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Abstract

In this paper we present a frequentist-Bayesian hybrid method for es-
timating covariances of unfolded distributions using pseudo-experiments.
The method is compared with other covariance estimation methods using
the unbiased Rao-Cramér bound (RCB) and frequentist pseudo-experiments.
We show that the unbiased RCB method diverges from the other two
methods when regularization is introduced. The new hybrid method
agrees well with the frequentist pseudo-experiment method for various
amounts of regularization. However, the hybrid method has the added
advantage of not requiring a clear likelihood definition and can be used in
combination with any unfolding algorithm that uses a response matrix to
model the detector response.

1 Introduction

In High Energy Physics (HEP) and in many other fields one often measures dis-
tributions of quantities such as particle energies or other characteristics of ob-
served events. Because the experimental apparatus (the “detector”) inevitably
has a limited resolution, the measured (or “reconstructed”) value of the quantity
in question will differ in general from its true value. This results in a distortion
or smearing of the measured distribution relative to what would be obtained
if the detector had perfect resolution. The statistical procedure of estimating
the true distribution from the directly measured one is usually called unfolding
in HEP, or deconvolution in many other fields. Unfolding algorithms and their
implementation in software have been widely discussed in HEP (see, e.g., Refs.

[ 2 17, 18 16, 22, 24]).

Estimating a true distribution will result in one or more estimators which have
an uncertainty and non-trivial correlations between them. Estimating these
uncertainties and correlations is an important part of any unfolding frame-
work. Many unfolding algorithms supply an estimator for statistical covariances
[3, 2], 14l 17, 20] i.e. covariances as a result of the stochastic nature of the data
and the bin-to-bin migrations of events. However, in HEP it is very common



to also have systematic sources of error which induce additional uncertainties
and correlations. These systematic sources of error originate from estimates
or assumptions that enter the unfolding framework, eg. energy resolution or
reconstruction efficiencies, but have limited accuracy. The goal is to include all
statistical and systematic sources of error in unfolding covariance estimation.

In Sec. we provide a mathematical description of the unfolding problem
and the inclusion of nuisance parameters to model systematic sources of error.
In Sec. [3] we present two conventional and one novel approach to covariance
matrix estimation. In Sec. 4] a comparison study between the three methods is
presented and conclusions are given in Sec.

2 Mathematics of unfolding

A description of the mathematics behind unfolding is given here. The definition
of the unfolding problem is given in Sec. 2.1 and the inclusion of nuisance
parameters is described in Sec. 2.2. For a more detailed description of the
unfolding problem see book and for more information on nuisance parameters
and their use in HEP see Ref. [6] O] [I1].

2.1 Definition of the unfolding problem

Lets assume we have a counting experiment where each event has some variable
x that differs from its true value because of detector effects. One can construct
a histogram 7 = (nq,...,ny) from the measured values. These bin values follow
a probability distribution, often taken to be Poisson with expectation values

E[fi] =V = (v1,...,vn). The relationship between these and their corresponding
true values is given by

M
vi= Y Riu;+Bi (1)
j=1
with @ = (u1,..., ) is the histogram filled with values of variable z if it
would be measured perfectly i.e. without any detector effects. The response
matrix R;; gives the conditional probability to measure an event in bin ¢ of
the measured histogram if the true value was in bin j of the true histogram.
Additionally, the data consists of events from the signal process and from one
or more irreducible background processes. The expected bin values for the total
background are denoted by 5 = (61, ..., 8n). The goal of unfolding is to estimate
the parameters ji. The likelihood is a product of p.d.f.s f(n;|@) that define how
the data 7 is distributed under the assumption of parameters fi. A common
p-d.f. choice is the Poisson distribution which results in

N n;

N
L) = [Tsouli) =TT >

P (2)
i=1




with v; depending on ji according to equation [I| However, other p.d.f. choices
such as a multivariate Gaussian are also possible. Maximizing Eq. w.r.t.
i will give the Maximum-Likelihood Estimators(MLE) of the true histogram.
However, these solutions can have very large variances. One can suppress this
by imposing some form of regularization by making a linear combination of the
likelihood function and some regularization function S(f).

