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Abstract

Genetic algorithms are a powerful tool in optimization for single and multi-modal functions. This
paper provides an overview of their fundamentals with some analytical examples. In addition, we explore
how they can be used as a parameter estimation tool in cosmological models to maximize the likelihood
function, complementing the analysis with the traditional Markov Chain Monte Carlo methods. We
analyze that genetic algorithms provide fast estimates by focusing on maximizing the likelihood function,
although they cannot provide confidence regions with the same statistical meaning as Bayesian approaches.
Moreover, we show that implementing sharing and niching techniques ensures an effective exploration of
the parameter space, even in the presence of local optima, always helping to find the global optima. This
approach is invaluable in the cosmological context, where exhaustive space exploration of parameters
is essential. We use dark energy models to exemplify the use of genetic algorithms in cosmological
parameter estimation, including a multimodal problem, and we also show how to use the output of a
genetic algorithm to obtain derived cosmological functions. This paper concludes that genetic algorithms
are a handy tool within cosmological data analysis, without replacing the traditional Bayesian methods
but providing different advantages.

1 Introduction

Genetic algorithms (GAs), established for decades,
are tools from evolutionary computation [1–5] that
solve many function optimization problems. Evo-
lutionary computation is focused on algorithms ex-
ploiting randomness to solve search and optimiza-
tion problems using operations inspired by natu-
ral evolution [6], it includes several methods for
stochastic or metaheuristic optimization [7, 8]; no-
table examples are Particle Swarm Optimization
(PSO) [9] based on the social behavior of organisms
of the same species such as birds, the Giant Trevally

Optimizer (GTO) [10–12] inspired by the hunting
behavior of predatory fish and the Artificial Rab-
bits Optimization (ARO) drawing inspiration from
social interactions among rabbits [13, 14]. Within
evolutionary computation, the most relevant meth-
ods are genetic algorithms [15,16], genetic program-
ming [17], and evolutionary strategies [18]; their suc-
cess is due to their ability to navigate intricate, non-
linear, and high-dimensional search spaces.

In particular, Genetic Algorithms stand out as
powerful tools for optimization problems because
mathematically always guarantee, under certain
conditions, to find the best solution, despite chal-
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lenges posed by local optimum values [19] and, this
property puts them at an advantage over other tech-
niques. Rooted in the emulation of natural selec-
tion and evolution, the iterative process of GAs
involves generating a population, subjecting it to
fitness-based selection, and applying genetic opera-
tors such as crossover and mutation. This iterative
approach drives the evolution of increasingly opti-
mal solutions over generations. GAs thrive in situa-
tions with multiple optima, irregular landscapes, or
where an analytical solution is difficult to achieve.
Its adaptability allows the simultaneous exploration
of numerous candidate solutions, making them ef-
fective in various optimization challenges. Unlike
traditional optimization methods, GAs have the
advantage of not relying on derivatives, providing
excellent robustness in high-dimensional or more
complex problems. Inspired by natural evolution,
these algorithms efficiently explore vast and un-
known search spaces [20]. Their ability to solve com-
plex and dynamic projects makes them valuable in
diverse fields, including medicine [21–23], epidemic
dynamical systems [24, 25], geotechnics [26], mar-
ket forecasts [27], and industry [28], among others.
A particularly successful application in the Deep
Learning era is the optimization of neural networks,
huge computational models in which genetic algo-
rithms help to find optimal combinations of hyper-
parameters [29–31].

With the accelerated development of computa-
tional resources, genetic algorithms, and other ma-
chine learning algorithms have been exploited in
several scientific fields in recent years. Remark-
ably, they have resulted in significant advances in
understanding particle physics [32–34], astronomi-
cal information [35–38], and cosmological phenom-
ena [39–44].

Genetic programming, another method from evo-
lutionary computation, has been widely used in
astrophysics and cosmology [45–50], which allows
symbolic regression for a given data set, treating
regression as a search problem to find the best
combination of mathematical operators generating
an expression fitting the data. Although genetic
programming and genetic algorithms solve differ-
ent tasks, they use similar operators to find solu-
tions. In this work, we focus on genetic algorithms,
mentioning genetic programming for reference, as-
suming the astrophysical community may be more
familiar with it. Moreover, genetic algorithms are

the most fundamental and successful evolutionary
computation technique, and understanding them is
useful for studying other evolutionary computation
methods, including genetic programming.

On the other hand, parameter estimation in cos-
mology is a very relevant task that finds a com-
bination of values for parameters describing a cos-
mological model based on observational data. The
goal is to refine theoretical models to align with ob-
servations for a more precise understanding of the
universe. In cosmological parameter estimation, the
most robust and successful algorithms are Markov
Chains Monte Carlo, however, these methods some-
times are computationally expensive, and recent ad-
vancements try to attack this issue with new statis-
tical or machine learning techniques including it-
erative Gaussian emulation method [51], Adaptive
importance sampling, parallelizable Bayesian algo-
rithms [52], bayesian inference accelerated with ma-
chine learning [53–55] or likelihood-free methods
[56,57].

