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Abstract

The Gamma Variance Model (GVM) is a statistical model that incorporates uncertainties in the
assignment of systematic errors (informally called errors-on-errors). The model is of particular
use in analyses that combine the results of several measurements. In the past, combinations
have been carried out using two alternative approaches: the Best Linear Unbiased Estimator
(BLUE) method or what we will call the nuisance-parameter method. In this paper we derive
useful relations that allow one to connect the BLUE and nuisance-parameter methods when the
correlations induced by systematic uncertainties are non-trivial (£1 or 0), and we generalise the
nuisance-parameter approach to include errors-on-errors. We then illustrate some of the properties
of the GVM by applying it to the 7-8 TeV ATLAS-CMS top quark mass combination. We present
results by considering the largest systematic uncertainties as uncertain, one at a time, and we vary
their associated error-on-error parameters. This procedure is useful for identifying the systematic
uncertainties to which a combination is sensitive when they are themselves uncertain. We also
explore the hypothetical scenario of including an outlier in the combination, which could become
relevant for future combinations, by artificially adding a fictitious measurement to it. This example
highlights a key feature of the GVM: its sensitivity to the internal consistency of the input data.

Keywords: Gamma Variance Model, errors-on-errors, combining measurements, correlated systemat-
ics, nuisance parameters, ATLAS-CMS top mass combination



1 Introduction

In Particle Physics analyses such as those at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC), many results are
already dominated by systematic uncertainties or will be shortly. In this context, uncertainties in
the assigned values of systematic errors themselves — informally called errors-on-errors — become
increasingly important. Often, systematic uncertainties are estimated using real datasets of control
measurements or Monte Carlo simulations. However, this is not always the case. Theoretical un-
certainties often require ad hoc procedures for estimation, which can carry an intrinsic degree of
uncertainty. Additionally, “two-point systematics,” where uncertainties are estimated from the dif-
ference in results from two methods, provide only a limited picture of the actual uncertainty. The
Gamma Variance Model (GVM) [1, 2| provides a statistical framework to handle errors-on-errors.

In this paper, we focus on the application of the model to combinations. We first show how a
likelihood with nuisance parameters can be constructed when the correlations induced by systematic
uncertainties are not simply 41 or 0, and how this approach relates to the Best Linear Unbiased
Estimator (BLUE) method [3, 4, 5]. Next, we demonstrate how this model can be generalised to
include errors-on-errors. This framework is then applied to the 7-8 TeV ATLAS-CMS top quark
mass combination [6]. Specifically, we investigate the impact on the combination’s central value and
confidence interval when the largest sources of systematic uncertainties are treated as uncertain. We
present the results by considering the largest systematic uncertainties as uncertain, one at a time,
and we vary their associated error-on-error parameters. This approach serves as a general method
to identify the systematic uncertainties to which a combination is sensitive when errors-on-errors are
considered.

Finally, we explore how the inclusion of a hypothetical measurement that is in tension with the
rest of the data affects the combination’s sensitivity to uncertain systematics. This exercise can be
relevant for future combinations as some existing top mass measurements deviate from the result
of the ATLAS-CMS combined result [7, 8]. This example illustrates the behavior of the GVM in
scenarios where the inputs of a combination are not entirely internally compatible. Unlike a standard
combination, incorporating errors-on-errors makes the central value of the combination more robust
to discrepancies in the input data. Specifically, the central value becomes less sensitive to outliers.
At the same time, the presence of discrepancies inflates the confidence interval for the parameter of
interest. This increase reflects the uncertainty stemming from the fact that the measurements in the
dataset are not entirely compatible.

In Sec. 2, we present an overview of how a combination can be performed using nuisance param-
eters under non-trivial correlation assumptions, and how this method relates to the BLUE approach.
Section 3 illustrates how to extend combinations to take errors-on-errors into account. In Sec. 4,
we apply the GVM to the 7-8 TeV ATLAS-CMS top mass combination and explore the impact of
introducing an outlier to the combination. A summary and conclusions are presented in Sec. 5.

