected layers that apply successive transformations to the input data.
With non-linear activations, MLPs are universal function approx-
imators (see Hornik et al. 1989), making them powerful tools for
capturing the complex relationships between galaxy graph metrics
and cosmic web environments. For a more comprehensive introduc-
tion to common deep learning practices please refer to LeCun et al.
(2015).

Each layer performs a linear transformation of the input graph
metric feature vector,

x𝑖𝑛 W𝑇 + b = x𝑜𝑢𝑡 , (4)

where W are the connection weights and b the biases. The non-

linear ReLU activation function, ReLU(x) = max(0, x), is applied
after each hidden layer.

Our MLP architecture (shown in Figure 4) consists of three layers:
an input layer of 10 neurons (corresponding to the 10 graph metrics),
one hidden layer of 10 neurons, and an output layer of 4 neurons
representing the four cosmic web environments. The number of neu-
rons in each layer determines the amount of data compression of
the input graph metrics. The final layer applies a Softmax activation
to convert the outputs into probabilities that sum to unity, with the
highest probability defining the predicted environment.

The model is trained using the cross-entropy loss function and
the ADAM optimiser (see Kingma & Ba 2014) with a learning rate
of 𝜂 = 0.001. The dataset is split into 64% training, 16% valida-
tion, and 20% test sets. A batch size of B = 16 was found to yield
stable convergence, balancing computational efficiency and gradi-
ent smoothness. Training was carried out over multiple epochs of
the training dataset, with the validation losses monitored to prevent
overfitting. The model was implemented in PyTorch (Ansel et al.
2024).

2.5.2 Graph neural network preliminaries

While the MLP model serves as a useful baseline for cosmic web clas-
sification, it treats each galaxy’s graph metrics as independent inputs,

RASTI 000, 1–15 (2025)
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Figure 1. Two-dimensional slice of the Delaunay triangulation constructed from the spatial distribution of IllustrisTNG galaxies. The slice is 1 Mpc thick in the
X-Y plane at 𝑍 = 150 Mpc, and shows the network of edges connecting neighbouring galaxies above a stellar mass cut of 109 𝑀⊙ . The Delaunay graph captures
the underlying geometric structure of the galaxy distribution, naturally tracing voids, walls, filaments, and clusters within the cosmic web. The 10 Mpc-thick
hatched region around the box is the buffer region. Galaxies in this region have unphysical graph metrics due to the spuriously high density of edges resulting
from the simulation boundaries.

ignoring the relational structure encoded by the Delaunay graph. In
contrast, GNNs embed this structure directly into the model architec-
ture by using a message passing scheme that aggregates information
from neighbouring galaxies at each layer. This allows the network to
capture how local connectivity patterns relate to the cosmic web en-
vironment. By exploiting relational information, GNNs can be more
robust and generalisable than MLPs when applied to new datasets
(see Battaglia et al. 2018).

A graph of N galaxies has no intrinsic ordering. The Delaunay

triangulation defines relationships (edges) but not a specific ordering.
For a GNN model to learn structures independent of the galaxy
ordering, a GNN must be insensitive to how galaxies are indexed. This
property, known as permutation equivariance, ensures that shuffling
the node order in the input permutes the output. For example, given
a function f, that takes as input a graph in matrix form, A, and a
permutation of the node orderings given by a matrix, P, then,

RASTI 000, 1–15 (2025)
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Figure 2. Distributions of mean edge lengths for each IllustrisTNG galaxy
(above a 109 M⊙ stellar mass cut). The edges are determined by the Delaunay
triangulation graph. The mean edge lengths are scaled using a Box-Cox power
transform, as are all the graph metrics, to make them more Gaussian-like
for faster training and better numerical stability. This example demonstrates
that even a single graph metric can partially discriminate the four cosmic
web environments, motivating the use of a combination of graph metrics to
capture richer structural information.

Figure 3. The mutual information (Ross 2014; Kraskov et al. 2004) quantifies
the statistical dependency between each node-level graph metric and the
categorical environments (void, wall, filament, cluster) defined by the T-WEB
classifier. Mutual information captures both non-linear and non-monotonic
relationships. The clustering coefficient and neighbour density exhibit the
strongest association with cosmic web environments, indicating their higher
discriminative power for capturing relevant local structures. At the same time,
degree and minimum edge length show relatively weaker dependencies.

f (PX) = PTf (X)P, (5)

defines permutation equivariance. Any architecture with this prop-
erty recognises the same structures (e.g. filaments) regardless of or-
dering, enabling generalisation to unseen graphs of galaxies. This
symmetry encodes a physically meaningful inductive bias: the Uni-
verse does not distinguish between galaxy labels, only the gravita-
tional relationships represented as edges matter. In practice, GNN lay-
ers achieve permutation equivariance through permutation-invariant
aggregations of neighbouring node features for a given galaxy, fol-

lowed by node updates. For a detailed description, please see Bron-
stein et al. (2021).

The Delaunay graph (or the other constructions) can be represented
as an undirected graph (Equation 6).

