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Abstract. We present the first method to probabilistically predict 3D direction

in a deep neural network model. The probabilistic predictions are modeled as a

heteroscedastic von Mises-Fisher distribution on the sphere S2, giving a simple way to

quantify aleatoric uncertainty. This approach generalizes the cosine distance loss which

is a special case of our loss function when the uncertainty is assumed to be uniform

across samples. We develop approximations required to make the likelihood function

and gradient calculations stable. The method is applied to the task of predicting the

3D directions of electrons, the most complex signal in a class of experimental particle

physics detectors designed to demonstrate the particle nature of dark matter and study

solar neutrinos. Using simulated Monte Carlo data, the initial direction of recoiling

electrons is inferred from their tortuous trajectories, as captured by the 3D detectors.

For 40 keV electrons in a 70% He 30% CO2 gas mixture at STP, the new approach

achieves a mean cosine distance of 0.104 (26◦) compared to 0.556 (64◦) achieved by

a non-machine learning algorithm. We show that the model is well-calibrated and

accuracy can be increased further by removing samples with high predicted uncertainty.

This advancement in probabilistic 3D directional learning could increase the sensitivity

of directional dark matter detectors.

1. Introduction

Machine learning models are often used to predict directions, such as the direction of a

moving particle or the direction of flow in a vector field. Since directions reside in non-

euclidean geometries, the problem becomes a special case of regression. Specifically, a

direction in n-dimensions can be uniquely represented by a n-dimensional vector residing

on the hypersphere manifold Sn−1 = {x|xTx = 1}. Thus, 2D directions reside on the

manifold S1 (a circle) and 3D directions reside on the manifold S2 (a sphere). Models

that fail to account for these topologies discard an important source of implicit bias

that helps generalization: the smoothness of the function they are trying to learn. In

probabilistic models, accounting for topology is important for defining valid probability

distributions. In this work, we present the first deep learning model for probabilistically

predicting 3D direction. Our model accounts for the S2 geometry of the problem by

predicting distributions that are parameterized by the von Mises-Fisher (vMF).
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The vMF is among the most important distributions in the well-established field

of directional statistics [Mardia, 1972, Mardia et al., 2000, Ley and Verdebout, 2018].

Previous work has used linear models to parameterize directional distributions (including

the vMF) [Chang, 1986, Rivest, 1989, Michael Rosenthal and Srivastava, 2014, Paine

et al., 2020]. However, these shallow models have limited capacity to fit complex data

such as images or point clouds, and in this work we extend the approach to deep neural

networks. As neural network training is typically performed using stochastic gradient

descent on the log data likelihood, additional care must be taken to ensure the objective

function is smooth and numerically stable.

In order to clarify our contribution, we summarize related work in three related

areas. In Section 2.3, we discuss the use of directional statistics for learning deep

embedding spaces. In Section 2.1, we review the literature on deep models for predicting

direction using non-probabilistic methods or methods that do not use 3D geometry.

In Section 2.2, we review the literature for the related problem of probabilistically

predicting 3D orientations.

We demonstrate our approach on an application to directional dark matter

detectors. These experiments detect elusive, electrically neutral elementary particles by

observing the recoil trajectories of atomic nuclei or electrons produced when the neutral

particles scatter in a detector. Figure 1 shows an example electron recoil detected

in 3D, using the detector developed by Jaegle et al. [2019]. This detector provides a

highly-segmented 3D voxel grid reconstruction of the electron recoil trajectory, where

each voxel is given a value corresponding to the amount of ionization detected at its

position. Inferring the initial direction of the recoiling electron from this data is a

difficult challenge. There are three main obstacles: First, the electron track is not

straight, as the electron scatters in the gas. Second, the recoil starts and ends inside the

detector, and it is not clear which side is the beginning, and which side is the end. Third,

the non-straight trajectory and the start-versus-end ambiguity both make it difficult to

estimate the uncertainty of any estimated direction. Unlike many common computer

vision problems, even a trained human expert has difficulty correctly identifying the

direction.

Through experiments we show that our probabilistic direction predictor

significantly outperforms traditional algorithms when applied to a simulated electron

recoil data set. Leveraging our framework’s uncertainty predictions, performance can

be enhanced by discarding high-uncertainty samples. By discarding only the top 1%

of events with highest directional uncertainty, our model achieves the best expected

directional performance (as defined in Appendix A). This development is far-reaching

as it has the potential to enhance the sensitivity of all directional recoil detection

experiments. Exciting possibilities include aiding in the discovery of dark matter [Billard

et al., 2014, O’Hare, 2021] or resolving the solar abundance problem [Villante and

Serenelli, 2019, O’Hare et al., 2022]. The framework can also be applied to general

problems where direction needs to be predicted, we demonstrate this by applying it to

the task of detecting the directions 3D arrows in Appendix B.
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Figure 1: An example of an experimentally detected 40 keV electron recoil, using the

detector described in Jaegle et al. [2019]. Electron recoils can have complex shapes and

ambiguous starting points. An agent must identify the start of the recoil and determine

how much of it to fit to determine the initial direction accurately. The color scale depicts

a measure of ionization referred to as the time over threshold (TOT).

