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Abstract

We review various methods used to estimate uncertainties in quantum correlation functions,

such as parton distribution functions (PDFs). Using a toy model of a PDF, we compare the

uncertainty estimates yielded by the traditional Hessian and data resampling methods, as well

as from explicitly Bayesian analyses using nested sampling or hybrid Markov chain Monte Carlo

techniques. We investigate how uncertainty bands derived from neural network approaches depend

on details of the network training, and how they compare to the uncertainties obtained from more

traditional methods with a specific underlying parametrization. Our results show that utilizing a

neural network on a simplified example of PDF data has the potential to inflate uncertainties, in

part due to the cross validation procedure that is generally used to avoid overfitting data.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The partonic structure of hadrons plays a fundamental role in elementary particle and

nuclear physics. Understanding the spin structure of the nucleon and the hadronization of

partons, interpreting experimental data according to the Standard Model (SM) of funda-

mental interactions, precisely measuring SM parameters and searching for signals of physics

beyond the SM, are only some of the phenomenological problems that rely on knowledge of

parton distribution functions (PDFs) [1–5] and fragmentation functions (FFs) [6]. Because

these functions cannot yet be computed sufficiently accurately from quantum chromody-

namics (QCD), both PDFs and FFs are determined by analysing experimental data from a

wide range of hard-scattering processes within the framework of collinear factorization [7].

Here, physical observables are factorized into hard-scattering partonic cross sections, calcula-

ble perturbatively from QCD, and nonperturbative distribution functions, whose evolution

with the momentum scale probed in the measured process can nonetheless be calculated

perturbatively [8].

Considerable progress has been made in recent years through several parallel efforts to

improve our knowledge of PDFs, both experimentally and theoretically (for simplicity in the

following we will refer only to PDFs, but the discussion applies equally to FFs). The inclusion

of an increasingly vast and precise dataset and the growth of the theoretical accuracy of the

QCD analyses have been accompanied by an increasing sophistication of the methodological

procedures used to represent the uncertainties on the PDFs [9]. These currently include the

Hessian [10], Lagrange multiplier [11] and data resampling (DR) methods. The uncertainty

estimation method most commonly adopted in the literature has been the Hessian, which

has been used by many collaborations in their determination of unpolarized PDFs (see

Refs. [2, 12, 13] for a review) and by the DSS group in their determination of the FFs

of light hadrons [14, 15]. The Lagrange multiplier method was used by the DSSV group

to determine the polarized proton PDFs [16, 17], while the DR method was used by the

NNPDF collaboration [18] in their determination of the unpolarized and polarized proton

PDFs (for recent work, see, e.g., Refs. [19, 20]) and of the parton to light hadron FFs [21]. It

was also employed by the JAM collaboration in their determinations of the polarized proton

PDFs [22] and the pion and kaon FFs [23], and for the first simultaneous fit of these two [24],

as well as more recently in the JAM global QCD analyses of unpolarized proton [25, 26] and
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pion [27, 28] PDFs. Although the NNPDF and JAM approaches share the same method of

quantifying uncertainties, they differ in their parametrization of the PDFs. While the JAM

collaboration uses a traditional polynomial functional form for the dependence of the PDFs

on the quark momentum fraction x, the NNPDF collaboration implements a similar basic

parametric form supplemented by a series of trained neural network weights.

We should note that the above methods all attempt to find approximations to the

Bayesian posterior. An alternative approach is to calculate the posterior exactly using

Bayes’ theorem. This can then be used to obtain the expectation value and standard de-

viation of the set of PDF parameters, and of any derived quantity. A popular posterior

mapping technique is nested sampling (NS) [29], a Monte Carlo method targeted at the

efficient calculation of the Bayesian evidence, which is the average likelihood of a model

over its probability space. This method produces posterior inferences as an advantageous

byproduct, and contemporary implementations of NS algorithms, such as MultiNest [30]

and PolyChord [31, 32], are now extensively used for parameter estimation from posterior

samples in cosmology (see, e.g. Ref. [33]). They have also very recently been used in global

QCD analyses of the quark transversity distributions [34] and of the pion distributions [35]

by the JAM collaboration.

A popular alternative to nested sampling is the Hamiltonian (or hybrid) Markov chain

Monte Carlo (HMC) technique [36, 37], based on the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm [38, 39],

which allows for an efficient sampling of posterior inferences, though without the calculation

of the evidence which is typically not required in PDF fits. These methods are implemented

in xFitter [40], the open-source package for performing global PDF fits, which has been

shown to lead to competitive results [41].

It is evident that a reliable and faithful representation of PDF uncertainties is especially

critical in applications such as searches for signals of physics beyond the SM, where sub-

percent precision is often sought. As the above survey suggests, it is difficult to compare

uncertainties between groups using different methodologies in a meaningful and quantita-

tive way [42–44]. This is especially challenging when there exist tensions between data

sets, or when there are strong departures from the Gaussian approximation to probability

distributions of parameters.

In this paper, we review and compare existing methods for estimating uncertainties in

global QCD analyses of PDFs. Specifically, we use a computationally inexpensive “toy”
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model of a PDF fit to compare the uncertainty estimates that arise from the DR, Hessian,

NS and HMC methods, and explore whether they produce the same results. In each case, we

assume that the functional form of the PDF being fitted is the same as that used to generate

the toy data, so as not to introduce any inflated uncertainty arising from inaccuracies in the

representation of the fitted functional form.

Furthermore, we investigate the case where the known functional form in the PDF fit

is replaced by a neural network, and investigate how the uncertainty estimates that result

from DR depend on the the cross validation procedure used in the training of the neural

network. We also compare the uncertainty estimates from the neural network approach to

the other methods in a similar vein to a “closure test” [45], to establish how often the true

values of our toy model fall within the uncertainty bands predicted by each method across

many fits.

