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Abstract

NASA’s Interstellar Boundary Explorer (IBEX) satellite collects data on energetic neu-
tral atoms (ENAs) that can provide insight into the heliosphere boundary between our solar
system and interstellar space. Using these data, scientists can construct maps of the ENA
intensities (often, expressed in terms of flux) observed in all directions. The ENA flux ob-
served in these maps is believed to come from at least two distinct sources: one source
which manifests as a ribbon of concentrated ENA flux and one source (or possibly several)
that manifest as smoothly-varying globally-distributed flux. Each ENA source type and its
corresponding ENA intensity map is of separate scientific interest.

In this paper, we develop statistical methods for separating the total ENA intensity maps
into two source-specific maps (ribbon and globally-distributed flux) and estimating corre-
sponding uncertainty. Key advantages of the proposed method include enhanced model
flexibility and improved propagation of estimation uncertainty. We evaluate the proposed
methods on simulated data designed to mimic realistic data settings. We also propose new
methods for estimating the center of the near-elliptical ribbon in the sky, which can be used

in the future to study the location and variation of the local interstellar magnetic field.

1 Introduction

The Interstellar Boundary Explorer (IBEX) satellite collects data on energetic neutral atoms as

part of a U.S. National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) mission to better under-



stand the boundary of our solar system (Funsten et al., 2009a). Energetic neutral atoms (ENAs)
are fast-moving particles with net zero charge and are believed to largely originate from inter-
actions occuring at the heliospheric boundary between our solar system and interstellar space.
Using these data, scientists can construct a pixelated map of estimated ENA intensities/rates
(often, expressed in terms of flux) observed in all directions along with corresponding uncertain-
ties, which can provide greater insight into the heliospheric boundary (Funsten et al., 2009b).

The ENA flux observed in these maps is believed to come from (at least) two distinct sources:
the globally-distributed flux (GDF; believed to be primarily generated in the inner heliosheath)
and a second source (attributed to charge exchange between secondary pick-up ions and in-
terstellar neutral atoms in the outer heliosheath) resulting in a ribbon of concentrated ENA
intensity (McComas et al., 2009; Schwadron et al., 2014; Zirnstein et al., 2015). The physics be-
hind the formation of the ENA ribbon are not fully understood, and there are several competing
hypotheses (McComas et al., 2014). Both sources of ENAs and their corresponding flux maps
are each of scientific interest, and an intermediate scientific objective is to accurately partition
the ENA map into GDF- and ribbon-specific maps, which can be used for downstream study of
heliosphere temporal dynamics and plasma interactions. The problem of partitioning the ENA
rate map is very challenging; the map separation is not identified by the data alone and must
be strongly informed by assumptions. However, these assumptions must be general enough and
implemented with finesse to avoid obscuring real physical phenomena and introducing bias in
downstream analyses.

Several authors have proposed strategies for partitioning ENA rate or flux maps, leverag-
ing features of the ribbon morphology. For example, the ribbon appears to be approximately
circular (perhaps slightly elliptical) in 3-dimensional space; when the map is viewed from a
particular rotational frame and plotted as a latitude/longitude rectangle, the ribbon manifests
as a horizontal stripe of concentrated ENA emission (Funsten et al., 2013). Schwadron et al.
(2011), Dayeh et al. (2019), and Reisenfeld et al. (2021) use this rotational frame to facilitate
ribbon separation, where parametric modeling of the height and shape of this horizontal ribbon
within individual longitude slices is used to obtain the map partitioning. Funsten et al. (2013)
takes this approach a step further by borrowing information about the ribbon shape, intensity,
and location across longitudes.

These existing ribbon separation approaches have several limitations. Firstly, a common

assumption is that ribbon cross-sections mirror a Gaussian density within each longitude slice.



This assumption is restrictive. For example, one of the popular theories of ribbon generation is
associated with a skewed ribbon with a distinctive non-Gaussian shape (Zirnstein et al., 2019a).
The ideal map partitioning algorithm should be flexible enough to capture these scientifically-
relevant features, facilitating discrimination between competing scientific theories downstream.
Secondly, uncertainty in the separated ENA rate maps should be a function of the uncertainty
of the total (ribbon + GDF) ENA map and uncertainty due to the separation itself. None of
these existing methods account for this latter source of map uncertainty. Recently, Swaczyna
et al. (2022) proposed a ribbon separation method based on spherical harmonic decompositions
that appears to address these two limitations. However, this approach tends to introduce rip-
pling artifacts into the separated maps and does not leverage any spatial structure present in
the ribbon region for GDF map estimation. Additionally, all of the existing ribbon separation
methods were developed and tested using 6-degree resolution observed data alone; none of the
existing ribbon separation methods have been validated using simulated maps, directly eval-
uated against other existing methods, or tested on real data maps with higher than 6-degree
resolution (Osthus et al., 2022).

In this paper, we propose a flexible statistical method for separating the total ENA rate
maps into source-specific maps and for estimating corresponding uncertainty. Through a rig-
orous validation of these methods in simulated maps and against a competing approach in the
literature, we demonstrate that the proposed methods perform well in settings likely encoun-
tered in real IBEX data. We also highlight the performance of the proposed methods in real
IBEX data maps; a detailed presentation of these real data results will be provided in a follow-
up manuscript. Auxiliary to the goal of ribbon separation, we also propose new methods for
estimating the center of the near-elliptical ribbon in the sky, which can be used in the future to
provide insight into the location and variation of the local interstellar magnetic field (Zirnstein
et al., 2016). Together, these methods represent a substantial advancement in the processing
of IBEX data and illustrate the value of close collaboration between statisticians and scientific

domain experts.