Our contributions include: (1) The first deep learning framework that predicts 3D

direction probabilistically, (2) a derivation of the negative log likelihood loss function and

approximations that stabilize training, (3) two experiments that empirically demonstrate

learning and calibration, something which is lacking in related work, and (4) a deep

model for predicting the direction of electron recoils from 3D point cloud data using

sparse 3D convolutional networks.

2. Related work

2.1. Deep models for predicting direction

While deep learning has been applied to direction prediction, the published methods are

either not in 3D or not probabilistic. Glaser et al. [2023] use a model with three outputs

— one for each Cartesian coordinate in 3D — to predict the direction of neutrinos. An

L2-normalization layer ensures the predicted direction lies on the unit sphere S2, but the

model is not probabilistic. Previous work on determining the initial direction of electron

recoils has been carried out in the context of X-ray polarimetry [Weisskopf et al., 2016,

Peirson et al., 2021]. However, this work is limited to 2D directions. Kitaguchi et al.

[2019] probabilistically predicts 2D direction by splitting the unit circle into 36 bins and

predicting the probability of each bin. There are two disadvantages to this method: (1)
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discretization reduces resolution, and (2) classification assumes the bins are unrelated

and thus inductive bias is lost, a problem that becomes extreme as the number of bins

increases. Thus, predictions in the form of a continuous probability density function

are needed. Peirson et al. [2021], predicts 2D direction continuously using a Gaussian

distribution. However, the von Mises distribution is more appropriate for this task as it

accounts for the data residing on S1.

Prokudin et al. [2018] is the first deep probabilistic model to account for the fact

that 2D directions reside on S1. Probabilistic predictions are expressed as von Mises

distributions over a single angle. Prokudin et al. [2018] also extends the framework to

3D orientations by jointly predicting distributions over three Euler angles (pan, tilt, and

roll). However, this approach has a well-known drawback: Euler angles are susceptible

to gimbal lock [Hoag, 1963], a limitation acknowledged in subsequent studies, discussed

in Section 2.2. The framework of Prokudin et al. [2018] could, in principle, be applied

to probabilistic predictions of 3D direction by jointly predicting distributions over two

angles (θ and ϕ, spherical coordinates). Doing so would require special care in re-

defining the von Mises distribution over a half circle, since 0 ≤ θ ≤ π. However,

this approach would also suffer from gimbal lock (or coordinate singularities) as the ϕ

degree of freedom becomes degenerate when θ = 0. Our framework avoids this issue by

predicting distributions on the manifold S2.

2.2. Deep models for predicting orientation

Substantial work has been done in field of computer vision to develop methods for

predicting the orientation of a rigid body in 3D [Liao et al., 2019, Huang et al.,

2018, Xiang et al., 2018, Mahendran et al., 2017, 2018]. Orientation is defined as

the imaginary rotation needed to move an object from a reference placement to its

current placement, disregarding translations. 3D orientation resides on SO(3) and is a

different object from 3D direction which resides on S2. While Prokudin et al. [2018]

was the first to consider modeling orientation uncertainty, more recent approaches

utilize representations other than Euler angles to circumvent gimbal lock. Gilitschenski

et al. [2020] and Deng et al. [2022] represent 3D orientation with unit quaternions,

predicting distributions over S3 parameterized by the antipodally symmetric Bingham

distribution [Bingham, 1974]. Alternatively, Mohlin et al. [2020] represents orientation

with 3× 3 rotation matrices, predicting distributions over SO(3) parameterized by the

Matrix Fisher distribution [Khatri and Mardia, 1977]. The approaches of Murphy et al.

[2021], Liu et al. [2023], and Klee et al. [2023] address symmetric objects by predicting

arbitrary distributions on SO(3). Murphy et al. [2021] represents distributions implicitly

and then normalizes them whereas Liu et al. [2023] uses normalizing flows to directly

generate normalized distributions. Klee et al. [2023] uses a Fourier basis of SO(3) to

represent distributions and SO(3)-equivariant layers for sample-efficiency.