In Sec. II we begin by reviewing the Hessian, DR, NS and HMC approaches to estimating

PDF uncertainties. Section III describes the toy model, which is designed to reproduce the

salient features of a real PDF fit, but with a significantly reduced computation time. We then

perform a systematic comparison of the results obtained by applying the Hessian, DR, NS

and HMC techniques to the toy model analysis. The study of the neural network approach

is performed in Sec. IV, where we in particular explore the effects of partitioning and cross

validation in the training of neural networks on PDF uncertainties. Finally, in Sec. V we

present our conclusions and discuss future applications of this work.

II. FORMALISM

In the framework of Bayesian inference [46–48] one seeks to determine the probability

measure p([f ]) associated with a space of functions [f ]. The expectation value E{O[f ]}
and the variance V {O[f ]} of any physical observable O that depends on a set of PDFs [f ]

can then be expressed by integration over the space of functions, respectively, of the first

and second statistical moments of O[f ], evaluated on each function f and weighted by the

probability measure p([f ]).

The probability measure p([f ]) is an infinite-dimensional object in the space of func-

tions [f ]. However, it should be necessarily determined from a finite set of measurements.

The problem, which would otherwise be ill-defined, is usually projected from the infinite-
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dimensional space of functions into a finite-dimensional space of parameters by choosing a

suitable parametrization for the set of functions [f ]. Such a procedure of course requires

some assumptions. Some of these, such as a certain degree of smoothness or particular be-

haviors in certain regions of the functional space, may be physically motivated; nevertheless,

they should not bias the result nor affect its statistical interpretation.

Calling a = {a1, . . . , anpar} the set of npar parameters and m = {m1, . . . ,mndat
} the set

of ndat measurements, the expectation value and variance of an observable O are defined in

the Bayesian framework by

EBayes{O(a)} = 〈O(a)〉=
∫

da p(a|m)O(a) , (1a)

VBayes{O(a)} = σ2
O(a) =

∫
da p(a|m)

(
O(a)− EBayes{O(a)}

)2
, (1b)

where p(a|m) is the conditional probability of the set of parameters a, given the set of

measurements m. The problem of determining the probability measure in the space of

functions p([f ]) is then reduced to the problem of determining the conditional probability

p(a|m).

One can readily formulate the problem in terms of Bayes’ theorem, which can be expressed

as

p(a|m) =
1

Z p(m|a) p(a) , with Z =

∫
da p(m|a) p(a) , (2)

where p(a) is the prior, p(a|m) is the posterior, p(m|a) ≡ L(a;m) is the likelihood, and

Z is the evidence. The prior is a subjective quantity, and results of a Bayesian analysis are

frequently found to be highly dependent on the choice of this function. For problems where

the data are sufficiently constraining (as expected in the case of PDF fits), this is less of an

issue, and the posterior distribution is mostly determined by the likelihood function. For

linear problems, flat priors can be useful: p(a) is associated with a uniform distribution,

normalized to unit volume, p(a) = 1; Eq. (2) then implies that

p(a|m) ∝ L(a;m) . (3)

The likelihood L(a;m) is seen as a mathematical function of the parameters a, given

the data m. For ndat pairs of independent measurements m = {xi, yi}, i = 1, . . . , ndat, a

common choice is

L(a;m) = N exp
[
− 1

2
χ2(a,m)

]
, (4)
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where N is an appropriate normalization factor, and the χ2 (often called logarithmic likeli-

hood) is defined as

χ2(a,m) =

ndat∑
i,j

(
T i(a)−mi

)
Cdat
ij

(
T j(a)−mj

)
, (5)

where T (a) represents the predictions of the model for the underlying law given some set of

parameters a, and Cdat defines the covariance matrix in the space of the data.

Several popular methods that have been developed to determine the posterior probability

density p(a|m) have been found to be useful in contemporary QCD analyses of PDFs. In the

following, we will review the Markov chain Monte Carlo method including the Hamiltonian

variant, as well as the nested sampling method. We will then review the Hessian and data

resampling methods, which aim to approximate the Bayesian posterior.

A. Markov chain Monte Carlo

Monte Carlo algorithms are a set of computational tools which rely on repeated random

sampling. Steadily rooted in Bayesian statistics [46–48], Monte Carlo algorithms consist of

using the available data to generate samples of the posterior p(a|m) at a discrete set of

points. The expectation value and variance of any observable O can then be expressed as

EBayes{O(a)} =
1

n

n∑
k=1

O(ak) , (6a)

VBayes{O(a)} =
1

n

n∑
k=1

[
O(ak)− EBayes{O(a)}

]2
, (6b)

where the parameters ak are distributed according to the posterior p(a|m), and n is the

number of parameter sets sampled according to a given algorithm.

Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods have existed since the development of

Monte Carlo algorithms and rose to prominence in the 1990s. MCMC allows one to bypass

the normalization factor in Eq. (2) (the evidence Z) entirely, which is usually an extremely

difficult integral to calculate. MCMC algorithms make use of the Markov property in order to

perform a stochastic sampling of the posterior, meaning that any future sample will depend

only on the current sample. The method has the pitfall that it can still be computationally

expensive, even after eliminating the need to calculate Z, to the point of being prohibitive,

depending on various elements.
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Initially proposed in 1953, an algorithm which improved upon standard MCMC methods

came into the statistical realm — the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm [38, 39]. This algorithm

operates on the principle that certain iterations of the MCMC are accepted or rejected based

on predetermined criteria with the effect of producing more precise results. The Metropolis–

Hastings algorithm proceeds as follows. At each Monte Carlo time t− 1, the next state at

is chosen by sampling a candidate point a′ from a proposal distribution π(at−1|a′). The

candidate point is then accepted with the probability

α(at−1,a
′) = min

[
p(a′|m)π(at−1|a′)
p(at−1|m) π(a′|at−1)

]
, (7)

and the Metropolis-Hastings transition kernel is thus

T (at−1 → a′) = π(a′|at−1)α(at−1,a
′) . (8)

If the new set of parameters a′ is accepted, the next state of the chain becomes at = a′. If

it is rejected, the chain does not move and the point at the time t is identical to the point

at the previous time t− 1: at = at−1.