2 Methods

IBEX “maps” are pixelated representations of the intensity of ENAs observable from the IBEX

satellite in all directions (e.g., Funsten et al. (2009b)). Estimated maps are generated through



a map-making pipeline that converts data on encounters with ENAs into an estimated ENA
rate and corresponding uncertainty estimate for each of many spatial latitude/longitude bins
of the 3-dimensional sky. Traditionally, IBEX data maps have been generated at a 6-degree
resolution using simple method-of-moments estimators and ad hoc spatial smoothing. Recently,
Osthus et al. (2022) developed a higher-resolution and statistically rigorous map-making method
involving spatial modeling of the ENA rate data and deconvolution to address instrument-
related spatial blurring. The methods proposed in our current paper can by applied to either
type of input map; we will demonstrate our methods using 2-degree maps generated by Osthus
et al. (2022). Through the map-making process, we produce a vector D of length J x K
representing the estimated ENA rate for each of J longitude bins and K latitude bins of the
sky along with an estimated J x K vector containing the corresponding uncertainty estimates,
o2,

The ENAs represented by D are believed to come from at least two distinct sources: the
ribbon and the globally-distributed flux (GDF). In Section 2.1, we propose a new method to
partition the ENA rates into a map representing ribbon ENAs and a map representing GDF
ENAs. Prior work has demonstrated that the ribbon of ENAs is approximately elliptical with
low eccentricity (nearly circular) when the sphere of data is viewed from a particular rotational
frame (Funsten et al., 2013). Rotating the data sphere so that the “center” of this ellipse sits
at the north pole, the ribbon will follow a near-constant-latitude path along the sphere. We
will leverage this change of rotational frame and nearly circular ribbon morphology to separate
the ribbon from the GDF, as described in detail in Supp. Section C. Ancillary to the goal
of ribbon separation is estimation of the ribbon center itself (defined by an axis or axes of
symmetry passing through the ribbon circle/ellipse in three-dimensional space), which is of
separate scientific interest as an indicator of the direction of the interstellar magnetic field
(Zirnstein et al., 2016). We propose new methods for estimating the latitude/longitude location
of this ribbon center in Section 2.2. Finally, Section 2.3 describes the manipulation of the
spherical reference frame of the data and the potential impact of this chosen reference frame on

estimation performance.

2.1 Ribbon separation

Let M denote the vectorized input map estimates and 03\4 denote the corresponding uncer-

tainties, after rotation into the rotational frame defined by our estimated ribbon center. We



assume that input map M is the sum of a ribbon-only map, R, and a GDF-only map, G, both
of which are assumed to be approximately normally distributed with truncation below at 0. We
demonstrate that this normality assumption is reasonable in Supp. Figure G2.

The problem of ribbon separation can then be broken down into two questions: (1) where
do the ribbon and GDF coexist (i.e., where is R nonzero), and (2) what is the GDF-related
ENA rate when both are present (i.e., what is G “under” the ribbon)? To answer the first
question, we apply image processing techniques to identify a block of pixels possibly contain-
ing both ribbon and GDF ENAs, collectively called the ribbon mask. To answer the second
question, we combine various spatial regression techniques to estimate the GDF shape within
the ribbon mask region, leveraging prior assumptions about the ribbon morphology. Finally,
we use properties of normal distributions to estimate uncertainties for both ribbon and GDF
map estimates. Figure 1 illustrates the proposed ribbon separation method for an example
simulated input map (weak scattering model). Below, we clarify the assumptions and strategies
used for each step of the estimation procedure.

Figure 1: Illustration of the ribbon separation methods for a simulated input map (weak
scattering model).!
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I The ribbon separation method is applied to a simulated ENA rate map derived from Zirnstein
et al. (2019b) and Zirnstein et al. (2017) as described in Section 3 under assumptions of weak
scattering. Images for steps 1-3 and 5 correspond to ENA rates between 0 (black) and 0.3
(red/magenta) ENAs per second. Images for step 4 correspond to scaled ENA profile intensities
between 0 (white) and 1 (black). The image for step 6 corresponds to estimated GDF map
standard errors between 0 (white) and 2.4e-4 (black). The ribbon mask is illustrated using a
shaded horizontal band in images for steps 2-4. Estimated ribbon peaks are also shown as a
near-horizontal gray line in images for steps 1-4.



2.1.1 Estimating ribbon peaks and defining the ribbon mask

The goal of ribbon mask estimation is to identify a map region in which ribbon-related ENA
rates may be non-negligible. A very conservative ribbon mask will contain the entire ribbon
but would leave little data outside the masked region for estimating the GDF map shape under
the ribbon, leading to sub-optimal ribbon separation. Conversely, a less conservative mask
may preserve more data for GDF map estimation while failing to capture the entire ribbon.
Therefore, care must be taken in defining a ribbon mask region to balance between these two
opposing objectives.

Suppose we visualize the data in the ribbon center rotational frame as a heatmap with
latitude/polar angle on the y-axis, longitude/azimuthal angle on the x-axis, and the ENA
rate M captured by the color intensity as in Figure 1. The ENA ribbon manifests as a
near-horizontal band of concentrated ENA emissions. To capture deviations from a perfectly
horizontal ribbon band, we started by identifying the locations of the ribbon peaks within
each longitude bin (called an azimuthal sector). Funsten et al. (2013) proposed estimating the
ribbon peak within each azimuthal sector by fitting a Gaussian-type profile A—I—Be_(w;aiép) to the
ENA rates estimated across polar angles = to estimate the polar angle x, associated with the
highest ENA rate (i.e., the peak). However, this Gaussian-type ribbon profile can produce poor
estimates of the ribbon peak locations when the ribbon is highly non-Gaussian (as is the case for
at least one leading ribbon generation hypothesis; Zirnstein et al. (2019b)). Instead, we defined
each sector’s ribbon peak location x, as the arg-maximum value from a cubic interpolation of
the ENA rates within each sector, which provides a much more flexible ribbon profile fit. We
then performed some additional outlier screening and modeling across azimuthal sectors for
enhanced stability of the ribbon peak estimates, as detailed in Supp. Section C.