G = (V,E) , V = {𝜈1, 𝜈2, ..., 𝜈N}, E ⊆ V × V (6)

𝑉 is the set of vertices with each element 𝜈𝑖 corresponding to a
galaxy. 𝐸 is the set of edges between galaxies. Here 𝑁 is the number
of galaxies. Given G, we can represent the edges of the graph with
an adjacency matrix A. For undirected graphs, the adjacency matrix
is a symmetric 𝑁 × 𝑁 matrix with elements 𝐴𝑖 𝑗 ,

A𝑖 𝑗 =

{
1 (𝑤𝑖 𝑗 for weighted graphs) if (𝜈𝑖 , 𝜈 𝑗 ) ∈ 𝐸,

0 otherwise.
(7)

Each node in the graph has a feature vector, x𝑖 , consisting of the
metrics described in Table 2. Stacking these gives the node feature
matrix X = {x1, x2, ..., x𝑖 , ..., x𝑁 } (X ∈ R𝑁×10). Feature representa-
tions at deeper layers are denoted H = {h1, h2, ..., h𝑖 , ..., h𝑁 }.

2.5.3 Graph convolution network

The first GNN architecture we use is a graph convolutional network
(GCN) (Kipf & Welling 2017; Defferrard et al. 2016; Wu et al. 2019).
Our implementation of the GCN derives from Kipf & Welling (2017)
and is given by,

H(𝑘+1) = 𝜎

(
D̃− 1

2 ÃD̃− 1
2 H(𝑘 )W (𝑘 )

)
. (8)

We represent the update in a layer (𝑘 + 1) for the graph metric
features as a matrix transformation of the adjacency matrix A, which
handles the aggregation of neighbour features across the entire graph.
Following Kipf & Welling (2017), we employ self-connections Ã =

A+ IN×N, so that each node also propagates its own features forward.
Without this, the node’s feature representation after one layer would
depend only on its neighbours. Secondly, they also apply symmetric
degree normalisation D̃− 1

2 ÃD̃− 1
2 using the degree matrix D̃ ∈ RN×N,

of Ã with 𝐷̃𝑖𝑖 =
∑

𝑗 𝐴̃𝑖 𝑗 , which encodes the degree of each node. This
rescales neighbour contributions, weighting the aggregation so that
high-degree nodes (e.g. cluster galaxies) do not dominate low-degree
nodes (e.g. void galaxies) and improves numerical stability during
training.

Each layer contains a learnable weight matrix, W (𝑘 ) , that linearly
combines the input features to produce a new latent representation.
For example, in the first layer, it could be a linear combination of
degree, clustering, and mean edge length. The same W (𝑘 ) is applied
to every node, ensuring permutation equivariance and allowing the
GCN model to interpret a galaxy’s graph metrics in the context of its
neighbours. For example, learning that a galaxy with a high degree
and a high local density indicates a cluster environment.

The number of neurons in each layer, 𝐹(𝑘 ) is a hyperparameter that
controls the compression of input features. Then the node feature ma-
trix has dimensions X ∈ RN×F(0) = RN×10. We found that three GCN
layers with 15 neurons in each hidden layer achieved the highest test
accuracy with minimal complexity (see Figure 4). The dimensions of
the weight matrices for each layer are then W ∈ RF(0)×F(1) = R10×15,
W ∈ RF(1)×F(2) = R15×15, W ∈ RF(2)×F(3) = R15×4. Adding more
layers or neurons did not improve performance.
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Figure 4. Overview of the baseline and graph-based neural network architectures explored in this work. The MLP (left) serves as the baseline model, taking
node features as independent inputs passed through successive fully-connected layers. The GCN (middle) introduces relational inductive biases by aggregating
information from connected nodes in the Delaunay graph, enabling feature propagation along edges. The GAT+ (right) extends this by applying multi-head
attention mechanisms and edge features, allowing the network to learn the relative importance of neighbouring nodes. The architectures were refined through
iterative experimentation, adjusting the number of layers, hidden dimensions, and normalisation or dropout configurations until convergence performance and
stability were optimised across validation runs.

2.5.4 Graph Attention Network

Graph attention networks (GATs) (Veličković et al. 2018; Monti
et al. 2019; Zhang et al. 2020) are a more expressive flavour of GNN
compared to GCNs. While GCNs aggregate neighbour features us-
ing fixed, degree-normalised weights, GATs extend this approach by
assigning learnable, feature-dependent weights to each graph edge
through an attention mechanism (Bahdanau et al. 2014). This en-
ables the model to weigh the importance of different neighbours
when aggregating features during training. These learnable attention
coefficients are a function of the feature representations of two graph
nodes 𝛼

(𝑘 )
𝑖, 𝑗

= 𝛼 (𝑘 ) (h𝑖 , h 𝑗 ) and can be packaged into an adjacency-
like matrix 𝛼𝛼𝛼 (𝑘 ) ∈ R𝑁×𝑁 for the entire graph. The implementation
of the GAT model used in this investigation is a slight modification of
the original (Veličković et al. 2018) version developed by Brody et al.
(2022) for dynamic attention. Henceforth, any reference to GAT will
refer only to the modified version shown in matrix form in Equation 9.
To obtain the graph-wide update for each layer, the learnable weight
matrix for the features W (𝑘 )

𝑚𝑠𝑔 transforms the features of the previous
layer H(𝑘 ) ; which is in turn transformed by the attention coefficient

matrix 𝛼𝛼𝛼 (𝑘 ) that aggregates neighbour node features depending on
the learnt attention coefficients.