@(ji) = L(fi) + 7S(i7) (3)
Maximizing Eq. B[ w.r.t. [ will result in the Regularized Maximum-Likelihood
Estimators(RMLE). For any two estimators, the covariance is defined as

Usj = covlui, fij] = E[(fu — Elf]) (A — Eli;])] (4)

and the bias as

bi = Elfui] — ps (5)
with E[z] denoting the expected value of a random variable 2 and the diagonal
elements U;; being the variances of fi;. The RMLEs will have smaller variance
U;; but larger bias b; w.r.t. the MLEs caused by the regularization function.

2.2 Nuisance parameters

In general, the response matrix R and backgrounds 5 depend on additional pa-
rameters 0 = (01, ...,0K) introduced by properties of the detector response also
known as nuisance parameters. One influence this will have is that the increased
likelihood model flexibility will reduce the bias but increase the variance. One
should therefore take care when removing, also known as pruning, or introduc-
ing nuisance parameters into the model. Up until now, we assumed that these
nuisance parameters, and therefore the response matrix and background distri-
bution, were known with negligible uncertainty. However, in practice this is not
valid and one needs to propagate these into the uncertainty on the unfolded
distribution. By expressing the response matrix and background distribution as
a function of § one includes the nuisance parameters in the likelihood function
and thus incorporating systematic uncertainties in the model. Their correlations
with the parameters of interests /i will inflate the variance of the estimators fi.
Additionally, the best estimates 6 of 0y are treated as an auwiliary measure-
ment which follow some probability distribution function g(6x|0) that assumes
some value 0. A common choice for these p.d.f.s is a Gaussian which will result
in
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with v; now depending on both i and g. However, other choices such as a log-
normal or Student’s t distribution are also possible as p.d.f. for the auxiliary
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measurements. One can construct a new linear combination of Eq. [6] and some
regularization function S(i).

— —

®(ji, 0) = L(ji, 0) + 75(ji) (7)

A common choice of regularization function S(f) is a discretized measure of
smoothness of the true distribution also known as Tikhonov regularization [19]
23).

M—2
S(E) = = D (=i + 21 — piva)” (8)

i=1
In the rest of the paper we will assume that we have constructed estimators ﬁ

and 0 by maximizing Eq. With regularization function Eq. w.r.t. i and g.

3 Covariance Estimation

This section describe§ three different methods to estimate the covariance matrix
U of the estimators /.

3.1 Inverse Hessian

Let us put both the parameters of interest i and the nuisance parameters g into
one single vector X = (ji,d). The Cramer-Rao Bound(RCB) [10} [18], also known
as the Minimum Variance Bound(MVB), states that the covariance between two
estimators \; and 5\j has a lower bound set by the following inequality

ij

VI, ] > ((1 _ B Y1- B)T) 9)

with 1 being the identity matrix and B being the bias gradient matrix with

B;j = %l;f . The Fisher information matrix I is defined by
0%log L
IO \) = B| 2085 10

with L being the likelihood function. In the case of negligible bias we see that
Eq. [0 reduces to the unbiased RCB.

VA, Al > (rl)ij (11)

Under the large sample approximation the covariance is assumed to equal the
zero-bias RCB. If one can estimate the matrix of second order derivatives of the
log-likelihood, also known as the Hessian matriz, one can take the inverse of this
matrix as an estimate for the covariance. Under the large sample approximation
one can also assume the log-likelihood is parabolic shaped around its maximum.



In this case one can numerically approximate the second derivatives with finite
0% log L

differences.
-1
VIAi, Aj] = (M X) (12)

However, this approach has two important caveats. The first is that this method
is only suitable for the special case of no regularization i.e. 7 = 0. In general,
regularization is needed which introduces non-zero bias and thus calls for the
non-trivial task of estimating the bias gradient matrix B.