2 Equivalence between nuisance-parameter and BLUE methods in
combinations with non-trivial correlations

In Particle Physics, statistical data analysis aims at testing theoretical hypotheses H using exper-
imentally collected data, denoted as y. The probability distribution of the data, P(y|H), is often
indexed by a set of Parameters Of Interest (POIs) p and Nuisance Parameters (NPs) 8. NPs account
for systematic uncertainties in the model, while the POIs are the main objective of the analysis. The
likelihood function, L(u, 0) = P(y|u, ), is the central object needed for inference about the POls.

Here, we explore the application of combining N measurements y = (y1,...,yn) of a parameter,
each with its own statistical and systematic uncertainties, to obtain a single best estimate. We assume
that y follows a multivariate Gaussian distribution with expected values Efy;| = p + Zé\il I'?0, and
covariance matrix V;; = cov(y;, y;], where M is the total number of NPs. Each nuisance parameter 6
represents a potential source of bias in the measured y; values, and the magnitude of these biases is
described by the matrix I'.



Additionally, independent control measurements u are used to constrain the NPs 6. These control

measurements u = (uq,...,ups) are assumed to be best estimates of the NPs 8 = (0,...,05)
and are treated as independently Gaussian-distributed random variables with standard deviations
oy = (0Ouy,...,04,,). Under these assumptions, the log-likelihood of the model is
1 1L (uy — 6,)?
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It is usually convenient to redefine the matrix I', the NPs 6, and the auxiliary measurements ug
such that ug is Gaussian distributed about 6; with a variance of unity. In the real experiment, the
best estimates of the ug are zero. The idea here is that if there are known biases in the measurements,
these are already subtracted. The remaining systematic uncertainty lies in the fact that this bias
removal might be imprecise, due to the limited accuracy with which we can identify and quantify the
biases. Nevertheless, here we will retain the complete notation in our discussion for greater generality.
Auxiliary measurements must be explicitly included to perform Monte Carlo (MC) simulations, while
the systematic variances 035 are needed to generalise the model to include errors-on-errors.

The above likelihood can be related to the Best Linear Unbiased Estimate (BLUE) method [4, 5],
which is a commonly used technique for performing combinations that does not require the introduc-
tion of NPs. This method involves constructing an approximate Gaussian likelihood to describe the NV
measurements of the combination, y, based on a covariance matrix W;; that includes both statistical
and systematic uncertainties. The resulting log-likelihood

)=~ S (= ) Wi (5 — ). @)

is then minimized to get the best estimate of the parameter of interest u, which we denote as [i. The
fundamental assumption of the method is that the covariance matrix W can be expressed as a sum
of terms: one for the statistical uncertainties V and one for each systematic source U(®):

w—m+2wf (3)

Here the index s runs over each source of systematic uncertainty. These systematics are independent
from each other in the sense that their associated control measurements are uncorrelated, but they
induce correlations between the y measurements. This underlying structure is more evident when
Eq.(1) is used instead. In fact, the two methods are equivalent when the auxiliary measurements
are set to zero, us = 0. Specifically, by profiling Eq.(1) over the NPs 65, one can recover the BLUE
log-likelihood as defined in Eq.(2). Furthermore, the relationship between the matrix I" and the BLUE
covariance matrix W uses Eq. (3) with
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Further discussion of the equivalence of the two methods can be found in [9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15,
16, 17, 18].
A limitation of this approach is that each systematic effect s can only lead to an induced correlation
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factor ,0ZJ = ,L] / of +1 or 0. This restriction arises from the definition of the systematic

terms Ui(j) in the BLUE covariance matrix, as specified in Eq. (4). Generalising the BLUE method

to accommodate this is trivial as it only requires modifying Eq. (4) as

(8) _ (Ipsps,2
Uy = pi TiT0n . (5)
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Note that one may not, however, assign arbitrary values to the ps) as this could lead to U®) not
being positive definite.