A special case of the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm is the random walk Metropolis, for

which the proposal distribution is chosen to be such that π(a′|at−1) = π(|at−1 − a′|). The

acceptance probability then reduces to α(at,a
′) = min[1, p(a′|m)/p(at|m)]. The efficiency

of a Markov chain Monte Carlo algorithm can be optimized by choosing the proposal dis-

tribution to be as close as possible to the target distribution or alternatively, in the case of

a random walk, by carefully setting the size of the scale parameter [41, 49]. Optimization

becomes increasingly delicate if the number of parameters in a is large, as it is in a real fit

of PDFs.

B. Hybrid Markov chain Monte Carlo

Hamiltonian (or hybrid) Markov chain Monte Carlo algorithms [36] were originally

developed in lattice field theory. These algorithms produce candidate proposals for the

Metropolis-Hastings algorithm [38, 39] (see Ref. [50] for an extensive review) and can be

used to sample the target probability density, p(a|m). Optimization problems can be cir-

cumvented in HMC algorithms by introducing for each set of parameters a a set of conjugate

momenta b, and associating a Hamiltonian H(a, b) = 1
2
bTM−1b̂ + U(a) to this joint state
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of position a and momentum b, where M is a mass matrix, generally taken to be diagonal,

and U(a) an arbitrary potential energy. This allows one to define a joint distribution

p(a, b) = N exp
[
−H(a, b)

]
= N exp

[
−K(b)

]
exp

[
− U(a)

]
, (9)

where N is the normalization constant.

A common choice for the potential energy is U(a) = − log[p(m|a) p(a)]. Starting from

a point a0 of the chain, the HMC algorithm selects some initial momenta b0, normally

distributed around zero, and proceeds to let the system evolve deterministically for some

time according to Hamilton’s equations of motion for H(a, b). The algorithm then reaches a

candidate point (a1, b1), which is accepted with probability α(a1, b1) = min(1, e−∆H), where

∆H is the variation of the Hamiltonian with respect to the previous point. In principle,

the dynamics conserve energy, i.e. ∆H = 0, along a trajectory, so that the acceptance rate

is 100%. This acceptance is degraded by numerical errors, since Hamilton’s equations are

solved numerically. Such errors allow one to explore paths in the parameter space where H

is not conserved, and are therefore essential to determine the sampling. The numerical noise

can be efficiently exploited by appropriate methods to approximate the solution to a system

of differential equations. Among these, the leap-frog method (see Sect. 2.3 in Ref. [50] for

details) proved to be particularly convenient — one has to choose only the scale parameter

and the number of iterations as free parameters, which are conventionally tuned, to obtain

an acceptance rate of 60%.

C. Nested sampling

Nested sampling [29] allows for an efficient evaluation of the Bayesian evidence Z in

Eq. (2), and also produces a discrete set of posterior inferences. The expectation value and

variance of any observable O can be expressed as

EBayes{O(a)} =
n∑
k=1

p(ak|m)O(ak) , (10a)

VBayes{O(a)} =
n∑
k=1

p(ak|m)
[
O(ak)− E{O(a)}

]2
. (10b)

The key ingredient in NS is to define a prior volume X, such that

X(λ) =

∫
L(a;m)>λ

da p(a), (11)
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where the integral extends over the region(s) of parameter space contained within the iso-

likelihood contour L(a) = λ. The multi-dimensional evidence integral in Eq. (2) can then

be transformed into a simpler one-dimensional integral,

Z =

∫ 1

0

dX L(X), (12)

where L(X), the inverse of Eq. (11), is a monotonically decreasing function of X. Therefore,

if one can evaluate the likelihood Li ≡ L(Xi) over a discrete sequence of decreasing values

0 < Xn−nact < · · · < Xi < · · · < X1 < X0 = 1, the evidence can be computed numerically

using, e.g., standard quadrature methods, as a weighted sum

Z =
n−nact∑
i=1

Liwi . (13)

For instance, for the simple trapezium rule, the weights would be given by wi = 1
2
(Xi−1 −

Xi+1).

The summation in Eq. (13) is performed with an appropriate iterative algorithm as

follows. At the starting iteration (i = 0), a flat prior p(a) is assumed so that its volume

is X0 = 1, from which nact active or live samples are drawn. These samples are then

ordered according to their increasing likelihood value. The sample corresponding to the

smallest likelihood L0 is removed from the active set, hence becoming inactive. It is then

replaced by a sample drawn from the prior, requiring that its likelihood value is L > L0.

The corresponding volume delimited by the iso-likelihood contour L > L0 is described,

at the first iteration, by a random variable X1 = t1X0, where t1 is distributed according

to the probability for the largest of nact samples drawn uniformly from the interval [0, 1],

Pr(t) = nactt
nact−1. The procedure is repeated for each subsequent iteration i until the entire

prior volume has been traversed through nested likelihood shells; the sample associated with

the lowest likelihood Li in the active set is removed, then it is replaced with a new sample

drawn from the prior with L > Li, and finally the corresponding prior volume is reduced to

Xi+1 = ti+1Xi. The algorithm stops when the evidence Z in Eq. (13) is determined to some

specified precision.

To be precise, an upper limit is set from the remaining active points by assuming that

the largest evidence contribution made up by the residual portion of the posterior is ∆Zi =

LmaxXi, where Lmax is the maximum likelihood in the set of active points at the last iteration.

The algorithm stops when this quantity no longer changes the final evidence estimate, i.e.,
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∆Zi < ε, with ε arbitrarily small. Finally, an increment from the set of nact points is added

to the evidence estimate, Eq. (13),

Z ′ = Z + ∆Z , ∆Z =
nact∑
j=1

Ljwn−nact+j , (14)

where wn−nact+j = Xn−nact/n for all j. Once the evidence Z is found, the posterior can

be determined using the full sequence of active and inactive points generated in the nested

sampling process as

p(ak|m) =
Lkwk
Z ′ , k = 1, . . . , n . (15)

The posterior can then be used to compute the expectation value and variance in Eq. (10b).