Secondly, a common misconception is assuming Eq. [7] can be treated as a
likelihood and its Hessian matrix can be used as a covariance matrix estimate,

-1
) | 13
)

Again, only in the special case of no regularization can Eq. be used as a
covariance matrix estimate as it will reduce back to Eq. In the upcoming
sections we will denote Eq. as the inverse Hessian method and show when
this method can hold or break.
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3.2 Frequentist Pseudo-Experiments

An alternative approach would be to use pseudo-experiments to estimate the
covariance. We assumed that the measured bin values follow a Poisson distri-

bution n; ~ f(n,|ii,0) and the auxiliary measurements a Gaussian distribution
0 ~ g(01]6x). One can set the p.d.f. parameters to the estimates of ji and 6
constructed with the observed data 7 i.e. f(n;|fi,0) and g(6x|6)). From these it

is possible to sample new values 7’ and ' for the data and auxiliary measure-
ments [5 [13 [15]. Each new sample is what is known as a pseudo-experiment or
toy MC. For each t-th pseudo-experiment one can then evaluate Eq. [6] with the

sampled values and construct new estimators A* by maximizing w.r.t 7 and 0.
For T pseudo-experiments one can use the set of many estimators to estimate
the covariance matrix

>0

T ~ ~
VI = o SO0 ) - Ay) (14

with

= 1 T ot
=0 (15)



This covariance estimation approach will work for both biased and unbiased
estimators even if the log-likelihood function is not parabolic.

3.3 Frequentist-Bayes Hybrid Pseudo-Experiments

For some unfolding algorithms an explicit definition of a likelihood is not ob-
vious, e.g. like for some iterative unfolding algorithms [I2] [I7]). This makes
the definition of nuisance parameters and thus the previous two covariance es-
timation methods nonviable. In this section a covariance estimation method
is presented that includes both statistical and systematic effects but does not
need an explicit likelihood definition or an alteration of the chosen unfolding
algorithm to include nuisance parameters. The algorithm consists out of the
following steps:

1. Sample new nuisance parameter values from a prior e.g. 6 ~ Gaus(y, a(;k).

—

2. Compute a new response matrix R(f) and consequently new expected

—

values 7(0).
3. Sample new data n; ~ Pois(v;) with the newly calculated means 7(6).

4. Repeat many times and use the set of evaluated estimators to calculate
the sample covariance.

Note that instead of sampling auxiliary measurements 6 one samples parameter
values § from a prior which introduces the Bayesian aspect of this treatment.
However, we expect the methods proposed in Sec. and to be equivalent
in certain scenarios.

4 Comparison Study

This section presents the results of a comparison study between the three before
mentioned covariance estimation methods. The first section introduces the ex-
ample unfolding scenarios used to test the methods. The second section shows
how (dis-)similar the three methods are with the use of several metrics.

4.1 Unfolding Test Scenarios

In this experimental setup two different underlying physics models are chosen
as truth distribution corresponding to realistic unfolding scenarios in HEP. For
some variable measurable x we defined the following underlying physics models.



4.1.1 Double Gaussian Model

fsig (xtrue |/~L1a H2,01, 02) =
0.5 rue — H1)? 0.5 e — 112)2
exp — (xt 5 'ul) exp — u
o1V 2w 207 oo 21 202

with 1 = 1.5, uo = —1.5, 01 = 02 = 0.12 and N, = 50000 number of sampled
events.

+

L ifa<az<b.
fbkg(mtrue|a7 b) = { b=a (16)

0, otherwise.

with @ = —4, b = 4 and Ny, = 5000 number of sampled events. The filled truth
and reconstructed histograms range between [—4, 4] and both have constant bin
size Az = 1.6.