It is conceptually more complicated to extend the log-likelihood of Eq. (1) to achieve the same
result. To accomplish this, one needs to define a distinct nuisance parameter ¢ associated with the
systematic effect s for each measurement y;, and correlate the corresponding auxiliary measurements

u’ by defining a covariance matrix CZ-(;) as
Ciy) = covlul, ul] = i} . (6)

vy

Thus the log-likelihood of Eq. (1) becomes
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In App. A we prove the important result that this log-likelihood becomes equivalent to the BLUE
method when the auxiliary measurements u’ are set to zero. This equivalence can be demonstrated
by profiling Eq.(7) with respect to all the NPs, which leads to the BLUE likelihood as defined in
Eq.(2), with covariance matrix specified by Egs. (3) and (5).

Defining independent NPs 6 for each measurement i can be redundant when the correlations
between the associated auxiliary measurements u; are equal to £1. In such cases, one can use a
single NP for all auxiliary measurements that are fully correlated or anti-correlated, as implemented
in Eq. (1).

Note that here we are not introducing correlations between estimates of NPs associated with
different systematics, as is done in the model proposed in [19]. That model addresses combination
of profile likelihood fits, where estimates of POIs and NPs are correlated with each other. Here,
instead, for each systematic s, we introduce a separate NP #¢ and auxiliary measurement u’, for each
measurement i, and we correlate only the auxiliary measurements for a given systematic source s. We
do this to match the BLUE result obtained with the matrix defined in Eq. (5).

3 Extending combinations to account for errors-on-errors

The likelihoods of Eqgs (1) and (7) can be extended to account for the presence of uncertainties in the
assignment of systematic errors, informally denoted as errors-on-errors. This is achieved using the
Gamma Variance Model (GVM) [1, 2]. In this model the variances ags of the control measurements
ug are treated as adjustable parameters, and each 033 is constrained by its best estimate vs = s2. The
estimates v are assumed to follow independent gamma distributions, which are suitable for positive-
valued random variables. The model derived from this approach allows for the closed-form profiling
of the likelihood over the NPs o2 . Detailed methodology can be found in [1].

Applying this procedure to Eq (1) is straightforward, resulting in the replacement of quadratic
constraints with logarithmic constraints. This yields the log-likelihood:
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The parameter €5 quantifies the relative uncertainty associated with the systematic error o,, and is
commonly referred to as the error-on-error parameter. For instance, if 5 equals 0.3, this indicates
that s; = \/vs has a 30% relative uncertainty as an estimate of .

Generalising the likelihood of Eq.(7) to account for the presence of errors-on-errors is less trivial
and requires extending the GVM beyond what was originally presented in [1]. The method to achieve



this is nevertheless similar to what has already been discussed: the variance Ugs in Eq (5) is treated
as an adjustable parameter of the model, and vy, its best estimate, is considered a gamma-distributed
random variable. In a manner similar to that of Sec. 2, it is useful to redefine I'y, 6, and us such that
if there are no errors-on-errors (Jgs exactly known), then ug is Gaussian distributed with a mean
fs and unit variance. In this way the best estimates of the variances are all vs = 1. This does not
alter the approach used to include errors-om-errors, as it is merely a redefinition of parameters. The

resulting generalised log-likelihood is
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Here the definition of C®) differs form Eq. (6) as Uis is replaced by its best estimate v,:

€Y = covlul,ul] = pi5vs . (10)
Even if in a fit v5 would be set to 1, it is important to keep the full notation as it is needed to perform
MC simulations. In App. B, we detail the theoretical assumptions and the mathematical proof to
obtain this formula. This equation represents the most general formula for combining measurements
using the GVM, incorporating uncertainties on systematic errors.

In practical applications, the most feasible approach to account for errors-on-errors involves using
NPs exclusively for systematic sources where £, # 0, and profiling over all NPs introduced as standard
quadratic constraints. This leads to a mixed likelihood with a quadratic part constructed using the
BLUE approach, and with NPs introduced only for systematic sources with uncertain errors. This can
be achieved by replacing V' with a BLUE covariance matrix W, as defined in Eq. 3, but summing only
over the non-uncertain systematic errors while keeping in the likelihood only those NPs associated
with uncertain systematics. A mathematical motivation for this procedure is given in App. A.