These probabilistic 3D orientation models yield distributions of rotations on SO(3),

not directions on S2. Motivated by the definition of orientation, one could define a
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mapping f : SO(3) → S2 as f(R) = R · vR. Here, vR ∈ S2 is a reference direction

and R ∈ SO(3) is a rotation taking the reference direction to the truth direction. This

provides a way to re-label truth directions as rotations (R) with respect to a reference

direction (vR). However, f is not injective. SO(3) is a higher dimensional manifold than

S2 and for any v ∈ S2, there exists an uncountably infinite set {R ∈ SO(3)|f(R) = v}.
Probabilistic 3D orientation frameworks can not leverage the reduced dimensionality of

3D direction finding problems and must therefore learn these symmetries. This comes

with practical implications. In training an orientation model for direction finding, the

degeneracy of rotations corresponding to the truth direction means that an arbitrary

choice must be made. Furthermore, those interested in probabilistic direction predictions

need uncertainties expressed on S2, not SO(3). The fact that f is not injective makes

it difficult to extract a relevant distribution on S2. The probability density over any

v ∈ S2 must be obtained as a non-trivial integral of the distribution on SO(3) over

{R ∈ SO(3)|f(R) = v}.

2.3. Deep embedding models

Hyperspheres have long been popular manifolds for embedding data. Embedding data

on the curved hypersphere provides a natural way to balance the competing attraction

of similar data and repellence of dissimilar data. For example, Elad et al. [2005]

use multidimensional scaling to embed data on S2. For the same reason, many deep

learning models constrain latent space representations to a hypersphere, for example in

variational autoencoders Davidson et al. [2018] or in contrastive learning He et al. [2020],

Chen et al. [2020]. Some of this work makes use of the vMF distribution to quantify the

variance in heteroscedastic predictions on the hypersphere latent space Davidson et al.

[2018]. However, these embedding methods are unsupervised in that the embeddings

on the hypersphere are learned to optimize some objective. This work concerns the

supervised learning scenario in which fixed targets live on the sphere.

3. Probabilistic 3D Direction modelling with vMF

3.1. The Loss Functions

The cosine distance loss is a common non-probabilistic loss function for predicting

directions. It is defined as

Lcos ≜
1

N

N∑
i=1

1− yi · ŷi, (1)

where yi and ŷi are 3D unit vectors representing the true direction and predicted

direction, respectively. The sum is over N , the number of examples in the training

set. This can be generalized to a probabilistic model by defining a distribution over

directions on S2. The 5-parameter Fisher–Bingham distribution [Kent, 1982] is the
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analogue of the bivariate normal distribution on S2 with probability density function

(p.d.f.)

f(x) =
1

c(κ, β)
exp {κv1 · x+ β

[
(v2 · x)2 − (v3 · x)2

]
}. (2)

Above, c(κ, β) is a normalization constant, κ ∈ R+ determines the spread, β ∈ [0, κ/2)

determines the ellipticity, and v1,v2,v3 determine the mean direction, major axis, and

minor axis, respectively. Equation 2 can be simplified by assuming β = 0, making the

distribution isotropic. This yields the p.d.f.

f(x) =
κ

4π sinhκ
exp (κv1 · x). (3)

This special case of the 5-parameter Fisher–Bingham distribution is known as the von

Mises–Fisher distribution on S2 [Mardia et al., 2000].

Given the predicted directions, ŷi, the predicted uncertainty parameters, κi, and

the true directions yi, we use Equation 3 to calculate the likelihood as

L =
N∏
i=1

κi

4π sinhκi

eκi(yi·ŷi),

and the NLL, scaled by batch size, is

NLL =
−1

N

N∑
i=1

ln(
κi

4π sinhκi

) + κi(yi · ŷi). (4)

We use this as the loss function for our probabilistic direction prediction model. If

we make an additional assumption that κi is constant over i (the homoscedastic

assumption), the first term in Equation 4 becomes a constant and the optimization

problem becomes equivalent to minimizing the cosine distance (Equation 1).

3.2. Practical considerations

Some considerations are required to make the likelihood function and gradients of the

probabilistic model tractable. First, the f(κi) ≡ ln κi

4π sinh (κi)
term on the right-hand side

of Equation 4 is numerically unstable. When κi = 0, the vMF distribution in Equation 3

is uniform over the sphere, but during learning κi generally increases as the distribution

becomes more localized (uncertainty decreases). If κi ≥ 87, the denominator of f(κi)

evaluates to zero (assuming a 32-bit floating point data type) resulting in an infinite

loss. To avoid this, we use the limit

lim
κi→∞

f(κi) = ln(
κi

2π
)− κi.

In fact, f(κi) ≈ ln( κi

2π
) − κi is a well-known approximation even for small values

of κi Dhillon and Sra [2003]. For example, if κ = 9, the values of ln( κi

4π sinh (κi)
)

and ln( κi

2π
) − κi are indistinguishable when using the 32-bit floating point data type.