4.1.2 Exponential Model

fSiQ(:CtTueP‘) = )\GXp |: - /\xtruei| (17)
with A = 0.14 and N,;, = 10000.

fbkg (xtrueh/) =Y eXp [ - 'Yxtrue] (18)

with v = 0.15 and Ngg = 40000. The filled truth and reconstructed his-
tograms range between [0, 60] and variable bin widths with bin edges Ax¢yin =
{0,2,4,6,8,10,12, 14,18, 25, 35,60} and Az,cco = {0,1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9, 10, 11,
12,13,14, 15,16, 17,18, 20, 25, 30, 35,45, 60}.

4.1.3 Detector Function & Nuisance Parameters

To simulate a detector response a piece-wise function is applied to simulate
the reconstruction efficiency and smearing loosely inspired on a calorimeter re-
sponse. This function also introduces the nuisance parameters that will simulate
the systematic sources of error included in the covariance estimation.

{xtme + 01 - Gaus(0,02 + a - \/Tyrue /300, f0<e<bO3—b- %
Treco = .
None, otherwise

(19)
The efficiency is simulated by evaluating the condition of the if-statement for
each value 24 and € sampled from a uniform distribution between [0,1]. In
case of passing efficiency, an additive Gaussian smearing function is applied. The
whole detector function depends on the nuisance parameters 61, 65, 63 and two
constants a and b. For the double Gaussian model the constants a and b are set

to 0. For the exponential model they are set to 1 to include variable dependency



of the efficiency and smearing functions. The nuisance parameters are set to
their auxiliary measurements which are taken to be 81 = 1.0, 8, = 0.3, #3 = 0.95
with corresponding uncertainties o5 = 0.01, o5, = 0.05 and o5 = 0.02.

[y

[ reorcrasone
[ o

T

Events

2500

2000

B
i
i

1500

1000|

B _

Figure 1: A plot of a) the input distributions on reconstructed level and b)
corresponding response matrix of the double Gaussian model
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Figure 2: A plot of a) the input distributions on reconstructed level and b)
corresponding response matrix of the exponential model



4.2 Covariance Estimates

Both the double Gaussian and exponential distributions were unfolded by max-
imizing the regularized full likelihood w.r.t. [ and g for different amounts of
regularization 7 € {0,1075,107°,5 x 107°}. For each unfolded distribution the
covariance matrix was estimated once with each of the three methods. We would
like to stress here that the inverse Hessian method is only valid to use for 7 = 0.
We show its estimations for all values of 7 just to illustrate this.

(d) Frequentist 7 = 107° (e) Hybrid 7 = 107° (f) Hessian 7 = 10~°

(g) Frequentist 7 = 107° (h) Hybrid 7 = 107° (i) Hessian 7 = 10~°

(j) Frequentist 7 =5 x 107> (k) Hybrid 7 =5 x 107°> (1) Hessian 7 = 5 x 107°

Figure 3: Covariance matrix for the double Gaussian distribution estimated
with the frequentist pseudo-experiments, inverse hessian and frequentist-bayes
hybrid pseudo-experiments method for various regularization strengths 7



(a) Frequentist 7 = 0. (b) Hybrid 7 = 0. (c) Hessian 7 = 0.

(d) Frequentist 7 = 10~° (e) Hybrid 7 = 107° (f) Hessian 7 = 10~°

(g) Frequentist 7 = 107 (h) Hybrid 7 = 107° (i) Hessian 7 = 1075

== =

(j) Frequentist 7 =5 x 107> (k) Hybrid 7 =5 x 107° (1) Hessian 7 =5 x 1079

Figure 4: Covariance matrix for the exponential distribution estimated with
the frequentist pseudo-experiments, inverse hessian and frequentist-bayes hybrid
pseudo-experiments method for various regularization strengths 7

4.3 Relative Differences

In the next plots one can find the relative differences in percentages between the
frequentist pseudo-experiment and the inverse hessian and between the frequen-
tist pseudo-experiment and the frequentist-bayes hybrid pseudo-experiments.

10



(e) Hybrid 7 = 107° (f) Hessian 7 = 107°

(g) Hybrid 7 = 5 x 107> (h) Hessian 7 =5 x 107°

Figure 5: Covariance matrix differences in percentage for the bimodal dis-
tribution between the fully frequentist toy method and the inverse hessian

method(Ind column) and hybrid toy method(2nd column) for various regu-
larization strengths 7
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(a) Hybrid 7 = 0.