This paper aims to achieve two primary objec-
tives: firstly, to provide a comprehensive introduc-
tion to genetic algorithms and elucidate their ap-
plication in cosmological parameter estimation, and
secondly, to demonstrate the complementarity of
GAs with traditional Bayesian inference methods.
We include illustrative examples of optimization
problems and their applications in cosmology. Par-
ticularly, we delve into using genetic algorithms to
constrain the parameter space of dark energy mod-
els based on observational data. It is pertinent to
mention that GAs cannot perform the same tasks as
MCMC methods, and we do not try to replace them;
we only perform parameter estimation with GAs by
optimizing the likelihood function, whereas MCMC
methods sample the posterior probability function;
however, we analyze their relevance as an alterna-
tive and complementary method, as discussed in
Section 4.1.

The structure of this paper is as follows: in Sec-
tion 2, we present the basics of genetic algorithms
and an insight into their functionality. In Section 3,
we provide some examples of optimization of analyt-
ical functions by applying genetic algorithms. Sec-
tion 4.1 describes the path to perform cosmological
parameter estimation using these algorithms. Sec-
tion 4.2 contains examples of multimodal problems
in cosmology, and in Section 4.3, we justify how to
obtain cosmological-derived parameters from a like-
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lihood optimization. Finally, Section 5 summarizes
our final remarks.

2 Fundamentals of genetic algo-
rithms

2.1 Biological fundamentals

Bioinspired computing is a field of computer science
based on observing and imitating natural processes
and phenomena to develop algorithms and compu-
tational systems [58]. These algorithms seek to solve
complex problems. The bioinspired computation is
classified into three main categories [58]: evolution-
ary algorithms (such as genetic algorithms), par-
ticle swarm intelligence (imitating collective behav-
iors) [7,59–61], and computational ecology (inspired
by ecological phenomena) [8, 62].

Genetic algorithms solve optimization [1–5] and
search problems inspired by fundamental concepts
of genetics and evolution [8, 63, 64]; some of its key
points are as follows:

• Natural selection.- Is the central principle in
the theory of evolution. Just as better-adapted
organisms are more likely to survive and repro-
duce in nature, GAs favor the fittest or most
promising solutions from a population of can-
didate solutions. In nature, over several gen-
erations, the most promising characteristics of
individuals survive to be inherited by the new
generations. This is what genetic algorithms
seek to do to have better solutions as more gen-
erations pass by.

• Crossing.- Also called recombination, it is a
process in which genes from two parents are
combined to create offspring with characteris-
tics inherited from both parents. GAs apply
the idea of crossover by combining partial so-
lutions from two individuals in the population
to generate new solutions that can inherit de-
sirable characteristics from both parents.

• Mutation.- The mutation is recognized as the
stochastic alterations in an organism’s genetic
material. In the GAs, mutation introduces ran-
dom changes in a small part of the candidate
solutions, e.g., it may change the value of a bit,

which increases the diversity of possible solu-
tions and improves the exploration of the search
space.

• Reproduction and inheritance.- In the
same sense as in nature, in genetic algorithms,
these operations allow the transmission of some
characteristics of the parent solutions to the so-
lutions of the next generation (offspring).

2.2 Genetic Algorithms operations

John Holland was the first to introduce the genetic
algorithm in 1975. In his book Adaptation in Natu-
ral and Artificial Systems [3, 15]. According to the
GA context, a population is a set of possible so-
lutions to a given problem. Each individual has a
genotype encoded in bits, then expressed as a phe-
notype in the problem context. The way to encode
the possible solutions is fundamental to attacking
a problem with GAs, and there are several options
to do it, for example, with binary, integer, or real
encoding, among others [65].

Alternatively, assessing an individual’s quality or
a potential solution involves employing a metric or
target function, ideally expected to approach its op-
timal value in the final generations. For the anal-
ogy of natural selection, this target function, or ob-
jective function, is called the fitness function. In
practice, in GAs, the fitness function is directly the
function to be optimized; unlike genetic program-
ming, where the fitness function is a measure of the
error between the algebraic expression found and
the data set used, due to the regression task that
genetic programming addresses.

The continuous evaluation of all the individuals
(possible solutions) of a population with this fitness
function and the applications of genetic operations
to produce new generations allow GAs to find the
optimal value of this function. In the following list,
we describe the fundamental procedures of genetic
algorithms [66]:

• Selection.- It is the method of choosing the
best solutions to play the role of parents and
improve the quality of offspring. Several selec-
tion methods include roulette [67], random [68],
ranking [69], tournament [70], and Boltzmann
entropy selections [71].

• Crossover.- It is also called recombination,
which generates a new possible solution given
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two previously selected parents. There are
several crossover methods, such as one point,
two points, N points, uniform, three parents,
random, and order. The crossover operation
has an associated probability (Pc) that deter-
mines how many individuals recombine given
the population, with Pc = 1 indicating that all
the products come from the recombination and
Pc = 0, meaning they are exact copies of the
parents.

• Mutation.- After crossover, mutations make
it possible to maintain diversity in the popula-
tion and prevent it from stagnating at local op-
tima [72]. There are several types of crossover
operators, such as flipping a gene if it is in the
same position as in the parent, swapping values
at random positions, flipping values from left
to right, or in a random sequence and shuffling
random positions. Mutation also has a prob-
ability associated with it that indicates how
likely it is to randomly change a gene (bit) of
a possible solution. The mutation value must
be low for an efficient search within the genetic
algorithm 1. In the algorithm employed in our
study, each bit corresponds to a specific param-
eter in the solution space. For instance, in the
binary representation of a solution, a bit could
represent the presence or absence of a particu-
lar parameter. Therefore, when we mention the
likelihood of randomly changing a gene (bit) of
a possible solution through mutation, we re-
fer to the stochastic alteration of these binary
digits, allowing for exploring different combina-
tions of parameters in the search space 2.