Therefore, we replace the loss definition from Equation 4 with

NLL =
−1

N

N∑
i=1

1κi<9 (f(κi)) + 1κ≥9

(
ln
( κi

2π

)
− κi

)
+ κi(yi · ŷi). (5)
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This function can be implemented in PyTorch [Paszke et al., 2019] using the

torch.where function, but unfortunately at the time of this writing, PyTorch produces

a nan gradient if either of the terms evaluates to infinity [Paszke et al., 2019]. Thus

we solve this problem by removing the term f(κi) from Equation 5 completely,

approximating it with its 15th-order Taylor Series about κi = 0

T15(κi) ≜
15∑
0

f (n)(0)

n!
κn
i = ln(4π) +

κ2

6
− κ4

180
+

κ6

2835
− κ8

37800
+ . . . .

We stop at the 15th-order because higher powers of κ make the Taylor series unstable.

We now have two approximations for ln κi

4π sinh (κi)
, for low and high κ. Putting these

together we arrive at the final form of the loss function for the model

NLL =
−1

N

N∑
i=1

torch.where
(
κi < 2.65, T15(κi), ln(

κi

2π
)− κi

)
+κi(yi·ŷi).(6)

The condition κi < 2.65 is chosen so that Equations 4 and 6 agree within a margin of

0.14%.

4. Application to Electron Recoils

For a demonstration of our method on a simple toy problem see Appendix B. Here,

we apply it to directional dark matter detectors. The most mature directional recoil

detection technology is the gas time projection chamber (TPC). Gas TPCs are capable

of determining 3D direction of recoiling atomic nuclei or electrons by reconstructing their

ionization tracks. The detectors produces a 3D voxel grid, where each voxel provides

a measurement of ionization at that position, as illustrated in Figure 1. We focus on

determining the initial direction of the electron recoil signal because it represents the

most complex scenario. There is also abundant literature on a non-machine learning

algorithm for determining the direction of electrons in gas detectors [Weisskopf et al.,

2016, Marco et al., 2022] which serves as a well-studied non-machine learning baseline

in our experiments.

As an electron recoils in gas it undergoes multiple scattering which alters the

trajectory of the recoiling electron and creates a track of secondary, ionized electrons.

By reconstructing the positions of the secondary electrons in 3D, directional gas TPCs

can infer the initial direction of the recoiling electron. Determining the direction is

a complicated task because of the non-trivial track shapes, illustrated in Figure 1.

Typical (non-statistical) algorithms approach this by first predicting which side of the

recoil track is the starting point, and then how much of the track beyond the starting

point to associate with the initial trajectory. As the electron recoils it loses energy

and in the process becomes more highly ionizing. Hence the charge density along the

track can be used to determine the starting point. To first order, there are two effects

influencing the angular resolution of electron recoils: the multiple scattering of the

recoiling electron and the effective point resolution with which the secondary electrons

are detected. Multiple scattering makes the electron lose directionality as it travels,
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suggesting only the very beginning of the track should be used to determine the initial

direction. On the other hand, the effective point resolution sets a lower limit on the

length scale where meaningful information can be extracted from the track. An agent

needs to learn the best trade-off between these two effects on a track-by-track basis to

provide the most accurate initial direction predictions.

4.1. Simulation, Preprocessing, and Data splits

Below, we detail the steps taken to create our simulated electron recoil data sets.

The specification of the gas mixture, pressure, temperature, and diffusion are inspired

by Jaegle et al. [2019].

(i) We simulate 106 electron recoils at 40, 45, and 50 keV in a 70% He : 30% CO2

gas mixture at 20◦C and 760 Torr using Degrad [Biagi, 2014]. All electron

recoil simulations begin at the origin with the initial momentum in the positive

z-direction. This produces a track of secondary (ionized) electrons for each electron

recoil simulation, illustrated in Figure 2a.

(ii) To model the diffusion in the detector, Gaussian smearing is applied to each ionized

electron in the track. For each track, the amount of smearing is drawn from a

uniform distribution of 160 − 466µm , the smallest and largest expected values

in Jaegle et al. [2019].

(iii) To make our simulations isotropic, a random rotation is applied to the track. The

true initial direction after rotation is saved.

(iv) The track is translated so that the origin is the center of charge. An example of a

simulation at this stage is shown in Figure 2b

(v) The secondary electrons are then binned into a (120, 120, 120) voxel grid, each voxel

is a (500µm)3 cube. In binning, data is directly transformed into PyTorch Sparse

Tensors in the COO format. Tracks that are not fully contained in the voxel grid

are discarded. An illustration of a simulation at this stage is shown in Figure 2c.