In each GAT layer, the attention coefficients are computed inde-
pendently of the feature-mixing transformation W (𝑘 )

𝑚𝑠𝑔. Separately, a
scoring function is applied to each pair of linearly projected node
features to assess the relative importance of each neighbour. These
raw scores are normalised with a softmax function over each node’s
neighbourhood to produce the final attention weights, yielding a data-
dependent aggregation scheme that adapts to the graph structure and
features during training. For further details, see Brody et al. (2022).

H(𝑘+1) = 𝜎

(
𝛼𝛼𝛼 (𝑘 )H(𝑘 )W (𝑘 )

msg

)
(9)

So far, we have assumed a single attention head, corresponding to
a single scalar coefficient per graph edge. However, in our implemen-
tation, we use four attention heads to increase the expressiveness and
stability of our GAT model. Each head independently computes its
own set of attention coefficients and feature-mixing weights, allow-
ing the model to capture different relational signals in parallel. For
example, one head may prioritise nodes with similar structural fea-
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tures, while another may emphasise particular connectivity patterns
or densities. Brody et al. (2022) demonstrated how multi-headed at-
tention helps to disentangle this structural information to produce
more informative node representations compared to a single-headed
GAT. The outputs of these heads are then concatenated or averaged to
form a richer and more robust representation that reduces the risk of
any single attention pattern dominating. This is particularly useful for
our purposes, as we have a heterogeneous graph with sharp bound-
aries between cosmic web environments. For an in-depth derivation
of how the attention coefficients in the single- and multi-headed cases
are calculated, see Brody et al. (2022).

3 RESULTS

3.1 Loss and accuracy

Here, we describe and justify our choices for training the MLP, GCN,
and GAT models. For all three models, 70% of the galaxies in Table 1
were randomly assigned to the training set for the models, 21% as
validation galaxies during training and 9% as test galaxies after the
training process was completed. Each sub-set of the data was stratified
to maintain the same proportions of each cosmic web environment as
in the unbuffered sample (Table 1). The training process for the GAT+
model with a mass-cut of 109 M⊙ is described in Figure 5. A weight
𝑤class was added to the cross-entropy loss function for each cosmic
web environment (see Table 3) to account for class imbalances in
the training data. (Please refer to the second sub-column in Table 1
to see the differences in proportion of galaxies in each cosmic web
environment). Equation 10 shows that the weights were based on the
number of galaxies in each cosmic web environment, 𝑛galaxies in class,
the total number of galaxies, 𝑁samples, and the number of cosmic web
environments, 𝑛classes.

𝑤class =
𝑁galaxies

𝑛classes × 𝑛galaxies in class
. (10)

Since the training data are imbalanced, an unweighted loss func-
tion would bias the model towards predicting the majority, which
minimises the average error. Therefore, applying weights to the loss
function is valid under the assumption that the proportions of void,
wall, filament, and cluster galaxies reflect the real Universe. Figure 5
also shows the convergence to a minimum loss and maximum accu-
racy. The closeness of the loss and accuracy curves for the training
and validation datasets indicates that the model generalises well to
unseen data and is not overfitting.

Typically, ML algorithms do not process one data point (galaxy in
this case) at a time; instead, they process a stack of data by leveraging
an additional matrix dimension that represents the batch size or
number of galaxies being processed simultaneously. We used batch
processing while training the baseline MLP model. However, this
was not feasible for the GNN models. After testing a range of batch
size values to optimise test accuracy, we found the optimal value
for the batch size to be 𝐵 = 16. When 𝐵 = 8 (the lower limit of our
testing range), the loss updates for each epoch became noisy and took
longer to converge. This is likely because smaller batches estimate
the loss function gradients with a higher degree of variance, meaning
that the optimiser takes longer to find a clear direction for downward
loss. In particular, we found this to affect the accuracy of the MLP
model in classifying void galaxies. In contrast, when 𝐵 = 32, the
MLP model generally converged to a higher loss and lower accuracy
during training, and consistently performed ∼ 5% worse on the test

data set. This is likely because the loss updates per iteration were too
big and the optimiser fluctuated around local loss minima.

On the other hand, for the GCN and GAT models, we implemented
full-batch training, utilising the entire graph in each training epoch.
However, we maintain training, validation, and testing sets of nodes.
The message passing component of GNNs means that the features of
neighbouring nodes that might not be in the training dataset could be
aggregated. This is an example of transductive learning (Schwartz
et al. 2024), represented by the adjacency and degree matrices in
Equation 8.

The loss and accuracy convergences were noisier for the GCN
and GAT models due to the recursive neighbourhood aggregation
(message-passing functionality) between layers, posing additional
challenges compared to the MLP model. For example, messages
from high-degree nodes might amplify through the network and
cause gradient explosions or oscillating updates. For the GCN model,
the adjacency matrix that describes the graph structure is degree-
normalised (see Equation 7) precisely to prevent exploding values
due to repeated multiplication over multiple layers (Kipf & Welling
2017).