1Let us consider a binary representation of a genetic al-
gorithm where each individual is a sequence of binary values
representing a potential solution. Suppose an individual’s
chromosome (binary sequence) is 101010. A mutation opera-
tion might involve flipping one of the bits, resulting in a new
chromosome like 111010 or 100010. A mutation probability
determines the choice of which bit to flip. If the mutation
probability is low, only a few bits are expected to change,
maintaining some of the original information. This process
introduces diversity in the population, allowing the algorithm
to explore different regions of the search space and preventing
premature convergence to suboptimal solutions.

2Consider a scenario where the objective is to determine
the minimum of a straight-line model for a given set of points.
The potential solutions, representing the slope (m) and y-
intercept (b) of the line, are arranged with respect to the
origin. If the solutions are encoded in real coding involving
real numbers, the memory requirements for each input (m and

• Replacement.- The last step is the replace-
ment, which keeps the population size constant
by eliminating individuals after recombination.
There are three methods: strong replacement
(random), weak replacement (the two fittest),
and replacing both parents (the children re-
place both parents).

• Elitism and Hall-of-Fame.- The elitism
method ensures that the best individuals are
not discarded but transferred directly to the
next generation. Hall-of-Fame is an integer
that indicates how many individuals are con-
sidered under elitism to be retained in the next
generation. Elitism is necessary to ensure that
genetic algorithms always find the best solu-
tion [19]. Elitism and Hall-of-Fame are often
considered distinct from the general replace-
ment strategy. While the replacement strategy
primarily focuses on selecting individuals for re-
production and forming the next generation,
elitism, and hall-of-fame mechanisms specifi-
cally address preserving the best-performing in-
dividuals.

• Stopping criteria.- A mechanism is needed to
finalize the execution of the genetic algorithm.
Some ways to do it are to stop after a fixed
number of generations, after a specific time-
lapse, finish the process if the best fitness does
not change for several generations (steady fit-
ness), or to stop it if there are no improvements
in the objective function for several consecutive
generations (generation stagnation).

In this way, we can summarize that genetic al-
gorithms are a process that involves some crucial
steps: initialization of a population form of solu-
tions, selection of parents according to their fitness,
recombination of genes by crossing, introduction of
variability by mutation, substitution of individuals,
and running the algorithm until the stopping crite-
rion is satisfied. The operations described above are
repeated within a loop, generation after generation
until a satisfactory solution or convergence criterion
is reached.

b) would depend on the bit representation of real numbers.
However, by employing binary encoding, m and b can be
represented as strings of zeros and ones, with each element (0
or 1) occupying only 1 bit of memory.
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2.3 Schema theorem

The heuristic search of genetic algorithms is based
on Holland’s schema theorem, which states that the
chromosomes have patterns called schemas. This
schema theorem deals with the decomposition of
chromosomes into schemas and their influence on
the evolutionary dynamics of the population.

A schema is a binary string of fixed length rep-
resenting a chromosome pattern. For example, in
a chromosome of length 6, the schema 001X00 de-
fines a string that starts with 001, has an unknown
bit X, and ends with 00.

The fitness of a schema refers to how many in-
dividuals in the population contain that specific
schema. It can be represented as a fitness function
F (S) that denotes the fitness of the schema S.

The schema theorem states that high-fitness
schemas are more prevalent in future generations.
This is because schemas with high fitness are more
likely to be selected and recombined, leading to pop-
ulation improvement in terms of fitness. Mathemat-
ically, we can express this as:

F (St+1) ≥ (1− pm) · F (St), (1)

where F (St+1) is the fitness of the schema S at the
next generation (t + 1), F (St) is the fitness of the
schema S in the current generation (t), and finally,
pm is the mutation probability.

This equation indicates that the fitness of the
schema in the next generation is at least equal to the
current fitness, modulated by the mutation proba-
bility. If pm is low, schemas with high fitness will
likely survive and propagate in future generations,
contributing to population improvement.

Algorithm 1. Simple Genetic Algorithm

Parents ← {randomly generated population}
While not (termination)

Calculate the fitness of each parent in the
population
Children ← ∅
while —Children— < —Parents—

Use fitness to probabilistically select a pair of
parents for mating
Mate the parents to create children c1 and c2
Children ← Children ∪{c1, c2}

Loop
Randomly mutate some of the children
Parents ← Children

Next generation

Table 1: Pseudocode of a genetic algorithm.

3 Genetic algorithms application

In this section, we implement a genetic algorithm
to optimize univariate functions and extend its
application to higher-dimensional problems. The
general structure of a genetic algorithm is provided
in the pseudocode of Table 1.

Several libraries incorporate genetic algorithms,
such as Distributed Evolutionary Algorithms (DEAP)
[73], Karoo GP [74], Tiny Genetic Programming
[75], and Symbiotic Bid-Based GP [76]. These li-
braries simplify the implementation of genetic algo-
rithms. In this paper, we have utilized the DEAP li-
brary, which boasts comprehensive documentation.