The final dataset contains 2,766,798 simulations. A random data split is used to create

a training set (80%) and a validation set (20%). To create the test data sets we simulate

another 2×104 electron recoils at 40 and 50 keV. We follow the same steps outlined above

except for a slight modification. The applied Gaussian smearing is no longer drawn from

a uniform distribution. Instead, we probe two specific cases: a high diffusion case where

443µm of smearing is applied and a low diffusion case where 200µm is applied. The

two energies and two diffusion cases give us four test data sets.

The simulation framework, Degrad, is the standard software package used in

physics for simulating the interaction of low-energy electrons in gasses [Pfeiffer et al.,

2019]. The focus of our work is to compare the different models, and our simulations

provide a typical setup on which to compare performance. The performance in any

particular detector is expected to differ slightly due to the sim-to-real gap. In the future

we plan to use experimental radioactive source data to train our models, thereby avoiding
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the sim-to-real gap entirely. Simulation parameters, such as diffusion and binning, were

deliberately conservative compared to what is experimentally achievable.
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(a) Raw Degrad simulation
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Figure 2: An electron recoil simulation at various prepossessing stages. The raw

Degrad simulation (a) is processed by randomly rotating, applying Gaussian smearing,

and mean-centering (b). The point cloud is then binned into a (120, 120, 120) voxel grid

with a (500µm)3 resolution, simulating the finite resolution of the detector (c). The red

arrows indicate the true direction.

4.2. Architecture

The input to our 3D direction prediction model is a (120,120,120,1) voxel grid, which

means every event has 1,728,000 features. The fraction of non-zero features (i.e. voxels

with non-zero detected charge) for a typical electron recoil simulation is on the order

of 10−4. Sparsity is a common feature in highly-segmented 3D data and it is essential

to take advantage of it to keep computational requirements feasible. Data is stored as

PyTorch Sparse Tensors in the COO(rdinate) format, where only the non-zero entries
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and their indices are stored. A DataLoader is used to load batches of sparse tensors on

the fly. The coordinates and values of the non-zero features are passed into our models,

where they are immediately converted into a spconv.SparseConvTensor [Spconv

Contributors, 2022].

The model begins with a feature extraction portion, a series of submanifold sparse

convolution, sparse convolution, and sparse max pooling layers. The details of the

layers and the order in which they are applied is outlined in Figure 3. These sparse

operations allow us to convolve and down-sample our input data without expressing

them as dense tensors, significantly increasing speed and reducing memory usage. Sparse

convolution and max pooling are equivalent to their dense counterparts, except they

operate on sparse tensors. In submanifold sparse convolution [Graham and van der

Maaten, 2017, Graham et al., 2018], padding is applied so that the input and output

have the same shape. An output site is active if and only if the corresponding input site

is active, in which case the output feature vector is computed in the same manner as for

regular convolution. Since the number of active sites is unchanged, submanifold sparse

convolution allows us to process our input through several layers while maintaining

its sparseness. The implementation of the layers specified in Figure 3 is through

SpConv [Spconv Contributors, 2022] which is based on Yan et al. [2018].

Inputs
120x120x120

Feature maps
32@120x120x120

Feature maps
50@58x58x58

SubMConv3d
Kernel 7x7x7
Stride 1x1x1

SubMConv3d
Kernel 5x5x5
Stride 1x1x1

SparseConv3d
Kernel 6x6x6
Stride 2x2x2

Feature maps
40@120x120x120 Feature maps

50@29x29x29

SparseMaxPool3d
Kernel 2x2x2
Stride 2x2x2

Feature maps
30@14x14x14

SparseConv3d
Kernel 3x3x3
Stride 2x2x2

Feature maps
10@12x12x12

SparseConv3d
Kernel 3x3x3
Stride 1x1x1

Feature maps
10@6x6x6

SparseMaxPool3d
Kernel 2x2x2
Stride 2x2x2

Flatten

Figure 3: The feature extraction portion of our models. Each convolutional layer

includes a learnable bias and is followed by a RelU activation. Padding is only applied

in the SubMConv3d layers, where it is set such that the input and output have the same

shape. The implementation is via SpConv [Spconv Contributors, 2022].

The output of the 3D convolution layers is flattened and then passed to a sequence

of densely-connected layers that produce the parameters of the vMF distribution

(Figure 4b). One arm ends in three linear neurons with L2-normalization, interpreted

as the predicted direction on S2 (ŷi), while a second arm ends with a single output

neuron with a Softplus activation function, interpreted as the predicted uncertainty

(κi). To evaluate the advantage of the probabilistic approach, we also train a non-

probabilistic version in which the uncertainty arm is removed (Figure 4a). We refer

to the probabilistic, heteroscedastic convolutional network as HCN and this non-
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probabilistic, “regular” convolutional network as RCN. Further details of the dense

portions of our models are in Figure 4.