The fixed neighbour averaging of the GCN model favours ho-
mophilous graphs with no connections between nodes of different
target classes (Zhu et al. 2020, 2021). This is the case for our work
because the Delaunay triangulation is a heterophilous graph, as it en-
sures connections between galaxies whose T-Web environments are
different (for example, between clusters and walls). Ma et al. (2022)
empirically found that GCNs can perform well on heterophilous
graphs with adjustments, and Cai et al. (2021) and Kipf & Welling
(2017) outlined that careful hyperparameter tuning, using dropout
layers (or other regularisation procedures) and using attention mech-
anisms help GCN models disentangle signals from misleading neigh-
bours. This motivated our use of the GAT model as it models the
neighbour influence more precisely.

We found that introducing a single dropout layer with a dropout
probability of 50% (as Kipf & Welling (2017) found) in the inter-
mediate layers (see Figure 4) acts to remove periodic noise from
the loss and accuracy curves while training. Additional regularisa-
tion procedures were required to stabilise the training process for the
GAT model. Normalisation layers, shown in Figure 4, were added to
normalise the output of each layer with the mean and the standard
deviation described in Ba et al. (2016) to improve training stability by
preventing vanishing or exploding gradients. Figure 4 also shows two
residual connections, which act to stabilise loss updates and preserve
graph metric fidelity during training by allowing direct information
flow from layer 1 → 3 and layer 2 → 4. Stabilisation occurs because
the model can maintain salient local information, as it has access
to pre-aggregated node features (Huang & Carley 2019). Finally,
we implemented a decaying learning rate scheduler that reduced the
learning rate by 30% when the validation loss started to plateau. The
reduction in the learning rate resulted in a less oscillatory (but more
stagnant) loss curve after ∼ 4, 500 out of the total 10, 000 epochs as
can be seen in Figure 5. The regularisation procedures recommended
by recent work combined with a 4-headed GAT layer resulted in our
GAT+model, Table 4 also shows the performance of the GAT model,
with a single attention head and without any regularisations.

3.2 Performance summary on the test split

Table 4 summarises the performance of the test-set for all models.
The GAT+ architecture achieves the highest overall accuracy (85%),
significantly outperforming the GCN (69-70%) and the MLP (68%).
The normalised confusion matrix (Figure 6) shows that the vast
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Figure 5. Training and validation performance of the GAT+ model. Accuracy (left) and loss (right) curves are shown for the training and validation datasets
over 10,000 epochs for the 109 M⊙ stellar mass cut. The convergence and close overlap between training and validation curves indicate stable optimisation and
minimal overfitting.

Environment Weight (109 𝑀⊙) Weight (1010 𝑀⊙)
Void 6.59 12.10
Wall 1.03 1.20
Filament 0.55 0.52
Cluster 0.93 0.86

Table 3. Class weights used in the loss function for the two stellar mass
cuts. The weights are computed from the inverse class frequencies, including
galaxies within the buffer region between environments. The 109 M⊙ mass-
cut (left column) is the primary case used for the results presented in this
work, as it provides a larger and more representative sample across all cosmic
web environments.

majority of galaxies are correctly classified in all environments. The
darkest diagonal elements correspond to voids and clusters, each
exceeding 90% accuracy, whereas walls and filaments remain the
most confounded classes, with ∼ 10-14% of galaxies misclassified
between the two. This confusion is physically expected because walls
and filaments occupy intermediate, overlapping density regimes and
share multi-scale substructures, whereas voids and clusters represent
the most distinct environments. Tables of the precision, recall, and
F1 performance metrics for all the models and their definitions are
provided in section B. The improved performance of the GAT+ model
over the GCN model likely arises from its attention mechanism,
which allows the network to assign higher weights to informative
neighbouring galaxies and down-weight noisy or connections that
cross environment boundaries. We also note that both the GCN and
GAT model were implemented with Nvidia CUDA acceleration for
PyTorch3 to minimise the training time.

3.3 Feature importance and mutual information

To understand which graph metrics are most informative for classi-
fication, we examine the statistical association between each input
feature and the true cosmic web environments using mutual informa-
tion (Kraskov et al. 2004; Ross 2014). Mutual information is useful
because it captures non-linear and non-monotonic statistical depen-
dencies.

Figure 3 shows that the clustering coefficient exhibits the strongest
statistical association with the cosmic web environment. This metric
encodes the local substructure in the Delaunay graph by measuring

3 https://docs.pytorch.org/docs/stable/index.html/

Algorithm Accuracy Training Time (min)
Random Forest∗ 65% 2

XGBoost∗ 70% 3
Random Forest 71% 4

XGBoost 72% 4
MLP 68% 5
GCN 69% 30
GAT 75% 30

GAT+ 85% 30

Table 4. Summary of model accuracies and training times for cosmic web
classification. The table lists the validation accuracy and approximate training
time for each algorithm. Starred (∗) rows indicate reference results from Tsizh
et al. (2020), included for comparison. The GAT+ model refers to the final
model used in this work, incorporating multi-head attention.