3.1 Single variable functions

Considering the following three functions:

• f1(x) = (x2 + x) cos(2x) + x2,

• f2(x) = sin2(3x+ 45) + 0.9 sin3(9x)− sin(15x+
50) cos(2x− 30),

• f3(x) = −x6/60−x5/50+x4/2+2x3/3−3.2x2−
6.4x,

we aim to use a custom genetic algorithm to find
their global maxima.

In Figure 1, it can be seen how the above func-
tions are optimized by a genetic algorithm, using
a population size of 100 individuals, with Hall-of-
fame size equal to 1, mutation probability of 0.2
and crossover probability of 0.5, over 50 generations.
Note that as the generations progress, the individ-
uals are closer to the global maxima. Another in-
teresting feature is that, despite local optima, the
genetic algorithm in all functions can find global op-
tima, as it is mentioned in the Introduction section
and the Ref. [19].

3.2 Multi-modal functions

Genetic algorithms can also address problems with
multiple dimensions and maxima by modifying the
representation of candidate solutions and the op-
erators used to generate new solutions. They can
explore complex search spaces efficiently and iden-
tify global or local optima by appropriately design-
ing crossover and mutation operators and analyzing
different encoding techniques.
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Figure 1: The search space exploration is presented for three different generations: 1, 25, and 50. As we advance through
the generations, a greater concentration of individuals is seen at the global maxima. In the top panels, f1(x). In the central
panels, f2(x) In the bottom panels: f3(x)

We use the Himmelblau function to demonstrate
how genetic algorithms can be used to optimize
these types of multi-modal functions. We use the
DEAP library, a robust Python framework for evolu-
tionary computation, to achieve our goal. The fol-
lowing equation defines the Himmelblau’s function:

f(x, y) = (x2 + y − 11)2 + (x+ y2 − 7)2. (2)

The niching and sharing technique is employed to
identify all global optima within a single genetic
algorithm run. This concept draws inspiration
from nature, where regions are divided into sub-
environments or niches, enhancing population ef-
ficiency and survival. Individuals compete for re-
sources in these niches independently of those in
other niches. By integrating a sharing mechanism
into the genetic algorithm, individuals are incen-
tivized to explore new niches, discovering multiple
optimal solutions, each considered as a niche. Typ-
ically, this is achieved by dividing an individual’s
fitness value by the sum of distances from all other
individuals. This approach penalizes overpopulated

niches by distributing the local rewards among their
individuals [77].

Niching involves dividing the population into sub-
populations, each assigned to explore a specific re-
gion in the solution space. This encourages diver-
sity by allowing genetically engineered individuals
to compete for fitness locally. Conversely, sharing
ensures a fair distribution of fitness resources among
individuals within the same niche. An individual’s
fitness is influenced not only by its performance but
also by the performance of its neighbors, preventing
overemphasis on a specific region and promoting a
balanced exploration. This approach prevents pre-
mature convergence to a local maximum, allowing
simultaneous exploration of different regions and ul-
timately facilitating the identification of the global
maximum. Applying this technique effectively re-
quires a larger population size and more generations
than a simple genetic algorithm. This is essential
to spread the population across the sample space,
targeting different niches and, consequently, identi-
fying multiple optimal maxima. In our experiment,
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we executed the algorithm with 200 individuals and
200 generations, and the outcomes are summarized
in Table 2.

Real optimum Optimum found by GA

(3.000, 2.000) (3.010, 1.998)

(−2.805, 3.131) (−2.802, 3.133)

(−3.779,−3.283) (−3.774,−3.292)

(3.584,−1.848) (3.585,−1.847)

Table 2: A comparison is made among the four real global
optima of Himmelblau’s function [77] and those found by
the genetic algorithm using niching and sharing.

As can be seen in Table 2, these results are re-
markably similar to the real values. Improving these
results is possible by increasing the number of indi-
viduals and generations. It should also be noted
that this technique is not limited to three dimen-
sions but can be generalized to N dimensions and
support the search for global M optima. However,
it is important to remember that as the number of
dimensions increases, more computational resources
are required to search effectively.

3.3 Statistical Analysis

Genetic algorithms are handy tools in statisti-
cal applications for optimizing likelihood functions,
thereby determining the parameters of a scientific
model (which is precisely what this article aims to
demonstrate). However, reporting a confidence in-
terval for the output of a genetic algorithm can
be more complex than in classical statistical meth-
ods. The most rigorous technique relies on having a
mathematical model of the genetic algorithm’s con-
vergence that extends beyond Holland’s schema the-
ory for the simple genetic algorithm published in
1975.

Because the state of the population in a genetic
algorithm depends solely on the previous state in
a probabilistic manner, Markov chains have been
studied as suitable models for specific applications,
and more recently, others have been modeled as
martingales [78,79].

However, it is possible to resort to less rigorous
techniques. One approach is to assume a distribu-
tion for the optimized parameters. For instance,
assuming the parameters follow a normal distribu-
tion, the confidence interval can be calculated based
on standard deviations, and confidence ellipses can

be computed using Fisher matrices. This is the pro-
cedure employed in this article. Another procedure
involves using the Bootstrap method or other re-
sampling techniques [80].