2160 neurons, flattened input
500 neurons, relU activation
200 neurons, relU activation
50 neurons, tanh activation
3 neurons, L2 norm activation
1 neuron, softplus activation

Figure 4: The dense portion of our models. The feature extraction described in Figure 3

is followed by either the left or the right neural network to make the RCN or HCN model,

respectively. The illustrations do not display the actual number of neurons per layer.

The number of neurons and the activation functions are specified in the legend. A

learnable bias is added to every layer.

4.3. Training

The RCN and HCN models are trained by minimising the loss functions outlined in

Equations 1 and 6, respectively, using the Adam optimizer [Kingma and Ba, 2014]. The

learning rate is set to lr = 0.0001, the betas values are (0.94, 0.999), and eps = 10−7,

while all other parameters are kept at the PyTorch default value. The deep learning

models are trained with mini-batches of size N = 256. Hyperparameters were optimized

by exploring values in the range eps ∈ [10−8, 10−6], lr ∈ [10−6, 10−4], and N ∈ [64, 256].

Both the RCN and HCN models are trained on the training set while their loss

on the validation set is used for early stopping and hyperparameter selection. If the

validation loss has not decreased in the last five epochs, training is stopped. The weights

corresponding to the lowest validation loss are saved and used for the final model.

4.4. Performance

We evaluate the trained HCN model on the independent test sets discussed in Section 4.1

by comparing it to a commonly used non-machine learning algorithm and to our

estimation of the best expected directional performance. The non-machine learning

algorithm (Non-ML) is adapted from Marco et al. [2022]. We generalize the original

algorithm to 3D and explore different variations where we tune its parameters on the

test sets and give the algorithm the correct head-tail. The best expected directional
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performance (Best-Expected) is estimated by utilizing information that is only available

in simulation. The purpose of Best-Expected is not to be a viable option for analysis but

to provide a benchmark of exceptional performance. Non-ML and Best-Expected are

detailed in Appendix A. Furthermore, the RCN model provides a deep learning baseline

to compare HCN to.

To compare all of our models, we use the cosine distance loss in Equation 1.

In Appendix A we explain that the Non-ML algorithm has a track efficiency based on

the parameters used. Hence, when comparing the models we plot the cosine distance loss

versus the percentage of omitted tracks, referred to as the efficiency cut. In Figure 5,

we display the performance of all models on the 40 keV test data set with 443µm

Gaussian smearing (left) and the 50 keV test data set with 200µm Gaussian smearing

(right). In both cases, we find that the deep learning models significantly outperform

Non-ML, even under the most optimistic assumptions. On the 40 keV test data set

with 443µm Gaussian smearing and at a 0% efficiency cut, the RCN, HCN, and Best-

Expected models achieve a cosine distance loss of 0.104, 0.104, and 0.098, respectively.

On the 50 keV test data set with 200µm Gaussian smearing and at a 0% efficiency cut,

the models achieve a cosine distance loss of 0.0624, 0.0632, and 0.0569, in the same

order. The HCN and RCN models have similar performance. However, the accuracy

of the HCN model can be improved by discarding events with low κi (high predicted

uncertainty). The HCN model outperforms Best-Expected with just a 1% efficiency cut,

in both cases.

To assess the calibration of the HCN model we plot a 2D histogram of the predicted

uncertainty (κi) and the angle from the true direction to the predicted direction (θi) for

all test data, displayed in Figure 6a. The spread in θi gets smaller for higher values of

κ, indicating that the HCN model is predicting κi appropriately. The solid red curve in

Figure 6a shows the mean angle, calculated for each bin in κ. Using Equation 3, we can

also calculate the expected mean angle as a function of κ

θavg. =

∫ 2π

0

∫ π

0

θ
κ exp (κ cos (θ))

4π sinhκ
sin(θ)dθdϕ =

π (Io(κ)− e−κ)

2 sinh(κ)
,

where Io is a modified Bessel function of the first kind. The expected mean angle as

a function of κ is plotted as the dashed black line in Figure 6a. The agreement of the

expected mean angle with the mean angle for each bin in kappa suggests that the HCN

model is well-calibrated.