Fixing these estimated ribbon peak locations, we then used a data-driven strategy to define
a ribbon mask region, by estimating windows of polar angles above and below the ribbon peaks
likely to contain ribbon ENAs. One strategy for identifying the location of the ENA ribbon
is to estimate how quickly the ENA emissions are changing as a function of polar angle, since
the ENA ribbon is expected to vary more quickly (i.e., have higher spatial gradients) than the
GDF (Funsten et al., 2013). Regions associated with changing behavior of spatial gradients
are sometimes called edges, and many methods have been developed for identifying these edges

on fixed spatial grids. We apply this same logic to identify map regions associated with the



“foothills” of the ribbon “mountain range.”

Re-organizing the ENA rate map with longitude on the x-axis and distance from peak
(rounded into pixels) on the y-axis, we applied a popular edge detection method called the
Sobel operator (Kanopoulos et al., 1988), where higher Sobel values are associated with greater
“edginess.” The ribbon mask was defined in terms of the narrowest window that captures all
of the top u! percentile of gradient estimates within v degrees of the ribbon peak, with an
additional two pixels added on either side to ensure the entire ribbon is captured. Reasonable
values for v and v for a given map were chosen by repeating the entire ribbon separation
method several times for different values of (u,v) and choosing the combination resulting in
the “best” ribbon separation as described in Supp. Section H. Additional details about this

mask estimation are provided in Supp. Section C.

2.1.2 Obtaining the initial GDF map estimate

Once the ribbon mask region was identified for a given (u,v), we then used the input map ENA
rates M outside the ribbon mask to predict the shape of the GDF wunder the ribbon. Many
different methods can be used to estimate a spatially-varying response surface (Schwadron et al.,
2018; Reisenfeld et al., 2021; Swaczyna et al., 2022). We propose a multi-step approach for
obtaining an initial GDF map estimate, where we first estimated a very smooth spatial surface
for the GDF using generalized additive modeling (GAM) and then refined these predictions
using projection pursuit regression (PPR) (Wood, 2017; Friedman and Stuetzle, 1981). To fit
the GAM, we used R package mgcv, which allows users to specify the spatial model structure
and degree of smoothing (Wood et al., 2016). We implemented an isotrophic spherical analog to
thin plate splines, which allows the fitted model to account for the spherical latitude/longitude
structure of the data (Wahba, 1981; Wood, 2003). For this GAM estimation, we used a Gaussian
regression family with a log link to ensure that fitted GDF values were non-negative, and we
incorporated first- to fourth-order derivative penalization to ensure smoothness.

The GAM model alone produces an overly smoothed estimate of the GDF. In order to
capture spatial features in more detail, we then considered the residuals between the input
map M and the GAM model predictions outside the ribbon mask. These residuals were then
modeled using PPR and the fitted residuals added to the GAM GDF map predictions. Because
additional spatial structure to the residuals was sometimes evident at this point, we performed

one additional iteration of the PPR residual fitting, where this time observations with larger



residuals were up-weighted in the PPR, estimation. The GAM and PPR predictions together
where then used to estimate the GDF map values inside the ribbon mask region. Initial GDF
map estimates outside the ribbon mask were set equal to M. Rarely-observed negative initial

GDF map estimates after PPR were truncated to zero.

2.1.3 Obtaining the fitted ribbon map estimate and re-estimating the GDF map

Subtracting the initial GDF map estimate from the input data M, we could obtain an initial
estimate for the ribbon ENA rates within the ribbon mask region. However, this initial estimated
ribbon map inherited any lack of fit or poor predictive performance of the GDF map estimation,
which sometimes resulted in various data artifacts and non-ribbon features to be evident in the
initial ribbon map.

To address this issue, we estimated a new ribbon map by modeling the initial ribbon map,
imposing additional assumptions regarding the ribbon shape as illustrated in Figure 1. Our
ribbon modeling focused on a scaled version of the initial ribbon map, where ENA rates in
each azimuthal sector were divided the estimated peak height for that sector. This scaling
step allowed us to focus the modeling efforts on the ribbon shape/profile rather than its relative
intensity, which also avoided unintentional and unrealistic smoothing of ribbon intensities across
azimuthal sectors. The resulting fitted ribbon maps were much more robust to poor GDF map
estimation and has fewer jagged artifacts.

Our modeling of the ENA ribbon relied on two key assumptions: (1) the ribbon ENA rates
are non-increasing as a function of the polar distance from the ribbon peak and (2) the shape
of the ribbon varies smoothly across azimuthal angles. The former assumption relates to the
ribbon shape (up to proportionality), and the second assumption relates to the variability in
this shape along the ribbon. Briefly, we estimated the fitted ribbon map using a generalized
additive model applied to the scaled initial ribbon map estimate as detailed in Supp. Section
C, parameterized in terms of the azimuthal angle and the polar distance from the ribbon peak.
In the current implementation, rapid ribbon profile changes at a azimuthal spatial scale of less
than 30 degrees were not allowed; however, this assumption can be easily modified. After fitting,
we then multiplied the fitted ribbon profile map by the azimuthal sector-specific maximum ENA
rates to obtain the fitted ENA rate map. This resulting fitted ribbon map broadly satisfies the
ribbon shape assumptions and has reduced sensitivity to noise and other data anomalies relative

to the initial ribbon map.



After ribbon map estimation, we then re-estimated the GDF map using data obtained by
subtracting the fitted ribbon map from the input data map M. GDF map estimation then
proceeded as before (using GAM and PPR), but it did not mask out the ribbon region. The
goal of this GDF map re-estimation was to use ENA rates observed in the ribbon mask region
to inform GDF map estimates, allowing for a more accurate GDF map estimate in this ribbon
region. This procedure resulted in an estimated final GDF map, G. Subtracting this estimate
from the input data, M, we obtained the final ribbon map estimate, R. Negative estimated R

values were truncated at zero.