(s)

Notice that when the correlation coefficients Pij of Eq. (5) are set to zero for some systematic

effect s, the logarithmic term for that systematic effect reduces to

<N + ) log

This implies that all the u’ have the same variance o2 whose estimated value is vs. Practically, this
means assuming that if one systematic uncertainty is overestimated or underestimated by a certain
factor, this factor will be the same for all the measurements affected by that systematic. This is
because the systematic described by the NP 6% induces a uncertainty on the measurement y; equal to
I'Yos. If one wants to consider both the auxiliary measurements as uncorrelated and the estimates of
the systematic uncertainties as independent, one would define the logarithmic terms as

N . .
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In this case one recovers the original GVM as defined in Eq. (1).

4 Application to 7-8 TeV ATLAS-CMS top quark mass combination

Measurements and combinations of the top quark mass are a relevant testing ground for the errors-on-
errors formalism for several reasons. Firstly, these measurements are becoming increasingly dominated
by systematic uncertainties, making a precise evaluation of them crucial for the correct interpretation



tt final state CM Energy (TeV) | myqp £ (stat) £ (syst) (GeV) | Total uncertainty (GeV)
All-hadronic [24] 7 175.06 £1.35 £1.21 +1.82
Dileptonic [22] 7 173.79 £ 0.54 + 1.31 +1.42
Lepton+jets [22] 7 172.33 +£0.75 £ 1.04 +1.28
All-hadronic[25] 8 173.72 £ 0.55 £ 1.02 +1.16
Dileptonic [23] 8 172.99 +£0.41 £ 0.74 +0.84
Lepton—+jets [21] 8 172.08 £ 0.39 + 0.82 +0.91

Table 1. Top quark mass measurements in #f final states at different center-of-mass
energies, based on ATLAS data.

tt final state CM Energy (TeV) | myqp £ (stat) + (syst) (GeV) | Total uncertainty (GeV)
All-hadronic [26] 7 173.49 £ 0.69 4+ 1.23 +1.41
Dileptonic [27] 7 172.50 +0.43 £ 1.52 +1.58
Lepton-+jets [28] 7 173.49 £ 0.43 £ 0.97 +1.06
All-hadronic[29] 8 172.32 + 0.25 £ 0.57 +0.62
Dileptonic [29] 8 172.22 +0.18 £ 0.94 +0.95
Lepton+jets [29] 8 172.35+0.16 £ 0.45 +0.48
Single top [30] 8 172.95 +0.77 £0.93 +1.20
J /4 [31] 8 173.50 + 3.00 = 0.94 +3.14
Secondary vertex [32] 8 173.68 +£0.20 +1.11 +1.12

Table 2. Top quark mass measurements in tf final states at different center-of-mass
energies, based on CMS data.

of results. Furthermore, measurements of the top quark mass are frequently significantly impacted
by modeling uncertainties, especially those exploiting jets in the final state, which themselves can
be quite uncertain. In addition, the GVM’s results are sensitive to the internal compatibility of the
data, and some of the top mass measurements exhibit tensions between each-other; for example, the
Tevatron [7] combination is slightly incompatible with the result of ATLAS-CMS one [6], as well as
the run 2 ATLAS top mass measurement exploiting a leptonic invariant mass [8].

We begin by replicating the results of the 7-8 TeV ATLAS-CMS top mass combination [6] using
the BLUE method, as described in Sec. 2. To construct the BLUE matrix we exploit Egs. (3) and (5),
using data from Tabs. A.2 and A.3 in the appendices of [6]. Specifically, the statistical covariance
matrix, which is diagonal, incorporates the reported statistical uncertainties for each measurement.
Additionally, each term I} corresponds to the error on the i-th measurement attributed to systematic
source s. As discussed above, we set Ugs = 1. The correlation coeflicients pl(;) are determined using
the correlation matrices from App. B of [20]. The result found using the BLUE approach is

my = 172.51 £ 0.33 GeV . (13)

Our result has a minor discrepancy of 0.01 GeV from the central value reported in [6], but the
confidence interval agrees with that reported in the paper. Discrepancies of this magnitude can be
expected since all public results are rounded to the second decimal place.

