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ABSTRACT

Density estimation is a fundamental problem that arises in many areas of astronomy, with applications ranging from selecting
quasars using color distributions to characterizing stellar abundances. Astronomical observations are inevitably noisy; however,
the density of a noise-free feature is often the desired outcome. The extreme-deconvolution (XD) method can be used to
deconvolve the noise and obtain noise-free density estimates by fitting a mixture of Gaussians to data where each sample
has non-identical (heteroscedastic) Gaussian noise. However, XD does not generalize to cases where some feature dimensions
have highly non-Gaussian distribution, and no established method exists to overcome this limitation. We introduce a possible
solution using neural networks to perform Gaussian mixture modeling of the Gaussian-like dimensions conditioned on those
non-Gaussian features. The result is the CondXD algorithm, a generalization of XD that performs noise-free conditional density
estimation. We apply CondXD to a toy model and find that it is more accurate than other approaches. We further test our method
on a real-world high redshift quasar versus contaminant classification problem. Specifically, we estimate noise-free densities in
flux-ratio (i.e., color) space for contaminants, conditioned on their magnitude. Our results are comparable to the existing method,
which divides the samples into magnitude bins and applies XD separately in each bin, and our method is approximately ten times
faster. Overall, our method has the potential to significantly improve estimating conditional densities and enable new discoveries
in astronomy.
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1 INTRODUCTION as Devroye (1989); Stefanski & Carroll (1990); Zhang (1990); Fan
(1991a,b) often assumed that the distributions are univariate and
the noise distribution is identical for every measurement, neglecting
the heteroscedasticity of the measurements. Moreover, most of the
early studies applied nonparametric approaches that cannot be im-
plemented when samples with missing measurements (missing data)
are encountered.

To address these complications, Bovy et al. (2011a) developed an
extreme deconvolution (XD) algorithm that works for noisy, hetero-
geneous, and missing data'. They used a Gaussian Mixture Model
(GMM) to fit the underlying distribution of a set of noisy samples.
With the assumption of Gaussian underlying distribution and Gaus-
sian noise distribution with zero mean, the noisy density distribution
(i.e. convolution of the underlying and noise distribution) is equiva-
lent to adding the covariance matrix of the noise distribution to that of
the underlying distribution. Iteratively applying the expectation and
maximization process to increase the likelihood of the noisy samples
on the noisy distribution, the underlying distribution is estimated.
As demonstrated in Bovy et al. (2011a), the performance of XD
is capable of inferring the 3-D velocity distribution of stars around

Density distribution estimation is an active area of research in astron-
omy, with a key attention on uncovering the underlying distributions
of various astronomical properties. For example, Buder et al. (2022)
used deconvolution techniques to estimate the distribution of the
abundances of accreted stars, while Bovy et al. (2011b); Mortlock
et al. (2011a); Bovy et al. (2012); Nanni et al. (2022) et al. applied
similar methods to measure the flux distribution of quasars. Other
researchers, such as Bird et al. (2021) and Ivezi¢ & Ivezi¢ (2021),
have used density distribution estimation to infer the galactic struc-
ture and predict size estimations observed by the Rubin Observatory
(Ivezi€ et al. 2019), respectively.

In practice, the physical attributes of astronomical targets are rarely
measured without substantial and heteroscedastic uncertainties, and
the estimation of the underlying distribution is never an easy task.
The observations can be regarded as samples drawn from an (noise-
less) underlying distribution convolved with the distribution of noise,
thus the estimation of the underlying distribution is also referred to
as deconvolution. While density deconvolution of noisy distribu-

tions has been extensively studied in the literature, early works such
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the Hipparcos satellite. It is also robust in obtaining the optimal fit
even given poor initialization. Recently, the scalable XD algorithm
developed by Ritchie & Murray (2019) improved the XD code with
modern machine learning algorithms (e.g., stochastic gradient de-
scent and mini-batches) to seek for the GMM best-fit parameters,
instead of using an iterative expectation-maximization approach on
the full data set. Similar studies were also conducted by Hosseini &
Sra (2015, 2020); Gepperth & Pfiilb (2019).

Once pulished, XD has gained wide applications especially in the
field of classifying quasars and contaminants. Bovy et al. (2011b);
White et al. (2012) used XD to model the distribution of quasars
and stars from SDSS (York et al. 2000) in the (relative) flux space.
With these distributions they evaluated the probabilities of sources
to be a quasar or star based on their noisy measurements. Later, Bovy
et al. (2012); Myers et al. (2015); DiPompeo et al. (2015) deployed
this approach to model the distribution of optical, ultraviolet, and
infrared band fluxes as well as redshifts of quasars, which yielded
more accurate classification of quasars and capability of redshift
estimation. In the era of high redshift observations facilitated by
state-of-the-art telescopes like JWST and Euclid, Nanni et al. (2022)
applied the XD method to distinguish high-redshift (z > 6) quasars
from contaminants. In their algorithm, one of the most crucial parts
is to model the underlying distributions of quasars and contaminants
fluxes, by deconvolving their noisy measurements. In both cases, the
probability density of quasars will have a dominant power-law shape
corresponding to the number counts as a function of apparent mag-
nitude, which is hard to be approximated by Gaussian distributions.
Therefore, they divided the samples into magnitude bins of the de-
tection band to limit the variation within each bin, and applied the
XD algorithm individually in every bin.

In fact, not all physical distributions are fixed, and some of them
are dependent on certain variables, like the dependency of fluxes,
colors and magnitudes on the luminosity or redshift of quasars, and
the dependency of the 3-D velocity of stars on their Galactocentric
distance and metallicity in the Milky Way. Both Bovy et al. (2011a)
and Ritchie & Murray (2019) did not take into account of the de-
pendencies of their models on other physical variables, while Bovy
etal. (2011b); Nanni et al. (2022); Bird et al. (2021) used the binning
approach mentioned above. Alternatively, in theory, XD could still
consider the variables as extra features (dimensions), estimate the
general distribution, and then condition on these variables like in
Bovy et al. (2012). However, once the conditionals have significantly
non-Gaussian marginal distributions, the general distribution would
require a large number of Gaussians to be described.