D. The Hessian method

The Hessian method was first developed in Refs. [10, 51], and essentially attempts to

approximate the posterior distribution as a multi-variate Gaussian distribution in parameter

space. To do this, one first finds the set of parameters a0 corresponding to the maximum

a posteriori (MAP) estimate, which can be obtained by minimizing the χ2 function assuming

flat priors. In a neighborhood of a0, the χ2(a) function can be expanded up to the quadratic

term in its parameters and the posterior approximated by a multi-dimensional Gaussian

function,

p(a|m) ∝ exp
(
− 1

2
χ2(a,m)

)
∝ exp

(
− 1

2
∆aT H ∆a

)
. (16)

In the last term, ∆a = a− a0, the Hessian matrix elements are given by

Hij =
1

2

∂2χ2(a)

∂ai∂aj

∣∣∣∣
a=a0

, i, j = 1, . . . npar . (17)

and exp
(
−1

2
χ2(a0)

)
has been absorbed into the normalization of the posterior.

The approximated posterior can be reparametrized in terms of the eigendirections of the

Hessian matrix via

a(t) = a0 +

npar∑
k=1

tk
ek√
wk

, (18)

where ek and wk are the orthonormal eigenvectors and eigenvalues of the Hessian matrix,

respectively. The parametrization (18) defines a linear change of variables for the poste-

rior, p(a|m) → p(t|m), with tk parametrizing straight paths in the parameter space that
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radiate from a0 and run parallel to the corresponding eigenvector. In the new space, the

approximated posterior explicitly factorizes along each eigendirection,

p(t|m) =
∏
k

pk(tk|m) ∝
∏
k

exp
(
− 1

2
t2k

)
, (19)

and allows one to estimate the expectation value of an observable in a simple way,

E{O(a)} =

∫
dnt p(t|m)O(a(t)) ≈ O(a0) . (20)

The observable’s variance can, in turn, be calculated as

V {O(a)} =

∫
dnt p(t|m)

[
O(a(t))− E{O(a)}

]2
≈
∏
k

∫
dtk p

(
tk

ek√
wk

∣∣∣m)(∑
l

∂O (a(t))

∂tl

∣∣∣∣
a0

tl

)2

=
∑
k

T 2
k

(
∂O (a(t))

∂tk

∣∣∣∣
a0

)2

, (21)

where in the second line O is expanded to first order in t, and Tk in the third line is the

tolerance factor, defined by

T 2
k =

∫
dtk pk(tk|m) t2k. (22)

Whenever the posterior is approximately Gaussian, one expects Tk ≈ 1. Introducing a finite

step ξk in each eigendirection, the variance (21) can then be calculated numerically as

V {O(a)} ≈
∑
k

T 2
k

4ξ2
k

[
O
(
a0 + ξk

ek√
wk

)
−O

(
a0 − ξk

ek√
wk

)]2

. (23)

The step size ξk can be chosen arbitrarily, as long as it is sufficiently small to guarantee the

linear approximation in t. However, it is convenient to set ξk = Tk in order to write the

variance as

V {O(a)} ≈
∑
k

1

4

[
O
(
a0 + Tk

ek√
wk

)
−O

(
a0 − Tk

ek√
wk

)]2

. (24)

Note that the expressions (20) and (24) for the statistical estimators have been derived

under three assumptions: (i) the quadratic approximation of the χ2 function, producing a

Gaussian posterior; (ii) the ensuing factorization of the posterior along each eigendirection;

and (iii) the linear approximation of O(a(t)) in t. In practice, however, the Guassian
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approximation for the posterior is not always valid in all eigendirections, and one of the

common symptoms is that the value of Tk deviates from unity for eigendirections with

very small eigenvalues. Such a situation that can arise because of a lack of experimental

constraints, even when the data set being fitted is statistically consistent. To address this

issue, we propose to evaluate Eq. (22) using the unapproximated posterior as

T 2
k =

∫
dtk

1

Zk
exp

[
− 1

2
χ2
(
tkek/

√
wk,m

)]
t2k , (25)

where the normalization Zk can be efficiently estimated numerically since it only requires a

one dimensional integration over the variable tk. As long as the posterior remains approxi-

mately factorized for tk values of O(Tk), using the tolerances (25) instead of assuming them

all equal to 1 provides a faithful representation of an observable’s variance, even when the

Gaussian approximation for the posterior breaks down.

In actual global QCD analyses of PDFs, one also needs to accommodate statistical in-

consistencies among data sets, which cannot be accounted for by the χ2-based likelihood

(4). Indeed, such a likelihood is multiplicative with respect to each data set, L =
∏

set Lset,

and does not properly account for a scenario in which two or more data sets are mutually

incompatible. To alleviate this problem without adopting a different likelihood, a procedure

known as the tolerance criterion has been advocated [14, 15, 52, 53], where the tolerance

factors in Eq. (22) are inflated by demanding that a given fraction of the fitted data falls

within the variance of the corresponding observable. Values Tk ∼ 5 − 10 [2] are typically

needed to account for 68% of the data in PDF global analyses.

The tolerances can also be adjusted by requiring that the χ2 increases above the minimum

by a specified ∆χ2 value, namely by solving χ2
(
Tkek/

√
wk,m

)
= ∆χ2 [54]. With ∆χ2 = 1,

one should obtain tolerances comparable to Eq. (25), and a comparison to the tolerance

criterion is possible by setting ∆χ2 = Tk. In our analysis we will perform fits to a statistically

consistent set of mock data, and therefore will not need to invoke a tolerance criterion.