4 Application in cosmology

In observational cosmology, one of the fundamental
tasks is to determine the values of the free parame-
ters for a given theoretical model based on observa-
tional measurements. This involves creating a func-
tion that captures discrepancies between observed
data and theoretical predictions and using it to ob-
tain a parameter estimate that fits the data well.
The likelihood function is typically used to represent
the data’s conditional probability given the theory
and its parameters. Although Bayesian inference is
the most robust method for parameter estimation in
cosmology, as it allows sampling the posterior prob-
ability of parameters given the data, it can be com-
putationally intensive (see nomenclature under the
Bayesian formalism of the Bayes’ theorem [81, 82]);
instead of sampling the posterior probability func-
tion to estimate parameter values efficiently, opti-
mization algorithms can be used to find the maxi-
mum likelihood function. In Reference [82], there is
an exciting overview of the difference between sam-
pling and optimization, and it can be seen that they
are two different tasks that can be complementary.
This section presents three applications that show
how genetic algorithms can be applied to analyze
cosmological data. First, we offer parameter esti-
mation in three cosmological models: ΛCDM, CPL,
and PolyCDM. We then discuss how genetic algo-
rithms can be used in a cosmological model with
multiple maximum values, such as the Graduated
Dark Energy Model presented in Ref. [83].

The datasets utilized in this section comprise
31 cosmic chronometers (CC) [84–91], Baryon
Acoustic Oscillation measurements (BAO) [92–97],
1048 Type Ia supernovae (SNeIa) sourced from the
Pantheon compilation [98], and binned data from
the Joint Light Analysis SNeIa compilation [99].

Considering the datasets mentioned above, we
employ the following log-likelihood functions for
Bayesian inference and optimization methods:

logLi = −1

2
(Di

th−Di
obs)

T ·C−1
i · (D

i
th−Di

obs), (3)

7



Figure 2: On the left panel, we have Himmelblau’s function, while the center panel displays its contour diagram. The red
points on the contours represent the global minima of the function. On the right panel, we can observe the application of
the genetic algorithm with niching and sharing, specifically for Himmelblau’s function.

where the index i ranges from 1 to 3, correspond-
ing to the three datasets: cosmic chronometers
[Di=1 = H(z)], BAO [Di=2 = DA(z)], where DA(z)
represents the Hubble, volume averaged and angu-
lar distance, and SNeIa [Di=3 = µ(z)], where µ(z)
denotes the distance modulus. In this context, Dobs

represents the observed measurements, while Dth

represents the theoretical values for the cosmological
models. The matrices Ci encompass the covariance
information, accounting for systematic and statisti-
cal errors.

We implemented a module to work with the DEAP

genetic algorithms within the SimpleMC 3 code for
our cosmological parameter estimation [100]. In
some of the subsequent results, we compare the ge-
netic algorithm’s outcomes with those of Bayesian
inference obtained using the nested sampling algo-
rithms, a specialized type of Markov Chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) technique [81, 101]. Additionally,
we utilize the Fisher matrix formalism described in
Refs. [102,103] to calculate the confidence intervals
and generate error plots for the genetic algorithm-
based parameter estimation. It is important to em-
phasize that genetic algorithms are not employed to
generate posterior samples; instead, they are used
to explore maximum likelihood estimation, which
can yield similar and quicker results than parame-
ter estimation. However, they cannot replace the ro-
bustness of MCMC methods. Furthermore, we con-
ducted maximum likelihood estimation using a clas-
sical optimization method, specifically the L-BFGS

3https://igomezv.github.io/SimpleMC

algorithm [104], for comparison purposes and to as-
sess the advantages of genetic algorithms.

4.1 Cosmological Parameter estimation

As previously mentioned, we employ genetic algo-
rithms to evaluate their effectiveness in parameter
estimation. As a proof of the concept, and for
simplicity, we consider three cosmological models:
ΛCDM, CPL, and PolyCDM, which are described
below:

• ΛCDM. The ΛCDM model serves as the stan-
dard cosmological model and comprises two pri-
mary components: Cold Dark Matter (CDM),
which plays a pivotal role in the universe’s
structure formation, and dark energy, which ex-
hibits a counter-gravitational behavior, leading
to the universe’s accelerated expansion. The
cosmological constant, denoted by Λ, is the
simplest and most straightforward representa-
tion of dark energy, which exerts a pressure
equal in magnitude but opposite in sign to the
universe’s energy density (p = −ρ). For a flat
universe in the late stages of its evolution, the
equation governing its expansion is given by

H2 ≡
(
ȧ
a

)2
= ρm(t) + ρΛ(t), where a represents

the scale factor, the dot denotes the derivative
with respect to time, ρm signifies the density of
dark matter and baryons and ρΛ accounts for
the dark energy content in the form of a cos-
mological constant. These two parameters de-
scribe the evolution of the universe’s content.
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Incorporating their initial conditions denoted
with a subscript 0, this equation can be re-
expressed in terms of the redshift 1 + z = 1/a
as follows:

H2 = H2
0 [ΩCDM,0(1 + z)3 + ΩΛ,0], (4)

where H0 denotes the Hubble constant, provid-
ing the present rate of expansion of the Uni-
verse. The parameters ΩCDM,0 and ΩΛ,0 are
specific to the ΛCDM model. The former repre-
sents the current dimensionless density of dark
matter (plus baryons), while the latter signi-
fies the dimensionless density of dark energy.
These parameters are subject to the constraint
ΩCDM,0 + ΩΛ,0 = 1; when this equality holds,
we have a flat universe [105]. Consequently, for
this model, we effectively have two free param-
eters, namely, h and ΩCDM,0, which we simplify
by denoting ΩCDM as Ωm for brevity.