4.1 Application of GVM to the combined estimate of m,

To demonstrate the GVM methodology, we first show that it can replicate the BLUE result in the limit
where the error-on-error parameters 5 of Eq. (9) approach zero. At the same time, we investigate the
impact of introducing errors-on-errors on some of the systematics on the outcome of the combination.
Specifically, we analyze each main source of systematic uncertainty individually, assuming that only
one systematic has an associated error-on-error at a time. This approach allows one to isolate the
impact of one specific uncertain systematic error on the combination. We then vary the value of
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Figure 1. The plot shows the variation of the central value as a function of the error-
on-error parameter £5. Fach line represents the change of the central value when the
systematic uncertainties in the legend are considered uncertain one at a time. The central
values are computed explicitly at points marked by dots and linearly interpolated in
between.

the error-on-error parameter for that systematic to determine the outcomes different values would
produce.

To construct the profile likelihood for the GVM, we use Eq. (9). However, we introduce a NP only
for the systematic source treated as uncertain, while all other systematic effects are addressed using
the BLUE approach, as detailed in Sec. 2. We set u’ = 0 and v = 1. Then, we employ Tabs. A.2
and A.3 from [6] to construct the ' matrix while the covariance matrices C®) are derived using the
correlation matrices from App. B of [20]. Some of these correlation matrices exhibit one or more
negative eigenvalues. We address this issue by adding a constant term equal to the smallest negative
eigenvalue to the diagonal of each covariance matrix. This adjustment ensures that all correlation
matrices are positive semi-definite. While this modification has a negligible effect on the overall
combination, it is a critical step to ensure the convergence of the log-likelihood minimization process.
This regularization step was not required for the BLUE approach, as the full covariance matrix W in
the BLUE method is positive semi-definite.

The ATLAS inputs to the combination [21, 22, 23, 24, 25] are summarized in Tab. 1, while the
CMS ones [26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32| are listed in Tab. 2. We consider as potentially uncertain the
eight primary sources of systematic uncertainty as listed in Tab. 2 of [6], as we expect that the largest
systematic errors would have a more pronounced effect on the final result when they are themselves
uncertain. This selection does not imply that we consider these systematics as uncertain; rather, we
intend to demonstrate the potential impact of various assumptions on the results of the combination.

Figure 1 illustrates the variation in the central value of the combination when one of the system-
atic uncertainties listed in the legend is itself considered uncertain. Specifically, the plot shows the
dependence of the central value (ji) on the error-on-error parameter 5 for each systematic uncer-
tainty. The nomenclature for the systematic components utilized here is the same used in [6], where a
detailed explanation of what they describe can be found. The most important conclusion here is that
the central value of the combination is quite robust to the presence of uncertain systematic errors.
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Figure 2. The plot shows the variation of the 68.3% confidence interval as a function
of the error-on-error parameter €s. Each line represents the change of the central value
when the systematic uncertainties in the legend are considered uncertain one at a time.
The confidence intervals are computed explicitly at points marked by dots and linearly
interpolated in between.

Specifically, the change in the central value remains always within 0.1 GeV for the explored range
of & values, which is well within the confidence interval of approximately 0.3 GeV. Ultimately, all
central values converge to the BLUE result as € approaches zero. The reason why the b tagging and
LHC radiation lines do not converge to the same point is due to the regularization of their associated
correlation matrices, as previously described.

Similarly, Fig. 2 displays the width of the 68.3% confidence interval as a function of e5. As for
the central value, each line corresponds to the case where only one systematic uncertainty at a time
is considered as itself uncertain. The confidence intervals have been computed using Bartlett correc-
tions [33], implemented via MC simulations, as described in [2]. This technique offers an improved
approach for calculating likelihood ratio statistics by correcting for deviations from the asymptotic x?2
distribution. The idea is to compute confidence intervals as the parameter regions where the likelihood
ratio test statistic, denoted in [2] as w,, is less than 1+ b/Npoi. Here Ny is the number of POIs in
the likelihood (1 in this example) and b, the Bartlett correction, is equal to E[wj] — Npoi, where E[w;]
is the expectation of w, computed for u = fi. If a purely quadratic likelihood were used, b would be
equal to 0. This is equivalent to using the usual fyax — 1/2 method [34], but instead of using 1/2,
it uses 1/2 (1 + b/Npoi). This correction is relevant for the GVM, which exhibits deviations of order
O(£2) from the x? approximation. The Bartlett correction improves this to order O(e%).