2.1.4 Estimating map uncertainties

Above, we focused on obtaining point estimates of the ribbon and GDF maps. In order to
estimate corresponding standard errors, we leveraged normality assumptions and relied upon
properties of multivariate normal distributions. Recall, M denotes the vectorized input map
estimates and 03\4 denotes the corresponding uncertainties, after rotation into the ribbon-centric
rotational frame. Each input map was estimated using raw IBEX ENA detection data (or using
simulated versions). Let vector y denote the rate of ENAs per second observed by IBEX
attributed to each pixel of the sky, after accounting for blurring due to the wide IBEX field
of view (i.e., IBEX can capture ENAs originating from a range of latitudes/longitudes when
pointed in a given direction). We assume y; ~ N(M;,0%-), where y;’s are assumed to be
conditionally independent.

We assume that input map M is the sum of a ribbon-only map R and GDF-only map G and
that R and G are marginally independent and normally-distributed such that R ~ N(ug, afR)

and G ~ N(uq,0%;). Together, these assumptions imply
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where p collectively denotes the elements of ug and pgr and X collectively denotes the elements

of aé, 012%, and a%,. Using properties of normal distributions, we can express the uncertainties



of the separated maps conditional on the observed IBEX data as
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This expression is a function of three unknowns: U?G, U?R, and ng. If we can estimate each of
these unknowns using other available information, then we can directly plug in these estimates
to Fq. 1 to obtain estimates for the uncertainty of estimated G and R. As detailed in Supp.
Section A, we can approximate all three parameters as a function of O'Z-QM = Var(Gi+Rilyi, p, 2)
(the uncertainty of the input map) and Var(y;|G; + R, 1, X) (the uncertainty of observed IBEX
data for the given pixel given the input map estimate). Uncertainty Var(y;|G; + Ri, i1, 2) is
estimated using the raw IBEX data using the approach in Supp. Section A.

To gain greater intuition about this variance expression, we note that
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Restated, the sum of the estimated uncertainties for the GDF-only and ribbon-only maps is

2 2
greater than the uncertainty of the input map M, where the term 2— ZiGTiR captures ad-
iG

i +U7;2R+J7,2Y
ditional uncertainty due to the ribbon separation process. In contrast, most ribbon separation
methods in the IBEX literature do not account for this additional source of uncertainty, leading

to overly narrow 95% confidence intervals for the separated map estimates.

2.2 Estimating the ribbon center

Our ribbon separation method leverages the near-circular shape of the ribbon in three-dimensional
space (as illustrated in Figure 2) along with a convenient data rotation defined by the lati-
tude/longitude location of the circle’s center. In this section, we propose a strategy for esti-
mating the ribbon center and corresponding uncertainty using input map D and corresponding
uncertainties O'ZD.

First, we clarify what we mean by the ribbon “center.” Suppose we view the ENA data col-
lected in three-dimensional space in terms of a unit sphere. We can visualize the ENA ribbon
as being a closed shape on the surface of the sphere organized nearly-symmetrically around a

normal axis/line intersecting the sphere. We will formalize the ribbon “center” as the latitude

and longitude in which this normal line intersects the sphere. Strictly speaking, this line will
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intersect the unit sphere in two places, and we will define the ribbon “center” as the point that
lies closer in latitude and longitude to the ribbon among these two points.

Two complications to estimating this center are that (1) the “location” of the ribbon is
not well-defined and (2) the ENA map D used for estimation is pixelated and estimated with
error. To tackle the former problem, we build on existing work that defines the “location” of
the ribbon on the sphere in terms of estimated ribbon peaks. We address the latter problem by
repeating our center estimation procedure multiple times on ENA maps drawn from a multi-
variate normal distribution with an estimated covariance matrix. The multivariate correlation
matrix is estimated as the Kronecker product of dimension-specific (latitude- and longitude-)
correlation matrices estimated using the input map intensities.

Figure 2 provides an illustration of the proposed ribbon center estimation procedure. We
Figure 2: Visualization of proposed ribbon center estimation method, illustrated for a simu-
lated GDF + ribbon weak scattering map. These methods can also be applied to ribbon-only

map estimates. !
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4. Repeat for many drawn maps

IThe first panel shows the same simulated input map as in Figure 1, visualized in polar coor-
dinates. The ENA ribbon is visible as a near-circular band of enhanced ENA intensity, and the
estimated ribbon peaks are shown as small white dots along the ribbon. The second panel illus-
trates the best fitting plane passing through these peak points in three dimensions. The third
panel illustrates these peak points projected onto the best fitting plane and the corresponding
estimated ellipse center (red dot). This ellipse center is converted to a latitude/longitude ribbon
center location on the surface of the unit sphere by calculating the intersection between unit
sphere and a line passing through the estimated ellipse center (in the plane) that is perpendic-
ular to the best fitting plane. In the third panel, this perpendicular line would point directly
out of the page.

start by defining an initial “working” estimate for the ribbon center and rotating each drawn
ENA map into a working rotational frame, in which the ribbon center sits at the North pole.

We then perform the following for each rotated, drawn ENA map:
1. Estimate the ribbon peak location for each azimuthal sector using the method in Supp.

11



Section C.

2. Estimate the best fitting plane through these peak points using singular value decompo-
sition as described in Blum et al. (2015). Project the peak points onto the best fitting
plane using Rodrigues vector rotation (Dai, 2015).

3. Fit an ellipse using the fitConic package in R (Fitzgibbon et al., 1999). Then, estimate the
covariance matrix associated with the ribbon center Cartesian coordinates in the plane
using leave-one-out jackknife estimation (Efron and Stein, 1981).

4. Finally, draw Cartesian coordinates for the ellipse center in the plane from a bivariate
normal distribution and calculate the corresponding latitude and longitude on the unit
sphere (i.e., the ribbon center) in which the unit sphere intersects a normal line passing

through the ellipse center in the best fitting plane.