• CPL model. One can discern dark energy’s
characteristics by investigating its state equa-
tion, denoted as w(z), where p and ρ represent
the pressure and dark energy density, respec-
tively [106]. Chevallier, Polarski, and Linder in-
troduced the following parameterization for the
equation of state: w(z) = w0 + wa

z
1+z , where

w0 signifies the current value of the equation
of state. In contrast, wa represents its rate of
change over time [106]. This equation of state
leads to the following derivation:

H(z)2 = H2
0 [Ωm,0(1 + z)3+

(1− Ωm,0)(1 + z)3(1+w0+wa)e−
3waz
1+z ].

(5)

Now, the parameter estimation consists of find-
ing the free parameters H0, Ωm,0 and w0 and
wa.

• PolyCDM. We can consider an extension of
dynamical dark energy by introducing spatial
curvature, Ω1, which adapts to the evolution of
dark energy at low redshifts [107]. By perform-
ing a Taylor series expansion of the equation
4 [108], we arrive at the PolyCDM model:

H2 = H2
0 (Ωm,0(1 + z)3+

Ω1,0(1 + z)2 + Ω2,0(1 + z)

+ (1− Ωm,0 − Ω1,0 − Ω2,0)),

(6)

where Ωm,0 represents the dark matter, and
baryon, contribution and Ω2,0 can be inter-
preted as the ”lost matter” [108]. PolyCDM
can be considered a parametrization of the
Hubble parameter [109].

For all the models mentioned above, we use a ge-
netic algorithm with elitism, using 50 generations,
a mutation probability of 0.2, a crossover probabil-
ity of 0.7, a population comprising 100 individuals,
and a Hall-of-Fame size of 2 to maximize the like-
lihood probability function. Table 3 and Figure 3
present the parameter estimation results obtained
throughout the three methods outlined earlier. It is
noticeable that, in most cases, the genetic algorithm
results closely align with the parameter estimations
derived from the nested sampling. Consequently,
although they are slower than optimization meth-
ods like the L-BFGS method, genetic algorithms
offer greater precision while remaining faster than
MCMC algorithms. It is important to note that
genetic algorithms maximize the likelihood func-
tion rather than sampling the posterior distribution.
This distinction can be computationally advanta-
geous compared to Bayesian inference procedures
in specific scenarios. However, GAs lack the assign-
ment of weights to individuals, as found in Bayesian
inference samples, and their exploration of parame-
ter space differs from MCMC methods, which rely
on Markov Chains and probabilistic conditions. Ge-
netic algorithms, instead, focus on achieving im-
proved solutions in each generation.

4.2 Multimodal models

Parameter inference in some models can lead to
the identification of multiple optima, meaning that
posterior probability functions can have multimodal
distributions. To address this complexity, Bayesian
nested inference algorithms, such as Multinest [110],
are a sampling method designed to deal with mul-
timodal distributions, allowing effective sampling of
the parameter space. In contrast, classical opti-
mization algorithms are limited to finding a single
maximum. Genetic algorithms, thanks to niche and
sharing techniques (see Section 3.2), have the ability
to exhaustively explore the parameter space, even
in the presence of local maxima. An example of a
model with multiple maxima in its posterior distri-
bution is the case of Graduated Dark Energy [83],
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Data: CC+BAO+SNeIa
Model Parameters L-BFGS optimizer Genetic Nested

ΛCDM

h0 0.6972± 0.0170 0.6964± 0.0170 0.6963± 0.0160
Ωm 0.2950± 0.0133 0.2958± 0.0133 0.2960± 0.0134

−2 logL 1049.2424 1049.2476 1049.2445

CPL

h0 0.6864± 0.0259 0.6916± 0.0258 0.6901± 0.0240
Ωm 0.2853± 0.0221 0.2919± 0.0218 0.2892± 0.0211
w0 −1.0082± 0.0840 −0.9803± 0.0912 −0.9909± 0.0861
wa 0.2556± 0.5188 0.0330± 0.6035 0.0679± 0.5296

−2 logL 10483.9018 1049.0778 1048.9415

PolyCDM

h0 0.6913± 0.0283 0.6916± 0.0283 0.6916± 0.0250
Ωm 0.2899± 0.0290 0.2931± 0.0294 0.2945± 0.0198
Ω1,0 0.0150± 0.4254 0.0947± 0.4271 0.1232± 0.1795
Ω2,0 0.0136± 0.1995 −0.0147± 0.2007 −0.0298± 0.0903
Ωk −0.0013± 0.0703 −0.0076± 0.0702 −0.0004± 0.0117

−2 logL 1049.0688 1049.0660 1049.1286

Table 3: Parameter estimation via genetic algorithms for the ΛCDM, CPL, and PolyCDM models utilizing cosmic
chronometers, BAO, and SNeIa datasets. The −2 logL value represents the optimal fitness value.