Figure 6. Confusion matrix for the GAT+ model. Results are shown for the
109 M⊙ stellar mass cut, comparing model predictions (x-axis) against the
true T-WEB environment labels (y-axis). The blue colour scale indicates the
normalised density of predictions in each class. The matrix illustrates that the
model performs best for filament and cluster classifications, with the most
confused environments being walls and filaments.
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the extent to which nodes cluster together (de Regt et al. 2018).
High clustering coefficients correspond to dense, multiply connected
regions typical of filaments and clusters, whereas low coefficients in-
dicate sparse, anisotropic configurations characteristic of walls and
voids. Interestingly, Tsizh et al. (2020) found the opposite trend, iden-
tifying the clustering coefficient as the least informative feature. This
discrepancy arises from the use of a proximity-based graph with a
fixed linking length, which truncates the number of possible triangles
in dense regions. In contrast, the Delaunay algorithm guarantees a
full space-filling triangulation, ensuring that all relevant local con-
nectivity is captured. The separation of environments in the mean
edge length distribution (Figure 2), and other distributions of graph
metrics not shown, is consistent with these trends.

Metrics such as minimum and maximum edge lengths, and node
degree show the weakest associations, suggesting that they vary rela-
tively little across environments. This was confirmed by their poorly
separated distributions. However, the filament population exhibits
a noticeable tail toward smaller minimum edge lengths, likely re-
flecting its multi-scale substructure: filaments contain dense cores
approaching cluster-like densities and tenuous outer regions that
bridge towards walls and voids (Aragón-Calvo et al. 2010; Bahé
& Jablonka 2025). This implies that the minimum edge length is
particularly responsive to embedded small-scale density contrasts,
while the density, neighbour density, and shape eigenvalue metrics
trace smoother, more global variations.

3.4 Latent structure and learnt representations

To visualise the separability of the cosmic web environments from
the graph metrics, we applied UMAP (McInnes et al. 2018) dimen-
sionality reduction to the input graph metrics (not shown here) and
the learnt GAT+ embeddings, which we coloured by the true cos-
mic web environments and the GAT+ predictions respectively. The
UMAP projection of the ten input features forms overlapping but
weakly separable manifolds or clusters. This is reflected in a near-
zero silhouette score (−0.001). A silhouette score measures how
well each data point is assigned to its class with scores ranging from
[−1,+1], where higher scores indicate better-defined classes. By
contrast, as seen in Figure 7, the UMAP of the GAT+ embeddings
shows a more distinct clustering by environment, with a silhouette
score of 0.108. This indicates that the network learnt a representa-
tion that better aligns with the physical structure of the cosmic web.
When only the test split galaxies are included and then coloured by
the GAT+ predicted (see top row of Figure 7), the embeddings yield
an even higher silhouette score (0.161), suggesting that the model
generalises this separation to unseen data.

In addition, we examined the predictive entropy of the GAT+
model to quantify the confidence of classification, which we cal-
culated using the Shannon entropy 𝐻 (see Shannon 1948). This is
defined in terms of the output Softmax probabilities of the GAT+
model for each cosmic web environment, 𝑝𝑖 , 𝑖 ∈ [0, 3] correspond-
ing to {Void,Wall, Filament,Cluster}, respectively.

𝐻 = −
3∑︁
𝑖=0

𝑝𝑖 log 𝑝𝑖 . (11)

Galaxies with flat output probabilities across environments (e.g.
𝑝 = [0.25, 0.25, 0.25, 0.25]) correspond to high entropy (𝐻 ≈ 1), in-
dicating low confidence, while sharply peaked probabilities (𝐻 ≈ 0)
denote confident classifications. The distribution of entropies from
the GAT+ model peaked between 0.5 − 1, implying that a large

fraction of galaxies occupy regions of intrinsic uncertainty, such as
void-wall or wall-filament transitions. This pattern reflects the con-
tinuous nature of the cosmic web. The bottom row of Figure 7 shows
the test set galaxies in UMAP-projected space and is represented by
unfilled circles. The weight of the edges of these circles is determined
by the Shannon entropy (Equation 11). Galaxies in the transitional
regions exhibit darker edges, highlighting that the model uncertainty
encodes physically meaningful ambiguity.

4 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In this investigation, we developed a three-step methodology us-
ing graph neural network models for identifying the dark matter
cosmic web environments of a mass-selected catalogue of galaxies
(𝑀★ > 109 M⊙) from the IllustrisTNG-300 simulation. First, we as-
signed a T-Web derived environment to each galaxy based on its
position. Second, we constructed a Delaunay triangulation graph to
capture the relational structure of the distribution of galaxies and
summarised this with a set of ten graph metrics associated to each
galaxy (see Table 2). Third, we trained the GAT+ model to learn the
relationship between each galaxy’s graph metrics and its assigned T-
Web environment. When applied to a test data set, the GAT+ model
classified the dark matter cosmic web environments of galaxies with
an accuracy of 85%, representing a significant improvement over the
non-neural network, MLP, and GCN models that we tested.