This entire procedure is repeated many times to obtain many draws for the ribbon center
latitude and longitude in ecliptic coordinates. These draws are treated as pseudo-posterior
draws for the ribbon center longitude and latitude for inference. The means of these values
provide our overall ribbon center location estimate. As demonstrated later on, we recommend
iterating this process several times, using the estimated ribbon center to define the new working
rotational frame each iteration. Additional details about the ribbon center estimation method

are provided in Supp. Section E.

2.3 Spherical reference frame manipulation

Ribbon separation and ribbon center estimation involve recasting the data in different spheri-
cal reference frames. However, a pixelated three-dimensional map in one reference frame will
become distorted and stretched when directly recast into a new reference frame using stan-
dard Davenport rotation (Davenport, 1968). To maintain the latitude/longitude pixelation
structure after coordinate transformation, we propose (1) partitioning the new target frame lat-
itude/longitude pixels (e.g., into 15 x 15 micropixels per pixel), (2) obtaining the ENA rate and
uncertainty in the original frame for the midpoint of each micropixel, and (3) calculating the
target pixel’s final ENA rate and uncertainty as the mean of the corresponding pointwise ENA
rates and uncertainties associated with each pixel’s micropixels. This approach is appealing
in that it preserves the same pixel structure in the original and target frames while avoiding
re-estimating an entirely new ENA map in the new frame.

The performance of the ribbon separation method may depend on the choice of reference

12



frame. The proposed separation methods leverage a near-horizontal structure of the ribbon in
a rotational frame in which the ribbon “center” sits at the north pole. A very poorly specified
rotational frame (i.e., a very bad estimate of the ribbon center), will make the ribbon separation
model assumptions less reasonable. In practice, we guard against this possibility by performing
ribbon separation using the rotational frame defined by the estimated ribbon center and by

allowing the polar location of the ribbon peaks to vary smoothly across azimuthal angles.

3 Ribbon separation and center estimation in simulated data

We evaluated the performance of the proposed map separation and ribbon center estimation

methods in simulated data, under three different simulation scenarios:

S1. Weak scattering model
S2. Spatial retention model

S3. Smoothly varying ribbon profile model between spatial retention and weak scattering,

where physics simulation models were used to generate the spatial retention and weak scattering
(i.e., the two leading ribbon formation hypotheses) profile shapes. In each scenario, the true
total ENA rate map was defined as the sum of independently-simulated globally-distributed
flux and ribbon maps.

For the first two simulation scenarios, the globally-distributed flux map was generated using
a scaled version of the 2.73 keV GDF simulation from Zirnstein et al. (2017). Corresponding
ribbon-only maps were generated to mimic the expected shape of the ribbon under two leading
ribbon generation hypotheses as detailed in Zirnstein et al. (2019b), where the ribbon shape
was determined using a single representative simulation cross-section and where the ribbon was
assumed to be exactly circular and centered at longitude 221.5 and latitude 39. Dimming was
added to certain sections of the ribbon to mirror observed IBEX data. For scenario S3, we
considered a more complicated structure for the ribbon and GDF maps, including a spatially-
varying ribbon shape, spatially concentrated knots on the ribbon, and a large high-flux disc on
the GDF. Scenario S3 is not believed to be realistic; rather, this simulated scenario was devised
to help characterize the limitations of the proposed ribbon separation and center estimation
methods.

Under each of scenarios S1-S3, we performed ribbon separation using several different types

of pixelated total ENA rate maps. First, we considered “ideal” input maps equal to the sum
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of the simulation truth ribbon-only and GDF-only maps. Unlike these idealized input maps,
any total ENA rate maps generated using real IBEX data must overcome additional data
challenges including substantial blurring, undesired background due to heliospheric ENAs, and
missing data. To evaluate our methods in more realistic, messy data settings, we simulated data
mimicking IBEX observed data and added background interference and blurring. Using these
messy observed data, we applied an existing map construction strategy to obtain a set of pixel-
level ENA rate estimates and uncertainties (Osthus et al., 2022). Results based on these messier
input maps inherit any errors or biases induced by the upstream map-making procedure. This
process resulted in a second set of “estimated” input maps. Finally, we estimated maps based
on simulated data with 3 times longer observation time for each pixel of the sky, resulting in a
third set of “estimated, 3x” input maps. The motivation for including this third set of maps
was to mimic an emerging IBEX data product expected to result in substantial improvements

in total ENA rate estimation accuracy (unpublished).

3.1 Ribbon separation performance

For each simulation scenario and each of three input maps (simulation truths and two sets
of messier constructed maps), we applied the proposed map partitioning method described in
Section 2.1. For comparison, we also implemented the ribbon separation methods proposed
in Reisenfeld et al. (2021). We used a multi-faceted approach for assessing ribbon separation
performance, including visual inspection of separated maps (Section 3.1.1); percent error,
correlation, and weighted interval score (Bracher et al., 2021) comparing separated GDF map
estimates and simulation truths (Section 3.1.2); ribbon skewness for separated ribbon maps
and simulation truths; and visual comparison of estimated ribbon morphology (Section 3.1.3).
Additional evaluations are provided in Supp. Section D.

We calculated the weighted interval score for pixel ¢ using the equation:

1
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where Q’l is the estimated GDF map, where G; is the true value of the GDF, and where sz
and Uy, are the (1 — au;,/2)% lower and upper confidence interval estimates, respectively. This
weighted interval was averaged for all pixels with polar angles between 80 and 130, the re-

gion where both ribbon and GDF are potentially present. The weighted interval scores were
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calculated using a = (0.02,0.05,0.1,0.2,...,0.8,0.9).