Building onto the 2D histogram in Figure 6a, we check whether the predicted

directions in a κ bin behave as if they are drawn from a von Mises-Fisher distribution

with that value of κ. For each bin in κ, we compute a distribution of yi · ŷi values and

fit it with Equation 3 to obtain κfit. In a perfect scenario, we expect κfit to match

the bin center value. The κfit value for each bin versus the bin center value is plotted

in Figure 6b. The diagonal solid line indicates perfect agreement and the dashed lines

around it show the width of a bin in κ. Looking at both Figures 6a and 6b, we see

good agreement in the predicted and fit κ values in the regions where the majority of

our statistics lie.
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Figure 5: Cosine distance loss versus efficiency cuts for all models on the 40 keV test

data set with 443µm Gaussian smearing (left) and the 50 keV test data set with 200µm

Gaussian smearing (right). The RCN (red diamond) and Best-Expected (horizontal line)

models have no efficiency cuts. For the HCN model, we improve accuracy by excluding

examples with higher predicted uncertainty, results are presented with a blue curve. The

dashed vertical line indicates when the HCN model beats Best-Expected. The orange

point and black star indicate the performance of the Non-ML method with standard

parameters and with parameters tuned on the test set, respectively. The downward

arrows indicate how much improvement is possible if we help the Non-ML method by

providing it with the true head-tail.
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Figure 6: Left: 2D histogram of predicted uncertainty (κ) and the angle from true to

predicted direction for all test data. The red curve is the mean angle for each bin in

κ. The black dashed curve is the expected mean angle according to Equation 3. Right:

The cosine of the angles for each bin in κ is fit to Equation 3 to obtain κfit, plotted

with statistical error bars versus the bin center κ value.
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In directional recoil detection, it is useful to break up directional performance into

mean axial mismeasurement (the mean angle between the predicted axis and the true

axis) and head/tail recognition efficiency (the fraction of tracks in which the head and

tail ends of the recoil are predicted correctly) [Vahsen et al., 2021]. This is displayed for

the 40 keV test data set with 443µm Gaussian smearing in Figure 7a and the 50 keV

test data set with 200µm Gaussian smearing in Figure 7b. The HCN and RCN models

have similar performance at 100% event efficiency, significantly outperforming the Non-

ML models on both performance metrics. By omitting events with high predicted

uncertainty from the HCN model, performance can be further enhanced, at the cost

of event efficiency.
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Figure 7: Left: Head/tail recognition efficiency versus mean axial mismeasurement for

all models on the 40 keV test data set with 443µm Gaussian smearing. The color scale

indicates the event efficiency. The HCN and RCN models have similar performance

at 100% event efficiency. By omitting events with high predicted uncertainty, the

performance of HCN can be improved, as displayed by the curve on the top-left of

the plot. Right: The same plot for the 50 keV test data set with 200µm Gaussian

smearing.

To verify that the model is robust against modest variation of the simulation

parameters, we create a new test set that is equivalent to the 40 keV test set with

443 um diffusion, but simulated at 22◦C instead of 20◦C. Even though the HCN model

is trained on 20◦C simulations, the cosine distance loss it achieves on the 20◦C and 22◦C

test sets agrees within 0.48%. This indicates that small fluctuations in temperature

have a very small systemic effect on our model.

5. Conclusion

This work integrates all the essential components required for applying deep learning to

modern directional recoil detectors. For the first time, we describe a deep probabilistic
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approach for predicting 3D direction. Our model utilizes the von Mises-Fisher to predict

distributions on S2 and we specify approximations of the NLL that enable stable training.

Additionally, we develop and perform two tests to assess model calibration and we

demonstrate that rejecting events with high estimated uncertainty improves accuracy.

We also develop a sparse 3D convolution approach for processing high-dimensional event

data in Gas TPC detectors. Together, these contributions provide a probabilistic deep

learning approach that advances the state-of-the-art for analyzing directional recoil

detector data. Moreover, the method is applicable to any task requiring 3D direction

estimation with uncertainty.

The benefits of obtaining directional information are profound and could prove

game-changing in several areas of fundamental physics. Most importantly, dark matter

detection experiments could reject solar neutrino backgrounds based on recoils pointing

back towards the sun and positively identify dark matter from the observed angular

distribution of recoils [Billard et al., 2014, O’Hare, 2021]. This would overcome two

major limitations in current experiments seeking to identify the particle nature of dark

matter, which is arguably the most urgent problem in contemporary physics. Directional

measurements of electron recoils induced by solar neutrinos would enable improved

measurements of neutrinos from the Sun’s “CNO cycle” which could settle a long-

standing puzzle known as the solar abundance problem [Villante and Serenelli, 2019,

O’Hare et al., 2022]. Directional measurements of photoelectrons produced by X-rays

enable us to map the X-ray polarization of extended astrophysical sources, as in the

Imaging X-ray Polarimetry Explorer [Weisskopf et al., 2016]. A comprehensive review

of directional recoil detection and its benefits can be found in Vahsen et al. [2021].
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Appendix A. Non-Machine Learning algorithms

Here, we detail the non-machine learning algorithms to which we compare our models.