Figure 3: 2D posterior distribution plots showing the parameter mean estimates from nested sampling and the parameter
values obtained through likelihood maximization using the L-BFGS and genetic algorithm methods (see color labels). Note
that the confidence intervals are different due to their nature: optimization methods that maximize the likelihood function
(L-BFGS and genetic algorithms) make use of the Fisher matrix formalism to approximate the errors (see Section 3.3),
while the MCMC (nested sampling) method constructs its confidence intervals from sampling the posterior probability
function.

which is governed by the following Friedmann equa- tion:

H2 = H2
0 [Ωr,0(1 + z)−4 + Ωm,0(1 + z)−3+

ΩDE,0sgn[1− ψ ln a]|1− ψ ln a|
1

1−λ ],
(7)
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where ΩDE,0 is the dimensionless density param-
eter of the Dark Energy with ψ < 0 and λ =
0,−2,−4, .... ψ is defined in terms of λ and another
parameter γ in the following way: ψ ≡ −3γ(λ− 1).
One maximum value corresponds to the ΛCDM
model, whereas the other is present to alleviate the
Hubble tension. This model resembles a rapid tran-
sition of the Universe from anti-de Sitter vacua to
de Sitter vacua; see the details of the model in the
references [83,111–114].

For the genetic algorithm with elitism used in this
case, we set 20 generations, 200 individuals for the
population, crossover and mutation probabilities of
0.5 and 0.2, respectively, and a Hall-of-Fame of size
2. Therefore, the free parameters for the graduated
Dark Energy model are Ωm,0, h0, λ, and γ. For
this example, to appreciate the multimodality in the
graduated DE model, we use the same data that in
the original work (Ref. [83]), i.e., cosmic chronome-
ters, BAO and SNeIa (binned data from the Joint
Light Analysis compilation [99]), but for simplicity,
we do not use the Planck information. We also fix
λ = −20. Performing Bayesian inference to this
model, the posterior distribution for γ parameter
is shown in Figure 4, in which two modes exist.
In Table 4, we can analyze the outputs of the pa-
rameter estimation using nested sampling through
a posterior distribution sampling, the L-BFGS opti-
mization method, and a genetic algorithm maximiz-
ing the likelihood distribution function; we can no-
tice that the results maximizing the likelihoods are
roughly consistent with the parameter estimation
with Bayesian inference, however, for the γ value
the L-BFGS method is unable to find a value differ-
ent of zero and it is far from the estimation of this
parameter using the same data.

As mentioned above, some algorithms for
Bayesian inference, such as multinest nested sam-
pling, could explore the regions with these two max-
ima; however, most MCMC methods cannot achieve
this task. Using genetic algorithms with the nich-
ing and sharing techniques, we can quickly find and
explore the parameter space with these two optima
without performing a Bayesian inference process; we
can notice them in the histograms of Figure 5, in
which the GA explore the regions of both modes of
the γ parameter; therefore we can have more con-
fidence in the results of a genetic algorithm than a
classical optimization method.

To conclude this section, it is worth noting that

Nested sampling L-BFGS Genetic
Ωm 0.3264 0.2991 0.2959
h 0.6947 0.6760 0.6765
γ -0.0129 0.0000 -0.0127

−2 logL 55.8700 60.5781 61.6997

Table 4: Parameter estimation with nested sampling (sampling
the posterior probability distribution function), L-BFGS, and
genetic algorithm. In these cases, we only consider the maximum
likelihood found in the three methods and their corresponding
parameter values.

Figure 4: Posterior plots with nested sampling for h and γ
parameters of the Graduated DE model using
HD+BAO+SN, where the bi-modality is shown. Left: 2D
posterior plot for h vs γ. Right: 1D posterior distribution
plot for γ parameter.

Figure 5: Comparison between the histograms of nested
sampling and individuals through generations of the genetic
algorithm for γ parameter of Graduated Dark Energy model.

there are other multimodal cosmological models,
mainly involving neutrinos and spatial curvature,
documented in the literature [115–119], and worth
exploring in future works where these techniques
could prove valuable for conducting efficient and
rapid assessments.
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Figure 6: Equation of state for CPL model plotted with
fgivenx from (left) nested sampling, and (right) genetic
algorithms.

4.3 Derived functions

As an additional application, taking advantage of
the genetic algorithms nature, we can use the saved
individuals along generations to maximize the likeli-
hood function and calculate derived functions to an-
alyze their phenomenological behavior. This tech-
nique is usually used with the samples of the poste-
rior probability with Bayesian inference algorithms,
mapping the sampling of an estimated parameter to
another derived. For example, the library fgivenx

[120] allows this mapping. In the case of the individ-
uals of a likelihood optimization using genetic algo-
rithms, the statistical meaning of the plots is not di-
rectly related to the posterior probability function;
however, it can provide an idea of the behavior of
derived functions given the estimated parameters.