Nonetheless, the tolerance will need to be explicitly calculated according to Eq. (25) to

accommodate for genuine deviations from the Gaussian behavior and to obtain accurate

variance estimates.
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E. Data resampling

The data resampling method for PDFs was originally pioneered by the NNPDF col-

laboration some twenty years ago [18] and has been adopted more recently by the JAM

collaboration [22–24]. Data resampling allows one to approximate the Bayesian posterior

distribution through the use of frequentist statistics. By contrast to the methods discussed

so far, frequentist methods do not make use of Bayes’ theorem at all. For a frequentist, there

exists a definite true set of parameters atrue, and the job of frequentist parameter inference

is to obtain best estimates of these unknown true values. The frequentist probability of an

observable taking on a certain value is simply equal to the number of times that value is

observed out of a number of repeatable trials. As such, the only information the frequentist

has access to is the likelihood L(a;m). It is common to choose the estimate of the true

parameter values to be the set of parameters that maximizes the likelihood — the so-called

maximum likelihood estimate (MLE).

Various algorithms can be used to perform this maximization, however, the main point of

interest here is how the uncertainty would be characterized from a frequentist perspective.

In the Bayesian approach one would have access to the posterior distribution, and could

therefore generate credible intervals which describe the degree of belief about a parameter

taking on a certain value. The frequentist approach must instead construct confidence

intervals, in which the true observables are expected to fall as a proportion of a total number

of trials.

One might wonder why one would bother to introduce alternatives to the Bayesian meth-

ods described previously. The answer is that Bayesian techniques tend to require many

likelihood evaluations in order to build up sufficient samples to gain a meaningful picture of

the posterior, to the point of being ineffective in the context of real PDF data with many

free parameters to estimate and large data sets. Since the use of frequentist statistics in-

volves finding the MLE, one often requires far fewer evaluations of the likelihood in order

to find a good approximation to the location of the maximum likelihood, depending on the

maximization algorithm being used.

Data resampling makes use of the traditional method of generating confidence intervals

within frequentist statistics, which involves repeat experimentation. Rather than performing

a single likelihood maximization on the mean value of the data, nrep pseudodata replicas of
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the original measurements m are generated following a multidimensional Gaussian smearing

with the mean and uncertainties of the original measurements. This essentially creates nrep

new experimental datasets on which likelihood maximization can be performed, resulting in

an equal number of replica parameter sets arep. Distributions of the MLEs in the space of

the parameters can then be obtained, from which we can calculate the mean and standard

deviation for the corresponding observables. Since the frequentist approach does not have

direct access to the posterior, Eqs. (1) cannot be applied. Instead, data resampling makes

use of the equations

Efreq{O(a)} =
1

nrep

nrep∑
O(arep) , (26a)

Vfreq{O(a)} =
1

nrep

nrep∑[
O(arep)− Efreq{O(a)}

]2
. (26b)

Although these equations closely resemble Eqs. (6), the quantities that are being summed

over in this case are frequentist MLEs rather than Bayesian MC samples. In JAM global

analyses the interpolant is provided by functions of the form xα(1 − x)βP (x), where P (x)

is a low order polynomial, while in NNPDF analyses the function xα(1 − x)β acts as a

“preprocessing factor” designed to speed up the minimization and is weighted by P (x) →
a neural network.

Importantly, the distribution of the frequentist maximum likelihood estimators can

be shown to coincide with the Bayesian posterior distribution given certain assumptions

(namely, flat priors and a Gaussian likelihood), which implies that EBayes ≈ Efreq and

VBayes ≈ Vfreq. One such demonstration was performed in Ref. [55], where it was found that

distributions in the replicas obtained using the NNPDF4.0 PDFs approximately reproduced

the expected Bayesian posterior distribution. As such, it is not necessary to embrace the

fully-fledged frequentist methodology in order to accept the data resampling approach. One

can argue that the data resampling method is a trick used to calculate the posterior more

efficiently, albeit with some caveats. Nevertheless, the data resampling approach can at

most provide an approximation to the Bayesian posterior, and so should not be identified

fundamentally as a Bayesian technique.
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III. COMPARING METHODOLOGIES

In the following we perform a systematic comparison of the uncertainties that result from

applying each of the methods discussed in Sec. II. Our investigation proceeds by fitting a set

of pseudodata that has been generated according to a known underlying law and statistical

noise. We discuss the generation of the pseudodata in Sec. III A, and the results of our fits

in Sec. III B.

A. Construction of toy data

For simplicity, we construct a set of two toy “quark” PDFs with momentum fraction x

dependence parametrized by a basic functional form,

qi(x) = Ni x
αi(1− x)βi , i = 1, 2. (27)

These functions could, for example, represent the u and d quark PDFs in the proton, with free

parameters αi and βi. In this case, we can assign true values to the free parameters (which

we choose to be α1 = 0.5, β1 = 2.5, α2 = 0.1, β2 = 3.0), resulting in the functional form

illustrated in Fig. 1. We can then model toy “cross sections” σj using a linear combination

of the two PDFs,

σj =
∑
i=1,2

cji qi. (28)

These could, for instance, correspond to inclusive DIS cross sections for a proton and a

neutron, with the coefficients cij proportional to the squares of the quark charges, in which

case we would assign c11 = 4c12 = 4c21 = c22.

The values of x are taken in the range x = 0.1 − 0.9 at regular intervals, depending

on the number of toy data points we wish to generate. For each x value we calculate the

corresponding q1 and q2 PDFs, from which the true σ1 and σ2 are determined. Toy cross

section data points are then generated by drawing randomly from a Gaussian distribution

centred on the true cross section values, and uncertainties are assigned to be 0.1 times the

magnitude of each toy data point. An example of a toy cross section dataset with 10 points

is shown in Fig. 1.
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FIG. 1. (Left) Quark distributions q1 and q2 in our toy model as a function of x. (Right) Example

of toy “cross section” datasets σ1 and σ2 for the pseudodata (filled and open circles) and cross

sections calculated from the input q1 and q2 quark distributions (blue and orange curves).