4.1 Comparison of model architectures

For context, we first compare our models to the classical machine-
learning algorithms implemented by Tsizh et al. (2020). They applied
random forest and XGBoost classifiers to a complex graph with a
fixed linking length of 2.4 h−1 Mpc, achieving accuracies of 65 %
and 70 % respectively. In our implementation using the Delaunay
graph and class-weighted loss functions (see Table 3), the algorithms
improve modestly: the random forest reaches 71 % and XGBoost
72 % (Table 4). These results indicate that the graph construction
itself captures valuable structural information. By triangulating the
distribution of galaxies rather than imposing a fixed linking scale, the
Delaunay graph is a richer description of the influence of the dark
matter cosmic web on the galaxy distribution.

Despite this improvement, tree-based methods remain limited by
their piecewise-constant decision boundaries. They partition the fea-
ture space through sequential axis-aligned splits, which cannot easily
capture the smooth, high-order interactions among geometric de-
scriptors that describe the cosmic web. This is evident in the poor
recall scores in Table B2 and Table B3. Deep-learning models are
better suited to approximate such non-linear boundaries.

The baseline MLP achieves an accuracy similar (68 %) to the ran-
dom forest and XGBoost algorithms, despite being more expressive
because it treats every galaxy independently and, therefore, ignores
the graph connectivity that physically links nearby galaxies. Despite
a marginal improvement in overall accuracy, MLP produces a more
balanced classification (see Table B1). Introducing structural con-
text and neighbourhood feature aggregation in the GCN raises the
accuracy slightly to 69-70 %, demonstrating that it adds some dis-
criminative power. However, the improvement is small because the
ten graph metrics already encode first-order neighbourhood geome-
try; uniform aggregation in the GCN adds little beyond this.

The GAT and GAT+ architectures deliver the largest perfor-
mance gains. A single-head GAT improves to 75 %, and the GAT+
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Figure 7. UMAP projections into three-dimensions represented by the columns. Top row: UMAP contours of the GAT+ embeddings, but only limited to the
test galaxy set and coloured by the model-predicted environments. Bottom row: GAT+ embeddings of the test galaxy set in UMAP projected space. Darker
edges represent higher model uncertainty, which is derived from the Shannon entropy of the output probabilities. The overlap of cosmic web environments in
the top figure corresponds with regions of high model uncertainty given by the bottom figure, indicating that the GAT+ model learns a physically meaningful
representation of the cosmic web.

model—with four attention heads, residual connections, layer nor-
malisation, and a dynamic learning-rate scheduler—achieves 85 %.
The attention mechanism allows the network to weight each neigh-
bour adaptively, learning which connections are physically informa-
tive and which should be suppressed. Multi-head attention captures
multiple relational patterns in parallel (for instance, dense cluster
cores versus filament spines), while residual connections and nor-
malisation layers stabilise training and mitigate the over-smoothing
that affects deeper GCNs. Repeated GCN layers have been shown to
lead to a convergence of node features (Li et al. 2018; Huang & Carley
2019; Wei et al. 2024), resulting in the GCN losing local discrimi-
nation power. This is particularly problematic in transitional regions
between voids, walls, filaments, and clusters. This tendency can be
compounded by the GCN’s weaknesses with slightly heterophilous
graphs (Ma et al. 2021). Investigating whether this is a significant
factor is beyond the scope of this investigation. However, a potential
future direction could use metrics proposed by Chen et al. (2020) to
measure over-smoothing.

The improvement from GCN to GAT+ demonstrates that atten-
tion mechanisms can disentangle heterogeneous local environments
within the slightly heterophilous Delaunay graph. In physical terms,
the model learns to emphasise coherent, homophilous connections,
such as galaxies along the same filament, while down-weighting links
across boundaries, for example, between walls and filaments. This

is supported by the clearer separation of the GAT+ embeddings in
Figure 7.

4.2 Continuous environments and classification limits

The residual confusion between walls and filaments (shown by
Figure 6 and the high entropies in Figure 7) underscores that
the cosmic web is inherently continuous. The finite threshold 𝜆th
(Forero–Romero et al. 2009) required to distinguish between envi-
ronments ultimately reflects how many regions exist in intermediate
states of collapse, producing physically fuzzy boundaries, reflected
in the overlapping UMAP manifolds (Figure 7).

A promising future direction is to reformulate the problem as a
regression task, predicting the continuous deformation tensor eigen-
values (or their normalised collapse fractions) rather than discrete
classes. This would yield a probabilistic, continuous mapping of the
cosmic web that more faithfully captures its physical structure and
timescale dependence.

4.3 Advantages of graph-based learning

Our results highlight several advantages of graph-based learning
for cosmic web studies. By encoding the galaxy distribution into
graph connectivity, the method bypasses the need to construct a
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smoothed density field by learning directly from the discrete data.
Graph representations naturally capture the geometry and topology
of the cosmic web (e.g. connecting nodes to delineate filaments,
walls, clusters, and voids), providing an interpretable framework
for large-scale structure. Moreover, the flexibility to choose graph
metrics that capture local geometries, combined with the structure-
aware architecture of GNNs allows our method to effectively capture
a fuller dynamic range of cosmic web structure, yielding physically
motivated classifications for galaxies. However, our method is limited
by the assumptions of the training simulation. This means that we are
limited to the domains we can apply our current model for inference,
where a dark matter field cannot be sampled or where a complete
sample of galaxies is not available. Domain shifts are an active area
of research.