Complicated density distributions can be modeled with a set of
weighted basic density distributions, called density mixture. When
the complicated distribution is also conditional (dependent on some
variable), one can employ mixture density networks (§5.6 in Bishop
2006) to fit the distribution. A mixture density network allows the
parameters (e.g. for GMM, mixing coefficientsZ, means and covari-
ance matrices) of the density mixture to be generated by a neural
network (NN) that takes the conditionals as the input. This motivates
us to combine the XD and mixture density networks in order to de-
convolve the noisy conditional distributions of astronomical sources.
In this paper, following Ritchie & Murray (2019), we use modern
machine learning methods to find the optimal fit for noisy distribu-
tions using both a simple toy model and an astronomical real case
classification scenario, demonstrating the capabilities of our condi-

2 1t is more often referred as ‘weights’, but we use the term ‘mixing coeffi-
cients’ to avoid confusion with the ‘weights’ of the NN.
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tional XD algorithm, CondXD, in deriving the underlying (noiseless)
distribution from a noisy one. In §2 we provide a general description
of the CondXD method. In §3 we conduct an experiment to test the
performance of CondXD on a simple toy model. Using the same toy
model, in §4 we compare the deconvolving capability of both the
CondXD and a binning approach similar to the one from Nanni et al.
(2022). In §5 we apply CondXD to a realistic astronomy case and
compare it with the binning method from Nanni et al. (2022). In §6
we provide our conclusions and discussions.

2 METHOD

In its standard form, XD estimates the underlying probability dis-
tribution p(X) of a noisy sample using a GMM p(X | &, 1, V),
defined by a set of K mixing coefficients &, means f and covari-
ance matrices V. We use hat notation to indicate estimated statis-
tics, and leave out the notation to represent the true values of these
quantities when they are generated from an underlying Gaussian
mixture. However, if the probability density, p, is conditioned on a
variable ¢, such that p(X|c), the correct form for the estimator is:
(X | @(e), i(e)), V(©)).

In this work, we build our conditional GMM estimator using a NN
with weights ¢. In this case the GMM parameters become functions
of ¢ and conditional ¢, written as: &(¢, ¢), f1(¢, ¢), V(¢, ¢). Conse-
quently, for notational simplicity we henceforth express the estimator
as p(X | §.¢).

In §2.1 we describe the architecture of our NN, while in §2.2 we
describe how we define the loss function of our method, and §2.3
introduces the technical details implemented to improve training.
Hereafter, we call our technique CondXD, whose code is available
on Github?.

2.1 Architecture of the Neural Network

Our NN has a stem-branch structure shown in Figure 1. The stem con-
stitutes a sequence of three linear layers, which branches off into three
output layers for the mixing coefficients, means, and covariances, re-
spectively. It takes in the conditional ¢ and outputs the parameters
of the GMM. In general, the density distribution of a noisy sample
can depend on several variables, so that the conditional c is actually
multi-dimensional. The number of Gaussians of the GMM (K) is a
hyperparameter, and the dimension of the GMM (D) is determined
by the dimension of the data from the observations, whose density is
to be estimated.

In the structure of the NN we simply use Linear layers every-
where. The Linear layers multiply the input with matrices, the ele-
ments of which are the weights ¢ of our neural network. In the stem
part, all the Linear layers are followed by the PReLU (Parametric
Rectified Linear Unit; He et al. 2015) activation functions. At the
output layer for the mixing coefficients branch (see orange block in
Figure 1) we follow standard practice, using a softmax activation to
ensure that all mixing coefficients are positive and sum up to unity:
&= exp(ﬁj) , )

2 exp(B;)
where &; is the mixing coefficient for the jth Gaussian, and 3; is the
Jjth output of the last Linear layer of the mixing coefficients branch.
For the means branch we do not implement any further processing
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Figure 1. Schematic of the CondXD neural network. It takes in conditional
¢ and outputs the parameters of a GMM, i.e. the mixing coefficients, means
and Cholesky factors of the covariance matrices. Blocks are layers in the
architecture, the types of which are indicated by annotations. The yellow
ends refer to the PReLU activation functions after the current layer. K is the
number of Gaussians in the model, and D is the dimension of the Gaussians,
while both are hyperparameters. In practice, D is automatically determined
by the dimension of the samples. The dimensions of the outputs computed by
every layer are also labeled.

than a Linear layer, since there is not rigorous requirements on it. At
last, instead of directly generating the covariances that have to satisfy
symmetry and positive semi-definiteness, we again follow standard
practice, generate the Cholesky decomposition factors L(¢, ¢). The
Cholesky decomposition is defined as:

A% j= L jIZ]T., 2)
where L j is the jth Cholesky factor, which is a lower triangular
matrix with shape (D, D), and V j is the jth covariance matrix of
the K Gaussians. Each of the K Cholesky factors has all zero values
in the upper-right triangle, and all diagonal elements are positive
for every matrix. In this way V j is guaranteed to be symmetric
and positive semi-definite. In the covariance branch (see the green
block in Figure 1), the diagonal elements of every Cholesky factor
have been processed by an exponential activation function to ensure
positivity.

With this architecture we generate all the GMM parameters. In

practice, these parameters define the model that describes the decon-
volved density distribution of the noisy samples.

2.2 Loss Function

To train the NN, or in other words, to find the best-fit weights ¢ in
the NN, we need to quantify how well the GMM represents the data
samples by utilizing a loss function. In our case, the Kullback—Leibler
divergence (KL divergence or Dkp ; Kullback & Leibler 1951) is
chosen as a standard practice to measure how different the GMM is
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from the underlying distribution. The KL divergence is defined as:

5 p(x]¢;S(x)

Dkw (pllp) = / p(x| ¢;S(x)) In (— dx
P(x | ¢;¢;S(x))

- / p(x | €:S(00) Inp(x | €S(x) dx

- / p(x ] €S(0) Inp(x | $::5(x) dx,
3

where S(x) is the noise covariance of the random sample x. With the
heteroscedastic assumption, each x can have its own noise, thus S can
also be regarded as a function of x, i.e. S(x). In practice, observed
data are always noisy, thus both distributions p and p in eqn. (3) have
been convolved with noise. In the above equation, p(x | ¢;S(x))
is short for p(X = x | ¢;S(x)), and p(X | ¢;S(x)) is the noise
convolved underlying density p(X | ¢). Similarly, p(x | ¢;¢; S(x))
is the probability of x under the noise convolved GMM estimator
for p(X | ¢;S(x)). As the samples x are from the noise convolved
distribution p(X | ¢;S(x)), the integration in eqn. (3) is averaging
over the sample space.