B. Fit results

We perform a fit to a single dataset using each of the methods described in Sec. II, namely,

Hessian, DR, HMC and NS. For DR we follow the traditional xα(1−x)β parametrization, as

used by the JAM collaboration, and compare the neural network parametrization separately

in Sec. IV B below. All the methods discussed here involve parameter estimation, in which

we obtain a set of Monte Carlo samples of the parameters of the model that will ultimately

be used to predict the values of the cross sections and the PDFs. The model with which

we provide each algorithm is the same as the true model from which the data are drawn

(namely, Eq. (27)), so that any deviation in the results from the true values is entirely due

to the algorithm rather than any underlying inaccuracy in the parametrization.

For all the methods considered, bounds on the parameters were provided as α1 ∈ [−1, 1],

β1 ∈ [0, 5], α2 ∈ [−1, 1], and β2 ∈ [0, 5], and all algorithms started in a random location in

this parameter space. For the DR method, the SciPy minimize least_squares optimizer

was used to minimize the χ2 for each data shuffling step, generating 105 replicas.

For the Hessian method, the single χ2 minimization required to find the MAP estimator

was also performed using the SciPy minimize least_squares optimizer. The χ2 itself is

given by the sum of square residuals across both the σ1 and σ2 cross sections,

χ2 =
∑
i=1,2

ndata∑
j

(
σdata
i (xj)− σmodel

i (xj,p)

∆σi(xj)

)2

, (29)
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where i is the index of the two cross sections, j is the index of the data points summing to

a total number of points ndata in the sample, σdata
i is the toy cross section data with uncer-

tainty ∆σi, and σmodel
i is the model cross section [Eq. (28)] for a given set of parameters p.

The Hessian is diagonalized, and the tolerances Tk are calculated along each eigendirection

according to Eq. (25). The resulting set of values {Tk} = {1.00, 1.00, 1.01, 1.01} slightly de-

viates from unity for the least constrained parameter combinations, reflecting a sufficiently

constraining data set for our simple toy model. On the other hand, we have observed dif-

ferences of order 10% in the determination of the PDF uncertainties at large x compared

to the Tk = 1 Gaussian approximation. In real applications with many parton flavors, the

deviations from 1 can be substantial in the least constrained corners of parameter space,

typically leading to an overestimate of the corresponding PDF uncertainties [54].

For HMC we used the NUTS (No U-Turn Sampler) algorithm [56], with the initial step

size set to the default value of 0.2. Convergence is achieved when the step size averaged

across all iterations approaches the initial step size, which was found to occur with a burn-

in of around 104 points as well as 104 adaptive points. Finally, for the NS method we

used PyMultiNest [57], with convergence achieved when the ratio of the largest live point

contribution to the dead point integral is less than 10−3, which was found to occur with

1000 live points running for around 5× 104 iterations.

The predicted cross sections and PDFs for each method are shown in Fig. 2, along with

the ratios of each prediction to the underlying law. The central values for all methods are

essentially identical, as are the shapes and sizes of the predicted uncertainty bands. This may

intuitively be expected given that the underlying law matches the parametrization utilized

in each method, as well as the simplicity of the toy model used to generate the data. We

note, however, that the agreement between the different analysis methods is nontrivial, since

there are no analytical proofs to demonstrate that the DR or Hessian algorithms agree with

Markovian methods such as HMC or NS. The reason why they are in practice equivalent is

that the quantity upon which all the algorithms operate is the likelihood function. Provided

that one utilizes the same function with all the methods [in this case L ∼ exp(−χ2/2)], uses

the same parametrization for the PDFs and, of course, analyzes the same data, the results

are expected to be equivalent.

Having established that with a parametrization matching the underlying law one obtains

the same uncertainty estimates independent of the choice of methodology, we are in a position
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FIG. 2. Comparison of fit results for the DR, HMC, NS and Hessian methods. The top row

contains cross section and PDF distributions, with the middle and bottom rows show ratios to the

true values for each distribution.

to make a comparison with a neural network approach. In particular, we will explore the

effect of much greater flexibility in the parametric form, and the impact of partitioning and

cross validation as a stopping criterion for the underlying iterative minimization algorithm.

As we discuss in the following, the resulting PDF uncertainty estimates will be at stark

variance with those found in this section.
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IV. NEURAL NETWORKS, PARTITIONING AND CROSS VALIDATION

The aim of this section is to explore the effect of partitioning and cross validation on PDF

uncertainties in the training of neural networks (NNs). In Sec. IV A we will describe the

role that cross validation plays in fitting data with NNs, before exploring the dependence

of predicted uncertainties on the partition fraction in such a framework. In Sec. IV B we

will then compare the NN approach to the methods covered in Sec. III in terms of potential

inflation of uncertainties.

A. Neural networks with cross validation

Cross validation is often an essential component of the training procedure for NNs if one

wants to obtain robust results that generalize to new data sets beyond those used in the

training. NN models typically have hundreds of parameters that can produce extremely

complicated functional forms. The primary metric of a NN is the loss function, which

generally depends in some way on the difference between the predictions of the model and

the true values of the function that it is trying to reproduce. Training a network involves

finding the values for the weight and bias parameters of the network that minimize the

loss function. The danger associated with such a setup is that, given a certain set of data

and enough time, an NN will simply end up reproducing the data points with which it is

presented. This is referred to as overfitting, and reflects the fact that the NN model is

no longer describing the underlying law that we ultimately want to learn and use to make

predictions.

For our NN fits we make use of the Tensorflow platform via the Keras interface. The

loss function is defined in the same way as the χ2 function in Eq. (29), except that σmodel
i is

replaced with the predicted value of the cross section according to the NN. Our NN archi-

tecture consists of two hidden layers with 10 neurons each, with tanh activation functions

and a linear output layer, similar to that used in the NNPDF4.0 analysis [58]. For illus-

trative purposes, we allow the NN training to run for a long time (105 epochs) in order to

deliberately overfit the data as a first example.