3.1.1 Visual evaluation of ribbon separated maps

In Figure 3, we present the GDF and ribbon-only maps obtained by applying the proposed
methods to each of the three “ideal” input datasets in the ecliptic rotational frame. Correspond-
ing maps in the ribbon-centric frame and/or based on estimated input maps are presented in
Supp. Figure D1. In settings S1/S2, the ribbon separations appear very clean, with little
evidence of ribbon-related artifacts in the GDF-only map. For scenario S3, the region formerly
containing the ribbon is visible in the GDF maps through residual banding, blurring, and other
artifacts. Asshown in Supp. Figure D2, maps produced using the methods in Reisenfeld et al.

(2021) show even more pronounced banding and other artifacts across all simulation scenarios.

3.1.2 Accuracy and uncertainty of posterior GDF maps

We provide a more rigorous evaluation of the simulated map separation in Figure 4. To
summarize overall, the proposed ribbon separation performed well, outperforming the existing
method in Reisenfeld et al. (2021) across nearly all metrics and simulation scenarios considered.

In the first panel of Figure 4, we present the average percent error in GDF estimates in
the ribbon region, and we provide the correlation between the true and estimated GDF values
in the second panel. The proposed method resulted in high correlation between true and esti-
mated GDF values across all simulation scenarios. Correlations for the method in Reisenfeld
et al. (2021) were also high, but appreciably lower than the proposed method for most maps.
The proposed method also resulted in much lower absolute percent error (by 30-60% for ideal
inputs) than the method in Reisenfeld et al. (2021) across all simulation scenarios and input
datasets considered.

The first two panels of Figure 4 focus only on estimated GDF and ribbon map values,
but we are also interested in evaluating the corresponding standard errors. In the third panel,
we present the estimated GDF map weighted interval score, which is a function of both the
estimation error and corresponding uncertainties. Lower values of this score indicate better
performance. The proposed method produced lower values for nearly all simulation scenarios
and input map formulations. Scenario S3 using an estimated input map was the exception,
where the weighted interval score was slightly better on average for the method in Reisenfeld

et al. (2021).
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Figure 3: Estimated ribbon and GDF maps obtained using the proposed ribbon separation
method applied to “ideal” (not estimated) simulated input maps!.
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I This figure shows simulated map partitions obtained using the method proposed in Section
2. Results are shown in the ecliptic rotational frame.

The fourth panel of Figure 4 provides coverage of 95% confidence intervals for the GDF
map estimates. Coverages for nearly all scenarios (and scenario S3 in particular) were substan-
tially below the nominal 0.95 for estimated data maps. Under-coverage of the proposed method

was a combination of two main factors: (1) error in the ribbon separation and (2) slight under-
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coverage of the estimated input map uncertainties. This issue is discussed in more detail in
Supp. Section G. It is difficult to evaluate whether the proposed variance estimation results
in “correct” coverage in a statistical sense due to the inherent lack of identifiability of the rib-
bon/GDF partitioning; this results in non-negligible bias even for excellent ribbon separations,
since zero bias is not an achievable goal without strong ribbon shape assumptions that result in
under-performance/lack of robustness in real data. In spite of this, our results do demonstrate
similar or better statistical coverage relative to the method in Reisenfeld et al. (2021).

Figure 4: Performance of ribbon separation methods in terms of comparisons between esti-
mated and true GDF maps in the ribbon region?

(a) Average absolute percent error between true and estimated GDF maps (lower = better)

Estimated Input Estimated Input, 3x Ideal Input
S1: Weak Scattering 6.64 9.63 6.51 10.04 4.51 8.99
S2: Spatial Retention 8.53 9.32 7.83 9.32 4.07 9.78
S3: Varying Profile 13.4 14.04 8.18 12.61 8.18 12.42
Proposed Reisenfeld Proposed Reisenfeld Proposed Reisenfeld
etal. (2021) etal. (2021) etal. (2021)

(b) Spearman correlation between true and estimated GDF maps (higher = better)

Estimated Input Estimated Input, 3x Ideal Input
S1: Weak Scattering 0.982 0.97 0.981 0.961 0.99 0.959
S2: Spatial Retention 0.969 0.969 0.976 0.962 0.995 0.948
S3: Varying Profile 0.952 0.949 0.977 0.948 0.972 0.942
Proposed Reisenfeld Proposed Reisenfeld Proposed Reisenfeld
et al. (2021) et al. (2021) et al. (2021)

(c) Average weighted interval score between true and estimated GDF maps (lower = better)

Estimated Input Estimated Input, 3x Ideal Input
S1: Weak Scattering 0.54 0.75 0.5 0.79 0.43 0.69
S2: Spatial Retention 0.65 0.73 0.61 0.71 0.38 0.77
S3: Varying Profile 1.16 1.08 0.71 1 0.75 1.02
Proposed Reisenfeld Proposed Reisenfeld Proposed Reisenfeld
et al. (2021) et al. (2021) et al. (2021)

(d) Coverage of 95% confidence intervals of GDF map estimates (closer to 0.95 = better)

Estimated Input Estimated Input, 3x Ideal Input
S1: Weak Scattering 0.94 0.84 0.84 0.66 0.98 0.87
S2: Spatial Retention 0.88 0.85 0.8 0.72 1 0.81
S3: Varying Profile 0.7 0.71 0.83 0.68 0.86 0.76
Proposed Reisenfeld Proposed Reisenfeld Proposed Reisenfeld
etal. (2021) etal. (2021) etal. (2021)
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3.1.3 Visual comparison of ribbon profile shapes and skewness diagnostics

In addition to accuracy of the individual pixels in the separated maps, we are also interested in
the overall profile or shape of the estimated ribbon. This is particularly relevant to downstream
hypothesis testing between competing physics models explaining ribbon generation.

In Figure 5, we compare ribbon cross-section estimates obtained using the proposed meth-
ods to the simulation truth for each azimuthal sector. Using ideal input maps, the proposed
separation method captures the bent “shoulder” structure for scenario S2 and results in high
fidelity to simulation truths for scenarios S1/52. In scenario S3, the ribbon cross-sections do a
good job of capturing the changing shape of the ribbon but do a poor job at estimating the rib-
bon shape for azimuthal angles above 300. The fitted ribbon shapes from the proposed method
are much more accurate than those obtained using the method in Reisenfeld et al. (2021), which
tends to smooth over nuance in the ribbon profile. In all simulation scenarios, ribbon profiles
based on estimated (rather than ideal) input maps did not clearly have these distinguishing
morphological features when not present in the input map.