The goal is to find the model p(X|@;c; S(x)) that minimizes the
KL divergence with training set {x, ¢, S}. The first term in the second
line of eqn. (3) is a constant that does not depend on the NN weights
¢, hence only the second term needs to be minimized. Therefore,
we can define the loss function as the second term, i.e. the negative
of the log-probability of the model averaged over the underlying
distribution. Since we do not have access to the noise convolved
underlying distribution p(X | ¢;S) (this is what we are trying to
estimate), but we do have access to noisy samples {x, S}, we rewrite
the second term in eqn. (3) as a Monte Carlo integral:

1 N
lossan(# | {x.¢.8)) =~ > Inp(x; | $:ci:S0), @
i=1

where N is the sample size. Minimizing the loss in eqn. (4) is equiv-
alent to finding the parameters ¢ that maximizes the probability of
the samples {x} given the corresponding conditionals {c}, and noise
covariances {S}.

To evaluate the probability of a noisy sample x;, we need to con-
volve the GMM with the noise probability distribution. Assuming
the noise € has a Gaussian distribution N (€0, S;), the convolution is
trivial, and is simply the sum of S; and every covariance V j»due to
the close of the Gaussian distribution under convolutions. The model
probability can thus be evaluated via

K

Bxi | gieis S = ) aj(@ieoN (x| iy (giei), V(e +Si).
j=1

®)

at any noisy sample given its location x;, conditional ¢;, and noise
covariance S;, where &;, i s and V j are the mixing coefficients,
mean, and covariance of the jth Gaussian.

An issue that can arise during optimization of the loss in eqn. (4) is
that a Gaussian in the mixture can approach a delta function centered
on a single sample. This yields an extremely large log-probability
(extremely small loss) which can eventually result in numerical over-
flow. As this behavior is clearly undesirable and does not represent a
viable optimum, we regularize the loss by adding an additional term
that amounts to a penalty when the covariance diagonal elements

MNRAS 000, 1-13 (2024)
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approaches zero:
1
losSree = W —_—, (6)
- Zjl Z diag(V ;)i

where w is a tunable parameter that we fix to w = 107¢ which we
arrived at via trial and error, and diag(V j); is the ith diagonal element
of the jth covariance. As we have forced all covariance diagonals to be
positive, this regularization loss is also always positive but dominates
only if the diagonal elements approach zero. The total loss is then
the sum of the regularization loss and model loss

loss = lossN + lossreg @)

which is what we minimize.

2.3 Training Strategies

We use stochastic gradient descent (Robbins & Monro 1951; Kiefer &
Wolfowitz 1952) with the torch.optim.Adam optimizer (Kingma
& Ba 2014) in the Pytorch Python package (Paszke et al. 2019)
to train our NN. The challenges in training a neural network are to
choose the proper learning rate and prevent overfitting.

We implement two methods to avoid overfitting. First, we utilize
the weight decay method that introduces an additional loss term ac-
counting for the sum of squares of the NN weights, with a coefficient
of 0.001 in the Adam optimizer. It penalizes large NN weight values
and encourages some weights to be close to 0, i.e. to prefer a simple
model. Second, the {x, ¢, S} triplets are also randomly split into two
sets: a training set and a validation set with ratio 90% : 10%. As long
as the validation loss remains close to the training loss the model is
not overfitting the training set. In each set the samples are further
divided into mini-batches with size equal to 250 samples. This num-
ber is determined rather randomly at a typical value in the literature.
Compared with the sample size of 90,000 in our toy model in §3 and
1,902,071 in the quasar contaminants in §5, the mini-batch is still
a small size. It can be increased as long as one whole mini-batch
still fits in the computer memory. Stochastic gradient descent is per-
formed by executing optimization steps based on the loss computed
on each mini-batch of 250. After looping over all of the mini-batches,
we compute the average training loss of the whole training set. We
then compute the validation loss, which is the loss averaged over
the entire validation set. An epoch is defined to be the execution of
stochastic gradient descent on all the mini-batches plus the computa-
tion of the validation loss. The best model is defined to be that which
achieves the lowest value of the validation loss after 100 epochs.

The learning rate is the step size by which ¢ are adjusted
when trained on each mini-batch. At early stages, the learning rate
should be large to speed up convergence, while, later, it should
be small to allow ¢ converge on precise values. The Adam opti-
mizer automatically decreases the learning rate, while we imple-
ment an additional decrease. We set the initial learning rate to
0.001 in the Adam optimizer, and decrease it further by multiply-
ing 0.4 every time when there is no decrease of the validation
loss for two subsequent epochs. The latter is achieved with the
torch.optim.lr_scheduler.ReduceLROnPlateau scheduler.

3 EXPERIMENTS ON A SIMULATED NOISY GMM
3.1 Constructing the GMM Toy Model

To test the performance of our CondXD method when estimating the
underlying density given observations with heteroscedastic noise, we
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constructed a simple toy model using a GMM with K = 10 Gaussian
components and D = 7 dimensions. To construct the model, we first
generate the mixing coefficients @, means pu, and Cholesky factors
L of the covariances as a function of the conditional. However, for
simplicity we only consider the case of a 1-D conditional ¢, although
our method can be generalized to an N dimensional conditional.

The mixing coefficients vector « is calculated using power-law
functions and are integral to the generation of the Gaussian mix-
ture. Specifically, each component of the Gaussian mixture’s mixing
coefficients, a;, is computed as:

@i = A1110140/10
 aig ®)
Yiaio

where A is a number drawn from the uniform distribution in the range
[0, 2]*. This sequence introduces sufficient randomness into the
mixing coefficients calculation process while constraining the range
of values. The formulation of the mixing coefficients ensures that
each «; varies distinctively with the conditional while collectively
summing to unity.

The means for our Gaussian components are generated similarly.
We randomly draw K X D numbers from the uniform distribution in
the range [0, 10]°. The K x D numbers are reshaped into a matrix
B with shape (K, D), and the means are computed as:

u=B-B) -2, )

@;

where B denotes the average of all the elements in B over both
dimensions. For simplicity we keep using a power-law behavior on
the conditional, and the exponent 1.2 is randomly chosen and is
different from that of the mixing coefficients. By subtracting B from
B we effectively center the elements of the means such that the
Gaussian clusters will be evenly distributed about the origin, which
simplifies the training of the NN.