Figure 2 partially confirms our previous conclusion: the combination is generally robust to the
presence of uncertain systematic errors. However, a non-negligible increase of 10 — 15% in the confi-
dence interval is observed when the LHC b-JES systematic uncertainty is known with a relative error
of approximately 30% (e ~ 0.3), and it increases up to about 20% for a relative uncertainty of 60%
(es =~ 0.6). The combination’s heightened sensitivity to uncertainties in this systematic error stems
from the fact that it constitutes the largest uncertainty of the combination. Additionally, the pulls
of the NPs associated with this systematic source are non-negligible, even though they are within
one standard deviation. This result is significant given that the LHC b-JES systematic uncertainty,



modeling the flavor response of b-JES, is a two-points systematic and thus falls into the category
of systematic sources that could plausibly be uncertain. The confidence interval remains stable if
any other of the systematic uncertainties considered are taken as themselves uncertain, the observed
small noisy fluctuations are a consequence of the numerical technique employed to compute the con-
fidence intervals. A negligible bias in the confidence interval size of the b tagging and LHC radiation
uncertainties is present due to the regularization of the correspondent correlation matrices.

4.2 Sensitivity to outliers

The conclusions of the last section would be significantly impacted if any of the combination inputs
exhibited tension with the rest of the measurements. It is not uncommon to have input values that
exhibit a significant tension and it could possibly happen for an updated LHC-Tevatron combination,
or for a LHC Run 2 combination that includes the ATLAS top mass measurement exploiting a leptonic
invariant mass [8]. However, since extending the combination to include additional measurements
would require knowledge of the correlations between them and those listed in Tables 1 and 2, we
introduce a fictitious measurement into the dataset to illustrate the properties of the GVM in such
scenarios. Specifically, we consider two examples: in the first, we add a measurement with a central
value of m W = 174.5 GeV, a statistical uncertainty of 0.4 GeV, and a global systematic uncertainty
of 0.5 GeV. In the second example, the new measurement has the same central value, but both the
statistical and systematic uncertainties are halved. We assume that the systematic uncertainties of
the new measurements are uncorrelated with the uncertainties of the other measurements.

If the first fictitious measurement is added to the combination, without considering errors-on-
errors, the result obtained using the BLUE approach is mgl) = 172.91 £ 0.29 GeV. If the second

fictitious measurement alone is added, the result of the combination becomes m§2) = 173.504+0.23 GeV.
As anticipated, the inclusion of the new measurements shifts the central value of the combination
towards higher values and results in a reduction of the confidence interval. Both these effects are
more pronounced when the second, more precise, measurement is included.

Figure 3 illustrates the variations in the central value of the combination when one of the systematic
uncertainties listed in the legend is itself considered uncertain. The top plot displays them when the
first fictitious, less precise, measurement is added to the combination. Conversely, the bottom plot
displays the effect of including the second, more precise, measurement. On top of the systematics
considered in the last section, the NEW systematic uncertainty on the fictitious measurements is
also considered. In contrast to observations made in the previous section, the inclusion of the outlier
in the dataset makes the effect of errors-on-errors non-negligible. For both examples, the central
value significantly shifts when the NEW systematic uncertainty is considered uncertain. Specifically,
the central value shifts back to that of the original combination. This is a property of the GVM:
while typically, the presence of an outlier would bias the result of a combination, within the GVM
framework as the error-on-error parameter increases, the outlier is assigned lesser weight within the
combination. Consequently, the central value shifts back towards that of the original combination,
thereby diminishing the bias on the combination’s result.