Skewness could be potentially useful for discriminating between competing ribbon genera-
tion physics models, since the weak scattering and spatial retention physics models are believed
to be associated with different ribbon skewness properties (Zirnstein et al., 2019a). In Supp.
Figure D5, we compare estimated skewness in our separated ribbon maps with the simula-
tion truth. The symmetric ribbon assumptions made by Reisenfeld et al. (2021) translated
into near-symmetrical ribbon maps, meaning that hypothesis discrimination based on skewness
is futile for those maps. The proposed maps resulted in skewness estimates that were biased
toward zero relative to the simulation truth but that did capture differences between the two
physics models in terms of skewness for ideal input maps. Skewness-based discrimination be-
tween physics model was less clear for estimated input maps. Similar diagnostics for the ribbon

widths (full width at half max) are provided in Supp. Figure D6.

3.2 Ribbon center estimation performance

For each set of maps under each of the three ribbon profile scenarios, we applied the proposed
ribbon center method described in Section 2.2 to estimate the location of the ribbon center
and its corresponding uncertainty. For comparison, we also implemented the method proposed

in Funsten et al. (2013), which has several drawbacks relative to our proposed method. In
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Figure 5: Spaghetti plots of ribbon/GDF map cross-sections by azimuthal sector for ideal
(not estimated) input maps across different simulation scenarios. Results are shown using the
proposed method and the method in Reisenfeld et al. (2021). !
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IThis figure shows the estimated R; and G; values obtained for each simulation scenario, using
ideal (i.e., not estimated) input maps. Lines correspond to cross-sections of ENA rates across
different azimuthal sectors within each map.

particular, it does not account for input map estimation uncertainty, it models the ribbon

profile using a Gaussian structure, and it performs the ellipse estimation in the working ribbon
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center frame only. Unless otherwise specified, the working ribbon center was set equal to the
simulation truth. In all scenarios, the true ribbon center was located at longitude 221.5 and
latitude 39 in the ecliptic frame.

In nearly all scenarios, the proposed ribbon center estimation method resulted in similar
or lower bias and more reasonable uncertainty estimates than the method from Funsten et al.
(2013). Figure 6 shows the estimated ribbon center latitudes and longitudes when estimation
used the correct working frame, along with corresponding uncertainty ellipses. For scenarios
S1/S2, error in ribbon center estimates were less than 0.5 degrees for all “ideal” (i.e., not
estimated) simulated maps. Ribbon center estimation using the total flux map (i.e., with
Ribbon + GDF) resulted in slightly higher estimation error than ribbon center estimation
using separated ribbon-only maps. Uncertainty ellipses for the proposed method tended to
be substantially larger than those estimated by Funsten et al. (2013). This is because the
proposed methods captured uncertainty due to both the input map estimation and the ribbon
center estimation for a fixed input map; the method in Funsten et al. (2013) accounts only for
the latter.

With ideal input maps, the method in Funsten et al. (2013) outperformed the proposed
method for scenario S3. This is because the proposed method produced better (in this case,
more extreme) estimates of the ribbon peaks; however, the ribbon peaks turned out to be a poor
proxy for ribbon location in scenario S3, with better peak estimates counter-intuitively leading
to worse ribbon center estimates. This result provides a cautionary example highlighting that
different metrics may be needed for characterizing the ribbon location in settings where the
ribbon changes shape/skewness dramatically across azimuthal angles.

All estimates in Figure 6 assumed the correct working frame, but we would not expect the
working frame to be correctly specified in general. When the working ribbon center was poorly
specified, the downstream Funsten et al. (2013) ribbon center estimates showed substantial
bias (Supp. Figure E2). Sensitivity of both methods to the working rotational frame was

substantially mitigated by iterating the ribbon center estimation (Supp. Figure E3).

4 Application to real IBEX data

We applied the proposed ribbon center estimation and separation methods to 2-degree resolu-

tion real IBEX data maps generated using the method in Osthus et al. (2022). Ribbon center
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Figure 6: Performance of ribbon center estimation in simulated datal

(a) Euclidean distance between estimated ribbon center and truth (degrees)
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! This first panel of this figure shows the distance between ribbon center estimates and (221.5,
39), for ribbon center estimates obtained using the proposed method in Section 2.2 and using
the method in Funsten et al. (2013). Lower values indicate more accurate ribbon center point
estimates. All estimates are calculated using the correct rotational frame, where the true ribbon
center in each simulated map is located at (221.5, 39) in ecliptic coordinates. The second panel
of this figure shows the corresponding ribbon center estimates and 95% confidence ellipses. In

both panels, “Ribbon + GDF” indicates estimation on the estimated or simulation truth map
with both ribbon and GDF. “Ribbon-Only” refers to center estimation using maps that have
been ribbon separated using the method in Section 2.1. “True Ribbon Only” refers to center
estimation using the simulation truth ribbon-only map.

estimates along with detailed exploration of the ribbon-only and GDF-only maps will be pre-

sented in follow-up work. In this work, we provide some simple visual illustrations of the results

of ENA ribbon separation.
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Figure 7 shows the ribbon separation using the proposed method for data measured in
2019 for energy step 4 in the ram direction (the direction in which the sun is moving with
respect to interstellar space). This map is a fairly representative example of the map separation
performance for energy steps 3-5. All separated maps for energy step 4 are provided in Supp.
Figure F2. Basic visual assessment reveals minimal banding or other artifacts along the ribbon
region. Crucially, the separated maps appear to preserve some fine-scale features of the GDF in
the ribbon region, which is a spatial region of particular scientific interest. Ribbon separation
was most challenging for energy steps 2 and 6. For energy step 6 in particular, the estimated
ribbon maps were somewhat patchy, indicating poor discrimination between GDF and ribbon
for these maps (not shown). Data collected at this energy step do not have a defined ribbon to
separate, and poor discrimination for energy step 6 was also seen using the method in Reisenfeld
et al. (2021) (not shown).