The generation of Cholesky factors follows a slightly different
process. We opt to generate the diagonal and off-diagonal elements
respectively. We first retrieve K X D random numbers from the uni-
form distribution in the range [0, 0.2]6. Then these numbers are
reshaped into an array C; of dimensions (K, D). Simultaneously,
we randomly select K X D X (D — 1)//2 numbers from the uniform
distribution in the range [0, 0.2]7. These numbers are then reshaped
into an array C, of dimensions (K, D X (D — 1)//2). Finally, we
compute the Cholesky factor L as follows:

Lg=Cy-c?7+0.1%3,

(10)
Li=Cy-c%,

where L4 represents the diagonal part, and L represents the unique
off-diagonal elements of the lower diagonal Cholesky factor L. To
ensure the positive definiteness of the covariances V, a small constant
factor of 0.1%- is added to Ly, which guarantees that the diagonal
elements of V are always greater than 0.1. The exponents 0.5 on
the conditionals allows C; and C, to intuitively indicate the level
of covariance, instead of having to intuit them from the Cholesky

4 These were actually generated by permuting random integers and are hence
constrained to be integer multiples of 0.02.

5 Randomly sampling and permuting non-repeating integers in [0, 10 x K x
D] and then multiplying with 1/(K x D).

6 Randomly sampling and permuting non-repeating integers in [0, 10X K X
D] and multiplying with 1/(50 X K x D).

7 Randomly sampling and permuting non-repeating integers in [0, 10 x K x
D x (D - 1)//2] and multiplying with 1/(50 Xx K x D x (D - 1)//2).



factor. With the Cholesky factors L. we can compute the underlying
noiseless covariance of the toy model as:

v=LL". an

In practice, real-world samples are always subject to noise. To con-
struct a noisy toy model, we introduce the noise covariance matrices
S using:

S=LgLg". (12)

In this equation, the Cholesky factor Lg is responsible for modeling
the noise characteristics. The diagonal part of the Lg is sampled from
a uniform distribution U(0, 1), while the lower-left part is sampled
from another uniform distribution U(-0.5, 0.5). This choice of dis-
tribution introduces both positive and negative elements in the noise
covariance Cholesky factors, simulating non-trivial covariant noise
in a real astronomical application. Following eqn. (5), the noise co-
variance S can be added to the underlying covariance V in eqn. (11)
to obtain the noisy distribution.

The choice of power-law behavior on the conditional and the ex-
ponents used in our equations allows a broad range of behaviors for
our toy model. In particular, the exponent on the conditional used in
the means (eqn. 9) is larger than the one in the underlying covariance
(eqn. 10). When c takes on smaller values, the larger exponent in eqn.
(9) causes the Gaussian clusters to overlap. The orange points and
contours in Figure 2 illustrate the samples and their densities from
the noise convolved underlying distribution, in contrast to the noise
free underlying distribution shown in black. The influence of our
noise dominates the dispersion within the clusters. Conversely, when
¢ assumes larger values, as shown in Figure 3, the Gaussian cluster
centers separate more distinctly. Under such conditions, the influence
of the noise diminishes, allowing the underlying covariances of the
GMM to become more evident.

3.2 Training CondXD

To illustrate the capabilities of CondXD, we generate 90, 000 {c, x, S}
training samples and 10,000 validation samples from a noisy toy
model defined by the simulated parameters in eqn. (8)-(11). To obtain
a single noisy sample x, the conditional ¢ is uniformly sampled in the
range [0, 1], and input in our toy model. Then, we compute the noise
covariance S using eqn. (12) and add it to the noiseless covariance
V, and finally draw samples x from this noisy distribution. Samples
from the Gaussian mixture are drawn following the standard approach
(Harris et al. 2020): the specific Gaussian cluster to be sampled is first
decided via a random draw employing the the mixing coeflicients as
weights, and then a sample is drawn from that Gaussian cluster.

We train CondXD on the 90, 000 training samples with the strate-
gies described in §2.3, implementing a mini-batch size of 250. After
training for 100 epochs the loss (see eqn. 4) for the training and vali-
dation sets converge to a constant value. The training and validation
loss as a function of training epoch is shown in Figure 4. Both losses
decrease with training epoch, indicating that the NN has learned to
fit the parameters governing the conditioned noisy distribution. In
fact, overfitting is not significant, as there is only minimal disparity
between the validation loss and the training loss.

3.3 Results from the Toy Model

In this subsection we provide a visual comparison of the aforemen-
tioned distributions. After training, to test the deconvolution capabil-
ity of CondXD, we compare the estimated deconvolved distribution
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with the noiseless underlying distribution. Note that the underlying
model is conditioned and we train on a continuous range of ¢ over
[0, 1], but in this section we evaluate the performance of our method
only for two extreme values, ¢ = 0.1 and ¢ = 0.9, whereas the result
for another intermediate case ¢ = 0.5 is shown in the Appendix.

The best way to visualize how well we are deconvolving is to com-
pare the distribution of samples drawn from our underlying noiseless
model, to the distribution of samples from the trained CondXD dis-
tribution, which is usually achieved by making density contour plots
of these samples. We input the specific aforementioned values of
¢ into our toy model, and generate 10,000 samples from the un-
derlying noiseless GMM as the test set. For comparisons with the
noisy distribution, we also generate 10, 000 noisy samples by draw-
ing 10, 000 random noise covariances, adding each to the covariance
matrice of the same noiseless GMM, and sampling the noisy GMM.
For CondXD, the same c is input in the trained model, and 10, 000
noiseless samples are drawn from it. The density contours and 1-D
marginal histograms for these three sets of samples are shown in
Figure 2 (¢ = 0.1) and Figure 3 (¢ = 0.9).

The black histograms and contours in Figure 2 show that for
¢ = 0.1 the underlying Gaussians in the Gaussian mixture strongly
overlap. The orange lines show the density distribution of the noisy
samples from the noise convolved Gaussian mixture, which are sig-
nificantly broader than the width of the underlying distribution, indi-
cating the noise level is larger than the underlying dispersion of the
Gaussian mixture. Nevertheless, CondXD still successfully decon-
volves and uncovers a robust estimate of the underlying distribution.
Our estimate for the deconvolved distribution is shown by the red
lines. One sees qualitatively that they differ negligibly from the un-
derlying distribution in black.