Additionally, in the case of the more precise fictitious measurement (bottom plot), a non-negligible
shift also occurs if the CMS B hadron BR uncertainty has an associated error-on-error. This is
because the most precise measurements within the ATLAS-CMS combination - the CMS 8 TeV
mass measurements in the lepton+jets and all-hadronic channels - are significantly influenced by this
uncertainty, which arises from how CMS models the b quark fragmentation function. This time, the
central value shifts to higher values of the top mass, as the most precise CMS measurements are
assigned less weight in the combination. This example highlights how the GVM can be used as a tool
to identify the systematic uncertainties to which a combination is sensitive when they have associated
ETrTOTS-0N-ETTOTS.

Similarly, Fig. 4 displays the variation in the half-size of the 68.3% confidence interval as a function
of 5. The top plot illustrates this variation with the inclusion of the first fictitious measurement
into the combination, whereas the bottom plot shows the effect of adding the second, more precise,
measurement. Both examples illustrate that when the NEW systematic uncertainty has an associated
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Figure 3. The plot shows the variation of the central value as a function of the error-
on-error parameter €5 when one fictitious measurement is included in the combination.
The upper plot shows the effects of incorporating the less precise measurement, while the
lower plot illustrates the impact of adding a more precise one. Each line represents the
change of the central value when the systematic uncertainties in the legend are considered
uncertain one at a time. The central values are computed explicitly at points marked by
dots and linearly interpolated in between.

error-on-error, the confidence interval is significantly inflated. This growth is more pronounced as the
tension between the new measurement and the existing combination inputs increases. Specifically,
the confidence interval inflates by up to 30%, when the less precise measurement is included, and
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Figure 4. The plot shows the variation of the 68.3% confidence interval as a function
of the error-on-error parameter €5 when one fictitious measurement is included in the
combination. The upper plot plot shows the effects of incorporating the less precise mea-
surement, while the lower plot illustrates the impact of adding a more precise one. Each
line represents the change in the confidence interval when the systematic uncertainties in
the legend are considered uncertain one at a time. The confidence intervals are computed
explicitly at points marked by dots and linearly interpolated in between.

by up to 75%, when the more precise one is added. Furthermore, it is noteworthy that when the
more precise measurement is included (bottom plot) the CMS B hadron BR uncertainty also leads
to an inflation of the confidence interval when it is considered uncertain. This is the second relevant
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property of the GVM: The size of the confidence interval is sensitive to the internal consistency of
the input data. Specifically, the less compatible the input measurements are, the more the confidence
interval is subject to inflation when errors-on-errors are considered. This is because the GVM treats
the tension in the dataset as an additional source of uncertainty resulting in an inflated confidence
interval. Additionally, it is observed that the feature where the LHC b-JES uncertainty inflates the
confidence interval when uncertain is still, as this is inherent to the original inputs of the combination
and remains almost unaffected by the addition of new measurements. Here, the inflation of the
confidence interval, instead of being driven by incompatibility in the dataset, originates mainly from
the correlations among the original input measurements and the fact that the LHC b-JES constitutes
the dominant uncertainty within the combination.

5 Conclusions

The Gamma Variance Model (GVM) provides a powerful statistical framework for addressing un-
certainties in the assignment of systematic errors, informally referred to as errors-on-errors. In this
paper, we have demonstrated how a combination can be extended to incorporate uncertainties on
error parameters. As a by-product of this, we provide a useful connection between the BLUE method
for combining results when there are non-trivial correlations and the corresponding likelihood method
using nuisance parameters. We applied the framework to the 7-8 TeV ATLAS-CMS top quark mass
combination [6]. All the results have been studied by considering various systematic uncertainties as
uncertain, one at a time, and varying their associated error-on-error parameters ;. The aim of this
paper has been to illustrate the impact of errors-on-errors on the combination, rather than assigning
precise uncertainties to the systematic errors. This methodology can be used as a general procedure
to identify the systematic uncertainties to which a combination is sensitive when they have associ-
ated errors-on-errors, and as a general approach to assess the robustness of a combination against
systematic uncertainties that are themselves uncertain.

We conclude that the ATLAS-CMS m; combination is robust, with the central values remaining
very stable across a broad spectrum of assumed values for errors-on-errors. The confidence intervals
are generally stable as well, though they exhibit non-negligible sensitivity to uncertainties in the LHC
b-JES uncertainty.