In this section we only perform NN fits to predict the cross section rather than inferring

the PDFs themselves. Our goal is to hone in on the behavior of uncertainties purely due
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FIG. 3. An example of an NN overfitting a single set of our toy data.

to the introduction of NNs instead of a specific underlying parametrization, and in order to

study this it will be sufficiently informative to limit our analysis to the level of the cross

section. We also dispense with the preprocessing factor xα(1 − x)β at this stage, although

we will demonstrate in Sec. IV B that including it has no significant effect on our results.

An example of overfitting our toy σ1 data using an NN with the above settings can be

seen in Fig. 3. Here, the shape predicted by the NN does not resemble the true functional

form at all, showing drastic and unrealistic variations in order to ensure that the data points

match the prediction as closely as possible. Clearly this is a result we wish to avoid when

applying an NN to our PDF problem.

The solution to the overfitting problem is to only provide a subset of the data to the NN

for it to learn, and keep the remaining data for comparison. The proportion of the data

given to the training set is called the partition fraction, f , and the remaining fraction 1− f
forms the validation set. If the loss function for the validation set does not improve during

the learning process, this would be an indication that the NN is overfitting the data and

the procedure should then stop. The exact cross validation procedure used in our analysis

is slightly different from this traditional early stopping criterion. Instead of employing a

stopping criterion, we allow the fit to run for a specific number of epochs (2000) and then

make predictions based on the model that minimized the validation loss across all epochs,

see Fig. 4 for an example (here we would use the model obtained at around 600 epochs).
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FIG. 4. Comparison of training (blue) and validation (green) set loss functions for an overfitting

example.

In this way we ensure that the best fit is found, while also avoiding overfitting the training

data.

As explained in Sec. II E, repeated fitting of resampled data is necessary in order to

construct uncertainty bands. By comparing the predicted σ1 distribution both with and

without cross validation, as in Fig. 5 (for this exercise f = 0.4), the importance of the cross

validation procedure becomes clear. Without using cross validation, the NN model simply

reproduces the error bars of the data points given, and predicts an oscillatory shape that

follows the data. The NN with cross validation produces an overall smooth distribution that

approximates much more closely the underlying law that we are trying to learn.

One of the few aspects of the cross validation procedure which one can tune is the

partition fraction, f , defining the proportion of the data on which the NN is trained. It is

interesting to consider what effect a variation in f might have on the eventual uncertainty,

particularly below f = 0.5, where one might expect very little to change. In order to study

the dependence on f , we performed several full replica fits on the same set of toy data,

varying the partition fraction between 0.1 and 0.9. For 50 toy data points, we find that

although the mean values of σ1 are similar, the uncertainty is affected significantly. This

can be seen in Fig. 6, where the standard deviation is shown for different values of f . We

find that there is substantial variation in the uncertainty depending on what value of f is
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FIG. 5. Comparison of the σ1 replica set for the NN fit with (red band) and without (yellow band)

cross validation.

chosen, particularly when the partition fraction is small. In the range from f = 0.4 to 0.7,

there are only slight differences between the uncertainties, but these are enhanced for the

f = 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.8 and 0.9 curves, being up to twice as large as for f = 0.5 for certain x

values.

Another important question is whether the dependence of an NN fit on f diminishes as

the number of data points is increased. In Fig. 7 we increase the number of data points up

to 500, plotting the total uncertainty for each value of f as a ratio to the f = 0.5 line. This

allows us to visualize the underlying trend, given that the total uncertainty for all values of

f should decrease as the number of points increases. The enhancement for the f = 0.1, 0.2

and 0.9 uncertainty seen in Fig. 6 remains relatively constant as one increases the number

of data points, becoming slightly more pronounced. At the same time, the f = 0.4 − 0.7

uncertainties appear consistent for all numbers of data points, with slight enhancements in

total uncertainty for f = 0.3 and f = 0.8. On the strength of these observations, we cannot

rule out the importance of f with respect to uncertainty quantification in the NN method,

nor can we conclude that below f = 0.5 an increased dataset will remove any potential

artificial inflation of uncertainty due to the choice of f .
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B. Comparing NN methods to parametric methods

To further comprehend the differences between the NN methodology and that of tradi-

tional parametric modelling, it is worth comparing the results of fits to our toy data for

all of the methods discussed so far. At this point we also include the preprocessing factor

xα(1−x)β in the NN fits. This is usually added with the aim of speeding up the minimization

procedure. However, it is worth testing whether its inclusion could be playing a greater role

in helping the NN to obtain a shape that is more consistent with the underlying law. We

apply this factor in the same way as the NNPDF collaboration; specifically, we parametrize

the PDFs as

qi(x) = xαi(1− x)βi NNi(x), i = 1, 2, (30)

where NNi(x) represents the neural network weights. We then define effective asymptotic

exponents as

αi(x) =
ln qi(x)

ln(1/x)
, βi(x) =

ln qi(x)

ln(1− x)
. (31)

The ranges for each of the αi and βi values are obtained through repeated fitting by taking

the envelope of twice the 68% confidence interval for each x value until the preprocessing

exponents no longer change. For each replica fit in the actual analysis, the values of αi and
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βi are chosen randomly according to uniform distributions in those ranges.

A full fit for one instance of our toy σ1 data with 50 points is shown in Fig. 8. Here,

we compare the distributions and ratio to the true values for the NN (f = 0.6) with and

without preprocessing, as well as parametric DR (recall that parametric DR was shown

to produce the same results as the Hessian, HMC and NS). Both NN methods produce

predicted uncertainty bands that are much wider than that of parametric DR, particularly

at large x. The fact that there is little difference between the NN predictions with and

without preprocessing suggests that preprocessing does not play a significant role in this

example.

Such a demonstration only becomes meaningful in the context of a full replica fit for many

initial data sets rather than just one. By counting how often a given method predicts an

uncertainty band that contains the true underlying law (as inspired by closure tests), we can

determine whether the predicted uncertainties are statistically valid. Since the uncertainty

bands represent the variance of the cross section around its expected value, we do not

expect them to always contain the true values. Rather, a reasonable method will produce

uncertainty bands that contain the true values around 68% of the time across a large number

of initial data sets.