Increasing the value of ¢ to 0.9, the means of Gaussians separate
more, as shown in Figure 3. The orange contours of noisy samples
from the GMM toy model show that the noise level is comparable to
the intrinsic dispersion of the Gaussians in the mixture, which blurs
the distinction between the individual components of the mixture.
CondXD is still capable of estimating the noiseless underlying distri-
bution under such conditions. Most of the red contours are consistent
with the black ones, indicating that most of the individual Gaussian
clusters have been recovered correctly. This is also confirmed in the
panels showing the 1-D marginal distributions, as the estimated 1-D
histograms differ very little from the underlying distribution. Never-
theless, in rare cases the deconvolution does not perform well. For
example, in the subpanel showing dimension 4 and 6, two nearby
noiseless Gaussians (black contours) are fitted with a single decon-
volved Gaussian (red contours). We repeat the whole training and
testing process for 10 different toy models (each has a different ran-
dom seed &), and our visual assessment yields that four among the
10 realizations fail to recover all the underlying Gaussians, while the
other six succeed to recover every Gaussian. In our toy model, the
value of ¢ controls the separation of Gaussians. At ¢ = 0.9, we have
almost reached the most extreme value for c. However, the Gaussian
clusters remain insufficiently separated because the noise level am-
plitude is still relatively significant. As a result, CondXD struggles
to perfectly differentiate every Gaussian. If we had allowed ¢ to be
beyond 1 and included more training samples, the Gaussian cluster
could be more separated, and CondXD might be able to distinguish
them.
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Figure 2. The distribution and density contours of 10,000 samples from each of the noisy toy model, underlying toy model and the deconvolution when
¢ =0.10. Orange scatters are samples from the noise convolved underlying distribution with orange contours representing their density contours. Black scatters
and contours are for the samples from the underlying distribution, while red is for the deconvolution result. In the upper or right panels show the 1-D marginal
distribution of the samples. Orange histograms represent the samples from the noise convolved underlying distribution, black is for the underlying distribution,
and red is for the deconvolution. All corner plots in this paper are created by the Python package corner (Foreman-Mackey 2016).

4 COMPARISON WITH BINNING METHOD

One of the main advantages introduced by the method we described
in §2, is that it can deconvolve and fit distributions that depend on
conditionals. This is usually a common situation in astrophysics,
where often physical properties of sources depend on other proper-
ties (e.g., the variation of the color distributions with the magnitude
of the sources). Capturing these dependencies is not an easy task, and

MNRAS 000, 1-13 (2024)

has no standard approach. Previous works usually divide the samples
into bins of conditionals, and estimate the distribution of samples in
every bin respectively (e.g. Bovy et al. 2011b; Nanni et al. 2022). The
main drawback of the binning method is that the continuity of the dis-
tribution variation, which is dependent on the conditional, among the
different bins is not easily guaranteed. The distribution is supposed
to vary smoothly among the bins, but the independent estimations
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Figure 3. The distribution and density contours of 10, 000 samples from each of the noisy toy model, the underlying toy model and the deconvolution when
¢ =0.90. On the upper or right panels show the 1-D marginal distribution of the samples. Color scheme is the same as Fig 2.

within each bin might be trapped in some local optima, resulting in
discontinuity. Furthermore, to limit the variance within each bin, the
bin width should be narrow enough. However, the number of sam-
ples in each bin decreases as the bin width decreases, affecting the
accuracy of the estimation. Therefore, the manual choice of a trade
off between the bin width and sample size is inevitable, and there
is no objective way to define it. In contrast, and the neural network
of CondXD trained by all the samples naturally provides continuity,
and this does not require any binning of the conditional. To demon-
strate the advantages of CondXD compared to the aforementioned

binning approach, we apply a binning deconvolution algorithm (de-
noted as bin-XD hereafter) to the GMM toy model described in §3
and compare the results with CondXD.

Using the same training samples described §3, the conditionals
and corresponding data samples are split into 10 conditional bins
with equal size 0.1. Since the bins are narrow, we assume that the
dependence of the sample properties with respect to the conditional
inside each bin is negligible. For every bin, we apply the XDGMM
method (Holoien et al. 2017), which is an implementation of the
extreme deconvolution, to the training sets. XDGMM is a Python

MNRAS 000, 1-13 (2024)
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Figure 4. The loss reduction process using the 60, 000 training samples from
our GMM noisy toy model. The solid red line is the training loss and dashed
one is the validation loss.

package that models mixed Gaussians with the scikit-learn API8. It
performs density estimation of noisy, heterogeneous, and incomplete
data with the extreme deconvolution algorithm (Bovy et al. 2011a)
when an uncertainty covariance is provided, as is in our case. The
hyperparameters in XDGMM are the number of Gaussians, set to
K = 10, and dimensions D = 7, which are consistent with those used
in CondXD. The bin-XD is progressively applied starting from the
smallest conditional values (¢ € [0, 0.1]) to the largest ones (¢ €
[0.9, 1]). The fitting in individual bins does not necessarily guarantee
the continuity of the model among different bins. Following Nanni
et al. (2022), the bin-XD code fits for all the conditional bins is
initialized using the best-fit parameters for the previous bin. The
starting bin is the only one that is initialized without reference.