(¢) Hybrid 7 = 107° (d) Hessian 7 = 107

(e) Hybrid 7 = 107° (f) Hessian 7 = 107°

ry

(g) Hybrid 7 =5 x 107° (h) Hessian 7 = 5 x 107"

Figure 6: Covariance matrix differences in percentage for the exponential dis-
tribution between the fully frequentist toy method and the inverse hessian
method(Ind column) and hybrid toy method(2nd column) for various regu-
larization strengths 7
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One can see that the differences between the frequentist and the hybrid method
are substantially smaller than between the frequentist and the inverse Hessian
method regardless of the amount of regularization, distribution shape or detector
function. The inverse Hessian method shows big differences for the exponential
distribution for all values of 7.

4.4 Summary Statistics

Covariance matrix estimates can be further compared with summary statistics
that are common in HEP. These make the (dis)agreements more obvious and can
have a practical uses for e.g. fine tuning the regularization parameter 74, 21].

4.4.1 Unfolding Errors

The diagonal elements of the covariance matrix are commonly used as estimators
for the errors on the truth bin estimators. An average is taken to make the
comparison clearer. Additionally, the relative error is taken to ensure that low-
count bins are weighted the same as high-count bins in the average.

N —
Z Vv V[fli,ui] (20)

1
Average 0, = N
‘ i

1

4.4.2 Global Correlation Coefficients

Global correlation coefficients[2I] estimate the correlation between an estimator
fi; and a linear combination of estimators of the remaining truth bins. An
average is again taken to make the comparison clearer.

N
Average p = % Z \/1 —(V)u(V)zH! (21)

4.4.3 Chi-Square

A chi-squared test is often used to quantify the agreement between the con-
structed estimators i and a truth distribution /.

1

K fnd = (i = V- @) (22)
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(a) Double Gaussian distribution (b) Exponential distribution

Figure 7: Average relative unfolding errors for a) the double Gaussian and b)
the exponential distribution for all covariance estimation methods and various
regularization strengths 7
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(a) Double Gaussian distribution (b) Exponential distribution

Figure 8: Average global correlation coefficient for a) the double Gaussian and
b) the exponential distribution for all covariance estimation methods and various
regularization strengths 7
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(a) Double Gaussian distribution (b) Exponential distribution

Figure 9: x?/n.d.f. for a) the double Gaussian and b) the exponential distribu-
tion for all covariance estimation methods and various regularization strengths
-
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We observe that for the double Gaussian distribution with no regularization all
of the methods seem to agree reasonably. However, as aspected, the inverse
Hessian method diverges when regularization is introduced. The results on the
exponential distribution show a complete disagreement of the inverse hessian
method with the other two methods. The frequentist-bayes hybrid pseudo-
experiments method agrees well on all quantities with the frequentist pseudo-
experiments method.

5 Summary and conclusions

A frequentist-Bayesian hybrid method has been presented for estimating covari-
ances of unfolded distributions using pseudo-experiments. The method was com-
pared with covariance estimation methods that use the unbiased Rao-Cramer
Bound (RCB) and frequentist pseudo-experiments. The unfolding test scenar-
ios showed that the RCB method, i.e. the inverse hessian method, diverges
from the other two methods when regularization is introduced. This is be-
cause regularization inevitably introduces bias which needs to be taken into
account in the RCB in the form of the bias matrix. However, the exponential
example showed that even with no regularization the inverse hessian method
can show disagreement with the other two methods. This could be caused by
the non-parabolic shape of the likelihood around its maximum. The new hy-
brid method showed good agreement with the frequentist pseudo-experiments
method for all distributions and different amounts of regularization. Lastly,
unlike the frequentist pseudo-experiments method, the hybrid method does not
need a specific likelihood definition which makes it suitable for a wider range of
unfolding algorithms.
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