Figure 7: Example separated maps for real IBEX data'
(a) Input Map (b) Ribbon Map (¢) GDF Map

e AN

\\"I/

\\‘W

I'This figure shows the results of ribbon separation for 2-degree input maps generated using
real IBEX data for 2019, energy step 4, ram direction. Results are based on maps in the
spacecraft frame and include survival and efficiency corrections but not Compton-Getting cor-
rections (Compton and Getting, 1935). The large enhancement in ENA rates in (c¢) corresponds
to the “nose” of the heliosphere (i.e., the direction in which the sun is moving with respect to
interstellar space.

Figure 8a provides the ribbon skewness and width (measured by full width at half max;
FWHM) for the ribbon-only map estimates within each azimuthal angle. These results reveal
a fairly symmetrical ribbon on average, with some slight negative skewness (more ENA flux
toward ribbon center) for ESAs (energy steps) 3-5. Estimated widths were the smallest for
ESAs 3 and 4 on average, with median estimates of 26.2, 18.5, 16.5, 27.8, and 36.8 degrees,
respectively, for ESAs 2-6 across all ram maps.

Figure 8b provides the maximum estimated ribbon ENA rate over time by energy step.
Across ESAs, the method in Reisenfeld et al. (2021) tended to produce slightly dimmer ribbons

than the proposed methods, likely due to the more restrictive ribbon shape assumed by Reisen-

feld et al. (2021). However, changes in the ribbon heights over time and by ESA tended to be
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qualitatively similar between the proposed and Reisenfeld et al. (2021) methods (not shown).
Both methods indicated that the ribbon intensity changed dramatically between 2009 and 2019,
with much weaker ribbon flux from roughly 2015 to 2018.

f‘igure 8: Estimated ribbon morphology using real IBEX ram-only data by energy step (ESA)

(a) Skewness and width (full width at half max) of estimated ribbon profiles by azimuthal sector across 105
separated ram maps (21 maps per ESA)
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!The first panel shows the estimated skewness and width (full width at half max) of ribbon map
profiles for each of 180 azimuthal sectors for each of 105 2-degree maps generated using real
IBEX data (overlapping yearly intervals between 2009 and 2019, energy steps 2-6, ram only).
‘A’ and ‘B’ correspond to the first and second half of each year, respectively. The full width at
half max was estimated by fitting a cubic interpolation for each azimuthal angle and identifying
the most extreme polar angles (at the 0.01 degree resolution) with predictions at least 50% of
the azimuthal sector max. The second panel shows the point estimate for the highest estimated
ribbon ENA rates for each map.
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5 Discussion

Humanity is just beginning to understand the nature of the boundary between our solar system
and interstellar space. Energetic neutral atoms (ENAs), primarily generated in this boundary
heliosheath region, may provide important insight on the temporal and spatial variation in the
shape and location of the heliosheath. Through the Interstellar Boundary Explorer (IBEX)
mission, NASA collects data on the intensity of these ENA particles over the full sky. These
data have been used to construct pixelated maps of the observed ENA flux.

ENAs captured by these maps are believed to primarily originate from two separate pro-
cesses, and these two sources of ENAs and corresponding ENA intensities are each of scientific
interest. Therefore, a key step of IBEX data processing is partitioning into separate maps
representing both ENA types: globally-distributed flux (GDF) and the ENA “ribbon.” In this
work, we proposed a new statistical method for partitioning ENA maps into source-specific
maps. Ancillary to this goal is estimation of the so-called ribbon “center”, and we also de-
veloped methods to perform this estimation. The performance of the proposed methods was
evaluated using simulated data designed to mimic observed IBEX data and compared against
leading alternative methods in the scientific literature.

We found that the flexible proposed ribbon separation method had excellent performance
in terms of the accuracy of map partitioning and the ability to capture nuances in ribbon mor-
phology. The gains in performance of the proposed method over the ribbon separation method
in Reisenfeld et al. (2021) substantially increased as the quality of the input data improved,
primarily because key subtle features of ribbon morphology where smoothed out or entirely
absent in lower-quality maps. In terms of IBEX mission data processing, our results support
development and use of high-quality, high-resolution IBEX data products such as the finely
resolved 2-degree ENA maps developed in Osthus et al. (2022) and recently-generated maps
incorporating multiple types of ENA encounters (unpublished).

In addition to map separation, we also proposed new methods for estimating the “center”
of the ENA ribbon and these methods showed good performance in simulated data analyses.
Our results demonstrated that iteration is key; a single iteration of ribbon center estimation
can result in substantial residual bias for both the proposed method and, to an even greater
degree, the method in Funsten et al. (2013).

Our initial application of these methods to real IBEX data indicated that the ENA ribbon
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cross-sections tended to have a slight negative skewness for energy passbands (ESAs) 3-5. The
width of the ENA ribbon also varied by ESA, with the narrowest ribbon profiles observed for
ESA 4 on average. Temporal changes in the ribbon intensity were also observed. Future work
will explore implications of these temporal and energy passband-related variations in more de-
tail.

The ultimate goal of the proposed methods was to provide a concrete, quantifiable advance
in the quality of the IBEX source-specific maps used for downstream scientific research into
the complicated physics operating at the edges of our solar system. Additionally, this work
illustrates the potential for statistical thinking to substantially contribute to scientific under-
standing. As more complicated and nuanced scientific data become available through advances
in technology and computing, partnerships between data experts and scientific domain experts

will be hugely important to facilitate scientific discovery.
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