After training bin-XD, to derive the test set, we uniformly sample
25,000 conditionals in the range [0, 1], and draw 25,000 corre-
sponding samples from the noiseless toy model (underlying GMM).
The test set is divided into the conditional bins as described in the
previous paragraph. To quantify the performance of CondXD and
bin-XD, we use the discrete KL divergence as a measure of the dif-
ference between the underlying density and the estimated. Similar to
eqn. 3, the discrete KL divergence is defined as:

Zl (P(Xt |Cl)) (13)
(x| ci)
where x; are the test samples from the underlying density, N is the
sample size, p(X; | ¢;) is the probability density of sample x; under
the underlying GMM, and p(x; | c¢;) is the probability under the
GMM estimated by either CondXD or bin-XD. In fact, eqn. (13) is
calculated for every conditional bin. When p and p are close, Dxy,
should be close to zero. In general, the probability for the underlying
distribution, p(x; | ¢;), should be higher than the probability for the
estimated distribution p(x; | ¢;), since they are being evaluated at
samples x; from the underling distribution. Thus the KL divergence
is generically expected to be positive. Besides, if we instead consider

p in eqn. (13) to be the underlying noiseless GMM and p as the
noise reconvolved estimated probability, eqn. (13) is just the KL

DxL(pllpsc) =

8 O https://github.com/tholoien/XDGMM

MNRAS 000, 1-13 (2024)

divergence of an algorithm that simply fits a Gaussian mixture to the
noisy distribution without deconvolving. This situation represents the
worst case (no deconvolution performed) and it yields a maximum
value for Dk, which provides a useful reference. In fact, Dky, should
lie within zero and the aforementioned maximum.

We compute the Dy, of every bin, resulting in a relation between
Dy, and c. For a more general examination we repeat our experiment
for ten times with 10 different random seeds & that determines the
toy model. In every experiment, CondXD and bin-XD are applied to
the same training samples. We average the ten Dk, vs. ¢ curves and
compute the standard deviation. The result is shown as solid curves
and shaded regions respectively in Figure 5. Meanwhile, we also plot
the estimated maximum of Dy, (defined in the previous paragraph)
with CondXD (dash-dotted red line in Figure 5) as a reference.

Figure 5 shows CondXD could deconvolve (solid red line) the
noisy distribution for all values of conditional c¢. The solid red line
is flat and close to zero compared to the estimated maximum (dash-
dotted red line). This indicates globally good performance. In con-
trast, bin-XD (solid blue line) shows less capability than CondXD
at any conditional value, as its Dy, is much higher. Especially at
¢ < 0.2 values, the KL divergence of the bin-XD increases remark-
ably. This implies that bin-XD is not a promising method for cases
of overlapping Gaussians and noise domination.

One may argue, that the poor performance of our bin-XD method
at small ¢ values might be related to the fact that our fit to the lowest
conditional bin is not initialized with reference to a trained bin. To
verify that, we perform more experiments by training bin-XD on
the opposite direction: starting from the largest ¢ bin with random
initialization and proceeding toward the smallest one. However, the
results are consistent with those presented in Fig 5 (solid blue line).
The deconvolution incapability of bin-XD in the low conditional
bins is intrinsic. The poor performance may result from the fact
that we did not implement any strategy to prevent overfitting in the
bin-XD method. As ¢ decreases and the Gaussian clusters merge,
using K = 20 Gaussians for density estimation can lead to significant
degeneracy.

By evaluating the Dk with ¢, we note that the value of Dk
of CondXD rises with the increasing of c¢. This rising of Dgp is
likely due to the fact that CondXD is fitting two close underlying
Gaussians with a single one, as described in §3. The noisy Gaussians
in the noise convolved toy model are not separated sufficiently so that
the CondXD may not be able to fit every single Gasussian correctly. If
the c range is broadened to larger c, the Gaussians are more separated,
and CondXD is more likely to estimate well.

The performance of reconstruction of the noisy distributions can
also be compared if we compute a set of noise covariances from eqn.
(12) and convolve them with p and p in eqn. (13). The test samples x;
should also be re-sampled after reconvolution. We compute the same
number, i.e. 25, 000, of noise covariances and draw test samples after
adding the noise covariances to the underlying GMM, and calculate
the KL divergence of the two noise reconvolved density distributions.
The result is shown as dashed lines in Figure 5. Both Dy, are very
close to zero for all ¢ values, which implies that the reconstruction is
very precise. CondXD also outperforms bin-XD in the reconstruction
globally.

5 DECONVOLVING THE DISTRIBUTION OF QUASAR
CONTAMINANTS

Luminous high-redshift (high-z) quasars are a key tool for studying
the primordial universe during the epoch of reionization (for recent
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Figure 5. KL divergence of different methods as a function of the conditional
¢ in our experiments. Solid lines are KL divergence measured on the un-
derlying distributions and CondXD estimated distributions. The dashed lines
are computed on the noise reconvolved underlying distributions and noise
reconvolved estimated distributions. The dash-dotted line is an estimation
of the possible maximum Dkj,, assuming CondXD is only fitting the noisy
underlying GMM while not deconvolving at all (for details see §4). The red
curves show the KL divergence of CondXD, while the blue curves are for
bin-XD (see §4).

some works see Wolfson et al. 2023; Becker et al. 2021; Davies et al.
2021; Bosman 2021). However, finding the most distant quasars is
challenging. Currently, only eight quasars are known at z > 7 (Mort-
lock et al. 2011b; Bafiados et al. 2018; Wang et al. 2018; Yang et al.
2019, 2020; Matsuoka et al. 2019a,b; Wang et al. 2021), primarily
due to the limited photometric depth of current near-infrared surveys
and the decreasing number density of quasars with increasing red-
shift (= 1073 deg™2 at J = 21, where J is a flux band in the VIKING
survey; Wang et al. 2019). Moreover, the number of contaminants,
which mostly consist of cool galactic dwarfs and early-type galaxies,
is much higher (= 20 deg‘2 atJ = 21), making efficient classification
methods critical. Bayesian probabilistic methods offer a principled
way to classify quasar candidates (e.g. Mortlock et al. 2011a; Euclid
Collaboration et al. 2019). One can estimate the density distribu-
tion of quasars and contaminants and compute the probability that a
source belongs to quasars or contaminants (see §5.2). In this section,
we apply our CondXD method to a real astrophysical example: to
deconvolve the flux distribution of quasars contaminants. We train
our model using the same contaminant dataset described in Nanni
et al. (2022). We present the results of our deconvolution and recon-
struction, as well as a brief comparison with the previous method of
Nanni et al. (2022).