In Figure 6, we compare the Equation of state re-
constructed from the outputs of Section 4.1 for the
CPL model, we use the samples for the w0 and wa

from nested sampling, and the values of these same
parameters from the historical of the individuals of
the genetic algorithm population. We can notice
that the behavior of the Equation of State, analyz-
ing the darkest regions, is similar in both cases, and
it suggests that for a quick test, we can use this
technique with genetic algorithms. Regarding the
confidence regions, because we are only optimizing
the likelihood function with the genetic algorithms,
we cannot have a formal way to estimate them cor-
rectly.

5 Conclusions

In this study, we have leveraged genetic algorithms
as an effective tool to estimate the free parameters
of four cosmological models. Individuals generated

in each genetic algorithm population have demon-
strated the ability to achieve faster parameter es-
timates than those obtained using MCMC meth-
ods, thus reducing the number of likelihood func-
tion evaluations required. In addition, these genetic
algorithms allow a rapid computation of derived pa-
rameters, which adds flexibility and efficiency to the
estimation process.

However, it is important to note that genetic algo-
rithms differ from Bayesian approaches in their sam-
pling process. While MCMC methods fully sam-
ple the posterior probability function, genetic al-
gorithms focus on maximizing the likelihood func-
tion. This distinction implies that genetic algo-
rithms cannot directly provide confidence regions
with the same statistical significance as Bayesian in-
ference procedures. However, they offer significant
advantages, such as faster speed and better results
than other optimization methods, such as the L-
BFGS algorithm.

Additionally, we have explored the usefulness
of sharing and niche techniques in genetic algo-
rithms, ensuring practical parameter space explo-
ration, even in local or global optima. These fea-
tures may be especially valuable in cosmology as
a prior analysis to maximize the likelihood function
before undertaking more computationally expensive
Bayesian parameter estimation.

Throughout this paper, we can understand why
genetic algorithms have been a very promising field
of research over the last decades. Their flexibil-
ity allows their application in diverse tasks such as
optimization, combinatorics, statistics, and even to
speed up computational algorithms. The potential
future applications of genetic algorithms in cosmo-
logical research are vast, with the presented study,
we show the prospect of using them as a comple-
ment within cosmological data analysis. This is
in agreement and complementary with existing re-
search that also focuses on statistical applications
of evolutionary computation [39, 121]; in our case,
we have not proposed a novel method or algorithm,
however, we have analyzed how to use GAs so that
they can complement a traditional analysis of cos-
mological data and be an alternative to optimize the
likelihood function. We are convinced that genetic
algorithms are a great technique with diverse cos-
mological and statistical applications, for example,
in a parallel work, we have explored their usefulness
to improve cosmological neural reconstructions [31]
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and to reduce the computational time of Bayesian
inference routines [122]. Therefore, we are confi-
dent that genetic algorithms are an excellent com-
plementary element to the cosmological data anal-
ysis toolkit.
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[83] Özgür Akarsu, John D Barrow, Luis A Es-
camilla, and J Alberto Vazquez. Gradu-
ated dark energy: Observational hints of a
spontaneous sign switch in the cosmological
constant. Physical Review D, 101(6):063528,
2020.

[84] Raul Jimenez, Licia Verde, Tommaso Treu,
and Daniel Stern. Constraints on the equa-
tion of state of dark energy and the hubble
constant from stellar ages and the cosmic mi-
crowave background. The Astrophysical Jour-
nal, 593(2):622, 2003.

[85] Joan Simon, Licia Verde, and Raul Jimenez.
Constraints on the redshift dependence of the
dark energy potential. Physical Review D,
71(12):123001, 2005.

[86] Daniel Stern, Raul Jimenez, Licia Verde,
Marc Kamionkowski, and S Adam Stanford.
Cosmic chronometers: constraining the equa-
tion of state of dark energy. i: h(z) measure-
ments. Journal of Cosmology and Astroparti-
cle Physics, 2010(02):008, 2010.

[87] Michele Moresco, Licia Verde, Lucia Pozzetti,
Raul Jimenez, and Andrea Cimatti. New con-
straints on cosmological parameters and neu-
trino properties using the expansion rate of
the universe to z ∼ 1.75. Journal of Cosmol-
ogy and Astroparticle Physics, 2012(07):053,
2012.

[88] Cong Zhang, Han Zhang, Shuo Yuan, Siqi Liu,
Tong-Jie Zhang, and Yan-Chun Sun. Four
new observational h(z) data from luminous
red galaxies in the sloan digital sky survey
data release seven. Research in Astronomy
and Astrophysics, 14(10):1221, 2014.

[89] Michele Moresco. Raising the bar: new con-
straints on the hubble parameter with cos-
mic chronometers at z ∼ 2. Monthly Notices
of the Royal Astronomical Society: Letters,
450(1):L16–L20, 2015.

[90] Michele Moresco, Lucia Pozzetti, Andrea
Cimatti, Raul Jimenez, Claudia Maraston, Li-
cia Verde, Daniel Thomas, Annalisa Citro,
Rita Tojeiro, and David Wilkinson. A 6%
measurement of the hubble parameter at z ∼
0.45: direct evidence of the epoch of cos-
mic re-acceleration. Journal of Cosmology
and Astroparticle Physics, 2016(05):014, 2016.
[arXiv:1601.01701].

[91] AL Ratsimbazafy, SI Loubser, SM Craw-
ford, CM Cress, BA Bassett, RC Nichol, and
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