24



0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8

x

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

1.25

σ
(x

)
σ1

σdat
1

DR

NN

NN with
preprocess

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8

x

0.8

1.0

1.2

ra
ti

o
to
σ

1
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and the ratio of each predicted point to the true underlying law (right panel).

In Fig. 9 we determine the percentage of uncertainty bands across all data sets that

contain the true values for all x, corresponding to each method. We plot the NN method

with f = 0.2 and f = 0.6 to again demonstrate the importance of the partition fraction,

and also show the results for the NN with preprocessing. We find that the NN predicted

uncertainty bands contain the true value too often, particularly at high x values. This effect

is exacerbated by reducing the partition fraction. By contrast, the parametric DR method

consistently hovers around the 68% value that would be expected from accurate confidence

intervals.

The inflated uncertainty observed is not entirely due to the usage of neural networks in

fitting the toy data. Another contributing factor to this result is the presence of the cross

validation procedure itself. In Fig. 9 we also include a cross validation method in the context

of parametric DR, dividing the data into a training and validation set with f = 0.6 and

cutting off the χ2 minimization when there is no further improvement for the validation set.

Comparing DR with and without cross validation, we can clearly see a substantial increase

in the width of the uncertainty bands when cross validation is used, up to a similar mean

value as that of NNs at the same partition fraction.

These results imply that, for our specific simplified example of PDF data, the uncertainty

bands predicted by an NN fit do not realize the 1σ confidence interval that one would

naively expect. This may be due in part to a misrepresentation of the underlying law, but

also a result of the cross validation procedure that forms an integral part of any NN fit to
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experimental data.

One may ask how is it that NN fits, as well as partitioning and cross validation applied

to simple parametric DR, can so dramatically change the variance of the fitted observable?

From our perspective, the algorithms deployed in either case effectively lead to a change in

the likelihood function. In the case of cross validation applied to DR, this can be heuris-

tically understood by viewing the validation χ2 as a potential that stochastically pulls the

parameters away from the true minimum, thereby increasing the variance of any calculated

observable, but in a uniform way. This is illustrated with the very similar shapes for the

DR and DR with CV results in Fig. 9, where one goes from an ∼ 68% confidence level to

an ∼ 90% when using partitioning and cross validation, as if the likelihood was rescaled by

the adopted stopping criterion. NN methods not only appear to rescale the likelihood, but

they also do so to different degrees across the x range, resulting in a behavior that is not

immediately amenable to a heuristic analysis.
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V. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

The need for reliable uncertainty quantification in global QCD analysis motivated this

study to perform a systematic comparison of different methods for estimating uncertainties

on PDFs and similar correlation functions. The test laboratory employed here, in the form

of the toy PDF model, although exceedingly simple, allowed us to rigorously test and verify

the generation of uncertainties in a controlled context, in which the underlying physical law

is known. We were thus able to demonstrate that methods which use a parametrization that

matches the underlying law lead to the same uncertainty estimates — regardless of whether

the uncertainties are determined using the traditional Hessian or data resampling methods,

or explicitly Bayesian techniques such as nested sampling or HMC. While the result may be

intuitively expected, it is by no means trivial to verify in practice that all the approaches

are indeed exploring the same likelihood function.

We then focused on the impact that partitioning and cross validation have on uncertainty

quantification. We found that these added elements effectively lead to a rescaling, and even

a deformation of the likelihood function, which also depends on the partition fraction. Our

results suggest that this is inherent in the methodology rather than in the details of the

model or the data set analyzed.

Comparing the parametric methods with NN approaches, we find indeed that NNs pro-

duce wider uncertainty bands than expected, whether or not one uses a preprocessing factor,

and that the dependence on the partition fraction is not reduced as one increases the number

of data points to be fitted. The enhanced uncertainty is found to be due, at least in part,

to the use of cross validation. While DR+CV exhibits this behavior in a uniform way in

observable space, heuristically due to the additional influence that the validation data set

has on the fitting of the training data set, the NN’s inflation of the cross section uncertainty

depends also on x and becomes very large as x→ 1. Whether this non-uniform uncertainty

inflation is due to the highly flexible PDF parametrizations provided by the NNs or to other

elements in the analysis algorithm remains an interesting question for future investigation.

Overall, given that the data set being analyzed by the NN and parametric methods is the

same, we can only conclude that NN methods (as well as parametric methods supplemented

by cross validation) algorithmically deform the nominal likelihood utilized in the analysis in

ways that are not necessarily under control. In view of these results it is natural to ask in
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what sense are PDF fits based on NN methods compatible with those based on Hessian +

tolerance methods, since the likelihood functions that they utilize are technically different.

From our perspective, the tolerance criterion effectively is a change in the likelihood function,

which can also be cast as a rescaling of the experimental uncertainties to remove potential

tensions present among the data. NN-based analyses posit instead that the use of a tolerance

criterion is not necessary [18], but the roughly equivalent size of the uncertainties they obtain

may simply be coincidental and due to the likelihood deformation and resulting uncertainty

inflation that we already observed when analyzing compatible data sets in our toy model.

We thus echo the concern expressed in [44] that a meta-analysis, such as PDF4LHC [43],

that combines existing PDFs from different groups may not only obscure the fundamental

connection between experimental data and theory, but also obfuscate the true meaning of

the uncertainties, since these seem to ultimately originate from a different choice of the

likelihood function.

Finally, we make a note of caution about the generality of our results, since the conclu-

sions should be qualified by the fact that we are using a rather simplistic model. While this

has been necessary in order to keep the analysis tractable and allow unambiguous conclu-

sions to be drawn from the methodology comparisons, there may be new features present in

higher dimensional analyses of more complex data sets, such as in real global QCD analyses.

We leave discussion of this issue to a future publication [59].
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