5.1 Training Data: Quasars Contaminants

The training data we use to apply the CondXD method to the problem
of high-z quasar classification is identical to the dataset described
in Nanni et al. (2022), that contains 1,902,071 sources of quasar
contaminants. In summary, our model is trained on 1076 deg2 of
overlapping area from the DELS (Dey et al. 2019), VIKING (Edge
et al. 2013), and unWISE (Meisner et al. 2019; Schlafly et al. 2019)
imaging survey. The multi-band fluxes are obtained from DELS z op-
tical band, VIKING YJHK s near infrared (NIR) bands, and unWISE
W1W2 mid-infrared (MIR) bands with forced photometry. The con-
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struction algorithms are described in detail in section 3.1 of Nanni
et al. (2022). The aim of Nanni et al. (2022) is to find high redshift
quasars (6 < z < 8), whose Lya lines shift to the Y-band, while the
VIKING J-band could reach a depth of 22.1 at 5o level. Therefore,
all sources in the sample are selected with high signal-to-noise ratio
in J-band: SNR(J) > 5.

5.2 Density in the Bayesian Theorem

To classify sources based on observed fluxes {F}, we need to cal-
culate the conditioned probability that a source belongs to a certain
class according to Bayes theorem:

({Fi} 10 € B)P(O € B)
r ({£i}) ’
where O is the object and B is the class, i.e. quasars or contaminants.

If we denote quasars as A and contaminants as B, the denominator
of the right-hand side in eqn. (14) is defined as

POeB|{F}) =" (14)

p({E:}) =p ({Fi} 10 € A)P(O € A)+p ({F;} | 0 € B) P(O € B),
(15)

as a source can only be a quasar or contaminant. The factor P(O € B)
in the numerator of the right-hand side of eqn. (14) is the prior, which
could be approximated as the fraction of quasars in the data set. The
other factor, p ({ﬁi} | O € B), is the density of quasars in flux space
that is to be estimated.

The distribution functions of quasar fluxes in astronomical sur-
veys are well described by power-law functions of their apparent
magnitude, quasar luminosity functions and object number count
distributions typically follow power-laws. In the context of a Gaus-
sian mixture model, it would require a large number of Gaussian
components to model this distribution accurately. In contrast, their
color (logarithm of relative flux) distribution is flat enough to be
modeled by a small number of Gaussians. Furthermore, the crucial
information for distinguishing quasars and contaminants lies mostly
in the color. This motivates people to use a distribution model based
on the color. Additionally, relative fluxes are easier to derive and more
straight forward to model than colors. In the case of faint sources that
drop out in certain bands (e.g., high-z quasars), the measured fluxes
could be non-positive, and it is infeasible compute the color, i.e. log-
arithm of zero or a negative value. Furthermore, the observational
uncertainties of the relative fluxes are closer to Gaussian than colors,
especially when the uncertainty in the reference J-band is small. In
fact, as both the numerators and denominators are noisy, the Gaus-
sian approximation of the flux ratio density can only be validated
when the noise of the denominators is small. If the noise of the the
denominators is large, the distribution of the ratio of two Gaussian
random variables is not Gaussian. In our case, since the observed
J-band flux, ¥y, is always significantly detected at great than 50
significance, this condition is well satisfied. Hence, instead of fitting
the distribution of the measured fluxes, we choose to model the fluxes
relative to the J-band flux.

We separate the flux relative to J-band from the absolute flux in
the likelihood as follows:

p({F:} 10 € "cont.”) =p ({Fi/Fs} IAF],O € "cont.")

xp (Fy |0 € "cont."), (16)

where F; are the fluxes of z, Y, H, K, W1, W2 bands. In this equation,
the probability density of the absolute fluxes is separated into the
distribution of the relative fluxes conditioned on the J-band flux and
the distribution of the J-band fluxes. In this paper we mainly discuss
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the first factor, and the derivation of the second factor can be found
in §4.3 in Nanni et al. (2022).

5.3 Density Estimation

Nanni et al. (2022) employed their XD based XDHZQSO algorithm
to fit the distribution of the contaminants and simulated high redshift
quasars with a GMM. The algorithm has demonstrated high effi-
ciency, accuracy, and stability. XDHZQSO, however, has to divide
the contaminants into a discrete number of J-band magnitude bins,
because the contaminant color distribution is a strong function of
magnitude, but XDHZQSO cannot be used to estimate in the contin-
uous limit. They implemented complicated strategies to capture the
variation of the relative flux distribution with magnitude and guaran-
tee continuity. The authors used 50 overlapping bins, with the width
of each bin determined by a broken sigmoid function of the J-bin
right edge. As the right edges are uniformly distributed, the bins over-
lap with their neighbors. The overlap between the bins guarantees a
continuity among adjacent bins as well as a sufficient number of
sources at the faint and bright end of the J-band magnitude. Within
each bin, they used the XD algorithm to estimate the density, with the
same initialization strategy described in §4, to improve the model’s
continuity. These strategies make the training process slow, as some
samples belong to multiple bins and will be input to the training
process multiple times. Furthermore, this binning strategy results in
additional problems, since the bin width is very large at the two ends,
e.g. the resulting magnitude range of 5 mag compared with the right
edge step 0.05 magnitude at the faintest end. This makes it hard to
correctly capture the variation of the model.

Instead, with our CondXD method, we can treat the J-band
magnitude as a conditional ¢ and build one continuous and gen-
eral model by deriving the Gaussian parameters from the NN. We
model the six-dimensional density distribution of relative fluxes
(el fas frlfas falfs fx,/f1s fwilfis fwa/fi} using K =20
Gaussian components. The number of Gaussians adopted is consis-
tent with the number chosen by Bovy et al. (2011b) and Nanni et al.
(2022). Empirically, models with less than 20 components overly
smooth the observed distribution, while more than 20 components
are likely to suffer from overfitting. As we are deconvolving the rel-
ative noisy fluxes instead of the measured fluxes, the uncertainty
covariance matrix should be computed. The validity and derivation
of the uncertainty covariance matrix of relative fluxes have been dis-
cussed in the Appendix A of Nanni et al. (2022). Specifically, one
needs to remove the off-diagonal elements (i.e. set them to 0) in the
relative flux noise covariances when J > 21. This is because in the
limit of faint J-band regime, the noise becomes significant compared
with the flux, and the distribution of the relative fluxes violates the
Gaussian assumption as discussed earlier. As we are estimating with
a GMM assuming Gaussian noise, the non-Gaussian noise should
be approximated by a Gaussian. We convolve the GMM output by
CondXD with the uncertainties of the relative fluxes by adding the
uncertainty covariance to the GMM covariance. The samples are split
into training and validation set with ratio 9 : 1. Training and validat-
ing the NN with the strategies described in §2.3 for 100 epochs, our
model converges. The loss decrease is shown in Figure 6.