The scenario of an outlier present in the combination was also explored. This study is relevant to
demonstrate the model’s properties in situations that may occur in future combinations. This example
demonstrated the model’s sensitivity to the internal compatibility of the dataset. Specifically, the
central value of the combination is less biased by outliers as the errors-on-errors parameters increase.
Meanwhile, the confidence intervals become inflated with greater internal inconsistency among the
data, as the GVM treats internal inconsistency in the input data as an additional source of uncertainty.
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A Profiling over NPs modeling correlated auxiliary measurements

The BLUE log-likelihood, with the covariance matrix defined as in Eq.(5), can be derived by profiling
Eq.(7) over all the NPs 6% when the auxiliary measurements u’ are set to 0. This process involves
profiling the likelihood recursively over all 6% for a given s. Here, we demonstrate how to do this for
s = M. To simplify the notation we define.

=p+ Z r:o’ (14)
and
M 1 N 1
- Z S 66 ( ) . (15)
s=1 7,5=1

With these choices Eq.(5) becomes

5(#» 0) == ij
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To further simplify the derivation we define §; = rM 6%, and C’i(jM) = CZ(JM )I‘ZM F?/[ . Thus the log-
likelihood can be written in the simple form:

=—*Z(yz i 0:) Vi (5= s = B5)

3,j=1

(17)
1
= 9 d; (¢ ) K.
To profile over the 6;, we need to solve the following equations for 6; for all i:
N - N -1
= Y- v -6 vy (00) ] o (19
j v
This leads to the profiled values of the 0, parameters:
N N
0= MV yw — fin) - (19)
4.k
Here the entries of the matrix M are defined as
- -1
My =V + (C(M))ij . (20)

This matrix is symmetric and we will use this property to switch its indices for the proof. If we now

substitute the profiled values 52 back into the log-likelihood we obtain
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To further simplify this expression, the Woodbury identity [35] can be used to show that

-1

1 1 1\ 7! A
Z V M V_ =Vij — (—M,’j + V;]_ ) =Vii +Ci;. (22)
p,q=1
Therefore we find
2 1 |
Up, 01,0011, 001) = —5 > (i — i) [Vij + Cij} (y; — i) + K, (23)

where C’Z.(JM) = Cl-(;\/[)f‘f” Fé‘/[ = pZ(JM)Fﬁ\/[ Fé\/f UZM represents the M-th term in the systematic part of
the BLUE covariance matrix W as defined in Eq. (5), i.e., UM) = M) This procedure can be
recursively applied to compute all terms in the BLUE covariance matrix corresponding to every
source of systematic uncertainty. Thus, one obtains W =V + Zi\/j C) =V + Zé\/‘[ U

B Derivation of the GVM profile log-likelihood for combinations

The assumption underlying the construction of the likelihood defined in Eq. (9), which includes
correlations between the auxiliary measurements, is that the o2 . parameters outlined in Eq. (6) are
unknown model parameters, and their best estimates, vy, follow a Gamma distribution:

Vg ~ 76‘33 pQs—Le=Bsvs (24)
Mas) ° ’
where a5 = 2 2 and 8 = ﬁ. This assumption extends the likelihood in Eq. (7) to incorporate

new terms arising from the Gamma distributions:
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where some constant factors that do not depend on the model parameters are omitted for simplicity.
From this expression, it is evident that one can redefine o2 o Vs, 0, u’, and the factor I'} so that
vs = 1. This adjustment does not alter the structure of the hkehhood, as it merely introduces some
constant terms that are independent of the adjustable parameters of the model.

To derive Eq. (9), we must profile over the 03 NPs. This involves computing their profiled values:

S

= 22 SN -0 (0F)) 7wl - 6l)
o = : . (26)
s 1+ 2Ne?

These values can now be substituted back into Eq.(25) to derive Eq.(7), yielding the desired result.
The log-likelihood defined by Eq. (7) is the same result one would get by modelling the auxiliary
measurements u’ as multivariate student’s t distributed variables with expected values 02, shape
matrix C®) and degrees of freedom v, = 1/2¢2.
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