4.4 Application to observational data

Exploiting the newly available catalogues of galaxy spectra to build
a statistically robust and multi-scale understanding of the role of cos-
mic web environments in galaxy evolution is now of active interest.
However, it should be noted that the analysis presented in this investi-
gation was performed on an idealised dataset, which does not include
important observational effects and survey systematics. Applying this
framework to real survey data, such as DESI, will require domain
adaptation. This is achieved by training on simulations that model
survey geometry, spectroscopic completeness, fibre incompleteness,
sample selections, and redshift-space distortions. This is an essential
next step before deployment on large-scale galaxy surveys.

Once adapted, our method can provide a probabilistic cosmic web
context for galaxy surveys. We plan to apply our method to infer
the probabilities for each cosmic web environment of galaxies in the
ongoing DESI survey. This will enable environmental classification
on an unprecedented scale.

The continuing development of graph neural networks combined
with established Bayesian methods for uncertainty will further en-
hance our ability to characterise the cosmic web, bridging simulations
and observations in the new era of precision extragalactic astronomy.
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APPENDIX A: GRAPH METRIC DEFINITIONS

To summarise the local geometric and connectivity of the Delau-
nay graph, we chose ten node-level graph metrics. We define the
following graph metrics in terms of the weighted adjacency matrix
A ∈ R𝑛×𝑛, where the components 𝑤𝑖 𝑗 are the lengths of the edges
between two nodes, or 0 if there is no edge (see Equation 7). We also
define the set of neighbours of a given node 𝑖 as N(𝑖) = { 𝑗 |𝑤𝑖 𝑗 > 0}.

• Degree: This measures the number of edges connected to each
node in the Delaunay graph, and for weighted graphs, the degree is
then the sum of edge lengths.

𝑑𝑖 =
∑︁

𝑗∈N(𝑖)
𝑤𝑖 𝑗 (A1)

• Clustering (see Onnela et al. 2005): This measures the tendency
of nodes to form tightly connected neighbourhoods. For weighted
graphs, the clustering coefficient of a node is defined in terms of
the lengths of the connecting edges normalised by the longest edge
length, 𝑤̂𝑖 𝑗 =

𝑤𝑖 𝑗

max(𝑤) .

𝑐𝑖 =
1

𝑑𝑖 (𝑑𝑖 − 1)
∑︁

𝑗 ,𝑘∈N(𝑖)
(𝑤̂𝑖 𝑗 𝑤̂𝑖𝑘 𝑤̂ 𝑗𝑘)

1
3 , (A2)

• Mean edge length: This is the arithmetic mean of the edge
lengths connected to a given node.

𝑒𝑖 =
1
𝑑𝑖

∑︁
𝑗∈N(𝑖)

𝑤𝑖 𝑗 . (A3)

• Minimum edge length: The minimum edge length of the edges
that connect to a given node.

𝑒
(𝑚𝑖𝑛)
𝑖

= min 𝑗∈N(𝑖) (𝑤𝑖 𝑗 ) (A4)

• Maximum edge length: The maximum edge length of the edges
that connect to a given node.

𝑒
(𝑚𝑎𝑥 )
𝑖

= max 𝑗∈N(𝑖) (𝑤𝑖 𝑗 ) (A5)

For densities from the Delaunay graph, we consider the volume
of the tetrahedra (a simplex in three dimensions) that connect to a
given node. We define T𝑖 as the number of Delaunay tetrahedra that
include node 𝑖, and

∑
𝑡∈T𝑖 𝑉 (𝑡) is the total volume of all tetrahedra

that include node 𝑖.

• The tetrahedral density (tetra dens in Table 2) is the weighted
average of the inverse of the total volume of tetrahedra that includes
a given node.

𝜌𝑖 =
T𝑖

𝑑𝑖
∑

𝑡∈T𝑖 𝑉 (𝑡) . (A6)

• Neighbouring tetrahedra density (neigh tetra dens in Table 2):
This is defined as the arithmetic mean of a given node’s tetrahedral
density over its neighbours.

𝜌N(𝑖) =
1
𝑑𝑖

∑︁
𝑗∈N(𝑖)

𝜌 𝑗 . (A7)

The final three graph metrics quantify the shape of the local point
cloud around each node by measuring the anisotropy of its neigh-
bouring galaxies. This can be expressed in a coordinate-independent
manner using the eigenvalues of the covariance matrix of neighbour
positions. Let the three-dimensional position of each node or galaxy
be X𝑖 ∈ R3. For a node 𝑖 with degree 𝑑𝑖 , the neighbourhood centre
of mass is

X̄𝑖 =
1
𝑑𝑖

∑︁
𝑗∈N(𝑖)

X 𝑗 . (A8)

Using this, we compute the covariance matrix of the neighbouring
positions:

C𝑖 =
1
𝑑𝑖

∑︁
𝑗∈N(𝑖)

(X 𝑗 − X̄𝑖) (X 𝑗 − X̄𝑖)T. (A9)

• The eigenvalues of C𝑖 can be ordered such that 𝐼1 (𝑖) ⩽ 𝐼2 (𝑖) ⩽
𝐼3 (𝑖). These shape eigenvalues characterise the local morphology:

– 𝐼1 ≈ 𝐼2 ≈ 𝐼3 ⇒ isotropic or spherical distribution of neigh-
bours, typical of cluster-like regions or uniformly sparse void re-
gions,

– 𝐼1 ≪ 𝐼2 ≈ 𝐼3 ⇒ flattened, planar configuration, typical of
wall-like environments,

– 𝐼1 ≈ 𝐼2 ≪ 𝐼3 ⇒ elongated configuration aligned along a
preferred axis, typical of filamentary environments.

APPENDIX B: ADDITIONAL RESULTS

In this section, we present the full precision, recall, and F1 scores
for each cosmic web environment predicted by the MLP and GAT+
models, as well as the reference random forest and boosted deci-
sion tree models referenced in Table 4. While overall classification
accuracies provide a high-level summary of model performance,
these class-resolved metrics allow for a more detailed evaluation of
how well each architecture distinguishes voids, walls, filaments, and
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Precision Recall F1-Score
Void (0) 0.288618 0.696078 0.408046
Wall (1) 0.533570 0.652416 0.587038

Filament (2) 0.754267 0.602435 0.669855
Cluster (3) 0.750050 0.810236 0.778982
Accuracy 0.675562 0.675562 0.675562

Macro Avg 0.581626 0.690292 0.610980
Weighted Avg 0.698580 0.675562 0.679774

Table B1. Class-resolved performance metrics (precision, recall, F1 score)
for the MLP model. These values correspond to the test set for galaxies with
stellar mass > 109M⊙ , split by T-Web environment. The table highlights the
baseline performance of a non-graph neural network model using the node-
level graph metrics defined in Appendix A.

Precision Recall F1-score
Void (0) 0.625000 0.212418 0.317073
Wall (1) 0.629535 0.607497 0.618319

Filament (2) 0.713353 0.766411 0.738931
Cluster (3) 0.802475 0.759488 0.780390
Accuracy 0.720909 0.720909 0.720909
Macro avg 0.692591 0.586454 0.613678

Weighted avg 0.720572 0.720909 0.718088

Table B2. Class-resolved performance metrics for the optimised ran-
dom forest model. Setting n_estimators = 500, max_depth = 50,
min_samples_split = 2, min_samples_leaf = 1, bootstrap = True
resulted in the highest classification accuracy for the test set.

Precision Recall F1-score
Void (0) 0.585938 0.245098 0.345622
Wall (1) 0.651525 0.608736 0.629404
Filament (2) 0.719892 0.774484 0.746191
Cluster (3) 0.801039 0.769247 0.784821
Accuracy 0.728552 0.728552 0.728552
Macro avg 0.689598 0.599391 0.626510
Weighted avg 0.727056 0.728552 0.725718

Table B3. Class-resolved performance metrics for the optimised XGBoost
model. Setting n_estimators = 500, max_depth = 8, learning_rate =
0.2, colsample_bytree = 0.7, min_child_weight = 1, and gamma = 0
resulted in the highest classification accuracy for the test set.

Precision Recall F1-Score
Void (0) 0.609462 0.878342 0.719606
Wall (1) 0.774295 0.838859 0.805285
Filament (2) 0.928106 0.842309 0.883129
Cluster (3) 0.941608 0.960928 0.951170
accuracy 0.875006 0.875006 0.875006
macro avg 0.813368 0.880109 0.839797
weighted avg 0.883121 0.875006 0.876907

Table B4. Class-resolved performance metrics for the GCN model. These
values correspond to the test set of galaxies with a stellar mass > 10 M⊙ split
by T-Web environment. This table highlights the marginal improvements of
the GCN model over the MLP due to its fixed averaging of neighbouring node
features. Architectural details are provided in Figure 4.

clusters. Precision and recall highlight different aspects of the clas-
sification behaviour - contamination versus completeness - and the
F1 score provides a balanced harmonic mean of the two. Therefore,
these tables illustrate the relative strengths of each model and the
general pattern of confusion across the four environments, especially
between walls and filaments. All scores are computed using the

Precision Recall F1-Score
Void (0) 0.541930 0.915775 0.680915
Wall (1) 0.743020 0.786016 0.763913
Filament (2) 0.908611 0.814361 0.858908
Cluster (3) 0.926292 0.952899 0.939407
accuracy 0.848834 0.848834 0.848834
macro avg 0.779963 0.867263 0.810786
weighted avg 0.860178 0.848834 0.851409

Table B5. Class-resolved performance metrics for the GAT+ model. The
GAT+ architecture incorporates multi-headed attention, residual connections,
and layer normalisation. These enhancements yield the highest precision and
recall across all environments, particularly improving the separation between
walls and filaments.

This paper has been typeset from a TEX/LATEX file prepared by the author.
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