We compare the distribution of the whole contaminant set with
the corresponding predictions by our trained model in Figure 7 and
8. As we do not have access to the underlying noiseless distribution
of the relative fluxes, we can only compare our predictions, either
noiseless or convolved with noise, with the noisy data set. We select
the same J-band range as the Appendix of Nanni et al. (2022), i.e.
22.0 < J < 22.3, for display and comparison purposes. For each ob-
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Figure 6. The loss decrease process of CondXD in the experiment of appli-
cation to the quasar contaminants of Nanni et al. (2022). The solid red line is
the training loss and the dashed line is the validation loss.

ject in this J-band bin, its J-band magnitude is input to the CondXD
model and a GMM is output. Then, for each object one noiseless pre-
dicted data point is sampled from the GMM. By convolving the GMM
with the source’s uncertainty distribution, we can also sample a noisy
prediction. The distribution of the noisy predictions are shown in Fig
8. Comparing Figure 7 with Figure A1 in Nanni et al. (2022), the two
deconvolutions yield similar results. In Figure 8, the noisy prediction
distribution (red) matches the original samples (black) promisingly.
CondXD has reconstructed the noisy distribution precisely. Com-
pared with Figure A2 in Nanni et al. (2022), our model performs
similarly to theirs. The distributions of the noisy predictions (red) in
all the other bins produced with our model are also consistent with
those from Nanni et al. (2022). Besides of performance, our model
finishes training on within three hours on 1, 902,071 samples with a
2.8 GHz Quad-Core Intel Core i7 for Macbook, compared with ~ 30
hours with their model. This is partly because many data in the over-
lap of different bins are used for training for multiple times, which
largely increased the time required to construct a model for all the
bins. Note that no GPU is implemented in any of our experiments.
With a GPU the time cost can be greatly reduced.

6 CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

In this paper we built a conditional density deconvolution algorithm,
CondXD, with a neural network. This is an extension of the existing
XD method and a combination with the mixture density networks.
It features in the ability to estimate the underlying density of noisy
properties that depends on some conditionals, given a set of data
with large and heteroscedastic uncertainties. The code is available at
https://github.com/enigma-igm/CondXD.

We experiment CondXD on a toy model, a GMM whose parame-
ters (i.e. mixing coefficients, means and covariances) are dependent
on a conditional. The samples are drawn from the GMM convolved
with non-identical noise covariances. The result shows CondXD is
able to deconvolve the heteroscedastic uncertainties and estimate the
underlying conditional dependent GMM. It can also reconstruct the
noisy distribution given the noise. Further experiments performing
a classic binning XD on the same toy model show that CondXD is
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Figure 7. The relative fluxes of all quasar contaminant samples in 22.0 < J < 22.3 bin and their density contours are plotted in black. After deconvolution
with CondXD, the samples from the noise free estimation and their density contours are shown in red. The red contours are narrower because the noise has been

deconvolved.

remarkably more capable than the binning methods in both continu-
ity and accuracy. It exhibits a flat Dk, curve across the conditional
range, which is globally smaller than the binning method, indicating
comprehensively more solid estimation. Especially in the low signal-
to-noise ratio region (¢ < 0.05 in Figure 5), the Dxy, of CondXD is
close to 0, while the binning method approaches the estimated worst.
We further apply our method to a real astronomical case, i.e. inferring
the underlying distribution of a set of noisy high-z quasar contami-
nants fluxes. Compared with the method used by Nanni et al. (2022),

which used a binning approach, our method outputs a comparable
result, but ~ 10 times faster.

Although we apply CondXD to only 1-D conditionals, it can be
easily generalized to multi-dimensional conditional cases. For ex-
ample, Bovy et al. (2012) included not only the reference band flux
but also the redshift as new features in addition to the original band
fluxes, in order to obtain the flux density in different redshift ranges.
With our approach we don’t need to add an extra feature dimension.
There is no appreciable uncertainties on redshift, as quasar colors
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Figure 8. The relative fluxes of all quasar contaminant samples in 22.0 < J < 22.3 bin and their density contours are plotted in black. In order to illustrate after
deconvolution by CondXD we are still capable of reconstructing the noisy data, we convolve the noise free estimation in Figure 8 with the noise of the quasar
contaminants. The samples from the noise reconvovlved model and their density contours are shown in red. There red contours has only negligible differences

from the black, proving the reconstruction is successful.

do not vary significantly within typical redshift uncertainties. There-
fore, redshift perfectly matches our requirement that the noise of
conditionals should be negligible. In conclusion, redshift is certainly
another reasonable conditional that is worth including.

Nonetheless, restrictions still exist in our algorithm. This method
only deconvolves the features, and it cannot deconvolve the condi-
tional. Our conditionals need to be noiseless, while this is rarely
satisfied in practice, like in §5. Therefore, the conditionals should all
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have high SNR to approximate the noise-free assumption. Further-
more, the target distribution should also be well approximated by a
Gaussian mixture. This is also the motivation of converting fluxes to
relative fluxes in our experiment. Another commonly used approach
in density estimation that could possibly help to solve such issues is
anormalizing flow (Tabak & Vanden-Eijnden 2010; Tabak & Turner
2013). Normalizing flows transform a density which is easy to de-
scribe into a complicated density by a set of invertible functions, and



have shown good scalability and flexibility in density estimation (e.g.
Jimenez Rezende & Mohamed 2015; Cranmer et al. 2019). This class
of methods do not require any feature (dimension) of data to be noise
free, nor any marginal distribution to be Gaussian. Although these
works did not consider the conditional densities, normalizing flows
can take the conditionals as new features (dimensions) and decon-
volve the general distribution, and further compute the conditional
density like in Bovy et al. (2012). However, to our knowledge only
homoscedastic noise (identical noise distribution for all samples)
has been considered (Dockhorn et al. 2020). Our CondXD might
still be the best method for deconvolving conditional densities with
heteroscedastic noise.
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Figure A1l. The distribution and density contours of 10, 000 samples from each of the noisy toy model, the underlying toy model and the deconvolution when
¢ = 0.90. On the upper or right panels show the 1-D marginal distribution of the samples. Color scheme is the same as Fig 2 and 3.
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