The first algorithm, Non-ML, is adapted from Marco et al. [2022] where it is discussed

in the context of determining the initial direction of a photoelectron track imaged in

2D by the Imaging X-ray Polarimetry Explorer (IXPE) [Weisskopf et al., 2016]. We

generalized the algorithm to 3D so that it can be applied to our simulations. The

Non-ML algorithm is outlined below:

(i) Find the barycenter (xb) of the track, defined as xb =
∑

i qixi∑
i qi

, where qi is the charge

in a voxel and xi is the position of the voxel. Center the track on xb.

(ii) Compute the weighted covariance matrix. Use its singular value decomposition

(SVD) to find the principal axis vPA (the axis on which the second moment is

maximized) and the second moment along vPA, denoted as M2.

(iii) Compute the third moment (M3) about vPA. M3 is also known as the skewness

and it is used to keep only the initial part of the recoil track. Keep only the points

satisfying sgn((xi − xb) · vPA) = sgn(M3).
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(iv) M2 sets the length scale along the principal axis, keep only the points satisfying

1.5M2 < (xi − xb) · vPA < 3M2

(v) The two conditions above are meant to isolate the beginning portion of the

track. The interaction point (xIP) is defined as the charge-weighted center of

the remaining points. Center the remaining points on xIP.

(vi) The remaining points are re-weighted with wi = exp
(
−dist(xIP,xi)/wo

)
, where

wo = 0.05 as specified in Marco et al. [2022]. Compute the weighted covariance

matrix and use SVD to find the principal axis, this gives the initial axial direction

of the track, denoted as vIP.

Above, 1.5M2, 3M2, and wo = 0.05 are all adopted from Marco et al. [2022], it is possible

that these values are not optimal for our application. Hence, we also investigate the

performance when these parameters are tuned to minimize the cosine distance loss on

each test data set. There is no discussion of assigning a head-tail to vIP. We employ

two approaches: In the first, we assign the head-tail such that vIP · vPA ≥ 0. In the

Second, we simply assign the correct head-tail, such that vIP · vTrue ≥ 0 where vTrue
is the true direction. Finally, the selections applied in steps 3 and 4 may not leave

enough points to determine a principal axis for a subset of the tracks. In this case, the

track is omitted and the track efficiency is noted. When tuning the parameters, we only

consider cases resulting in a track efficiency of greater than 10%.

The second algorithm, Best-Expected, attempts to estimate the best possible

directional performance by using information that is only available in simulation.

The purpose is not to be a viable option for analysis but to provide a benchmark

allowing us to check how close our models are to the best expected performance. The

implementation of this method is outlined below:

(i) For each simulation, Identify the true starting point. The true starting point is

information that is only known in simulation. One of the key challenges faced by

electron direction finding models is identifying the starting point.

(ii) Make a sphere of radius ε centered on the true starting point. The value of ε is

specified by tuning it to minimize the cosine distance loss for each test data set.

(iii) Determine the principal axis of the points contained within the sphere using SVD.

(iv) Assign a head-tail to the principal axis such that it agrees with the true direction.

In this step, the true label is used to assist the algorithm, giving it a significant

advantage.

(v) The final vector direction obtained is used as the predicted direction of this method.

Since this algorithm is given information about the true starting point, it is tuned on

the test data sets, and it uses the truth head-tail information, we reason it is a good

measure of the best expected performance.
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Appendix B. Application to a Toy Problem

In this section, we provide an illustrative example of our method on a toy problem

of determining the direction of 3D arrows. Arrows with a random direction, fixed

shape, and uniform density are generated and binned into a (120, 120, 120) voxel grid.

An example is displayed in figure B1. We generate 6000 arrows, 4000 are used for

the training set and 1000 are used for the validation and test sets. The RCN and

HCN models are trained on the training set while their validation loss is used for early

stopping. If the validation loss has not decreased in the last 2 epochs, training is stopped.

The weights corresponding to the lowest validation loss are saved and used for the final

model.

In this simple case, both models are fully trained within minutes. The cosine

distance loss of the RCN and HCN models on the test data set is 4 × 10−4 and

8 × 10−4, respectively. As expected, the direction predictions are much more accurate

than Section 4. The lowest predicted κi by HCN on the test data set is 443, meaning

the model is much more confident in the predicted directions than for the electron recoil

case. The code needed to create the arrow data sets, train our models, and test our

models is available at https://github.com/mghrear/3D_Heteroscedastic_Convnet.
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Figure B1: An example of a 3D arrow for the application of our models to a simple toy

case.

https://github.com/mghrear/3D_Heteroscedastic_Convnet
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