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Cumulant mapping has been recently suggested [Frasinski, Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 24,
207767 (2022)] as an efficient approach to observing multi-particle fragmentation pathways, while
bypassing the restrictions of the usual coincidence-measurement approach. We present a formal
analysis of the cumulant-mapping technique in the presence of moderate external noise, which
induces spurious correlations between the fragments. Suppression of false-cumulant signal may
impose severe restrictions on the stability of the experimental setup and/or the permissible average
event rate, which increase with the cumulant order. We outline the constraints on the process being
investigated, which allow cumulant mapping to remain competitive in the presence of external noise.
We further propose a simple test for false-cumulant detection, based on the power-law relationship
between the average event rate and the cumulant.

I. INTRODUCTION

Covariance mapping[1] is an ingenious statistical anal-
ysis of multi-particle fragmentation experiments, which
allows fragment correlations to be established without
a restriction of a single event per measurement shot,
and with only moderate requirements for the fragment
detection efficiency. Covariance-based measurements
can often reach statistical significance in a fraction of
time[2], which would have been required for the more
traditional[3] coincidence-based approaches. Covariance
mapping has enabled remarkable advances in experi-
ments where isolated molecules are broken up, such as
X-ray and strong-field induced dissociation and Coulomb
Explosion Imaging of small molecules[4–6], in particular
with ultra-bright Free Electron Lasers (FELs) [7–10] -
including pump-probe studies of molecular dynamics[11–
13]. Covariance mapping is constantly further concep-
tually refined[14, 15] and adopted for structure deter-
mination of more complex systems, such as isolated
biomolecules via collision-induced fragmentation[16], as
well as imaging of tetracene dimers formed inside[17] and
of alkali trimers produced on the surface of[18] helium
nanodroplets via femtosecond laser-induced Coulomb ex-
plosion. Recently, an extension of the covariance map-
ping to multiparticle correlations, the cumulant mapping,
has been proposed[19]. First experimental realization of
the technique have already appeared[20], as well as math-
ematical refinements of the statistical treatment[21, 22].

The Achilles’ heel of the covariance-mapping tech-
niques are the spurious correlations between fragments,
induced by external fluctuations in experimental param-
eters, such as the target density or the laser pulse flu-
ence and/or intensity[23–25]. Such fluctuations are an in-
evitable consequence of experimental imperfections, and
induce “false” covariances between all fragments, poten-
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tially swamping weak channels of interest. If an indepen-
dent, shot-by-shot measurement of the fluctuating pa-
rameter is available[26, 27], their effect can be reversed
using “partial” covariances[28]. Alternatively, simulta-
neous detection of a sufficient number of fragmentation
channels can be used to implement a self-correcting par-
tial covariance[29], even when no explicit measurement
of the fluctuating external parameter(s) is available.
A statistical analysis of covariance measurement in an

imperfect apparatus, placing constraints on the permis-
sible noise level and event rates, has been available in
the literature for some time[23, 24]. Unfortunately, we
are not aware of a comparable investigation of the cu-
mulant mapping. The goal of this contribution is to
fill this lacuna, using techniques developed in Ref. [23]
and previously applied to the analysis of self-correcting
covariances[29].
The rest of this work is organized as follows: Section II

demonstrates the appearance of “false” covariances in
a 3-cumulant via a numerical experiment, Section III
establishes notation and recapitulates key results from
Ref. [23], necessary to follow the discussion. Section IV
presents the expectations and the variances of the 2-, 3-,
and 4-cumulants in an imperfect apparatus. Section V
discusses the constraints imposed by these results on the
experimental parameters, in a number of typical scenar-
ios. Finally, section VI summarized the work and offers
the outlook for future developments.

II. THE PRELUDE: NUMERICAL
EXPERIMENT

To illustrate the appearance of “false” cumulants due
to noise-induced correlations, we perform a numerical
Monte-Carlo simulation, fashioned after a realistic exper-
imental situation. A generic triatomic molecule, ABC,
breaks up via Coulomb Explosion Imaging driven by an
ultrashort, intense infrared or X-ray laser pulse, which
ionizes the molecule. The desired channel, delivering
structural information, is the complete fragmentation
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into A+ + B+ + C+. This channel is assumed to we
weak – we adopt statistical probability of 1%. The in-
complete fragmentation channels A+ + BC+, AC+ +
B+, and AB+ + C+ are taken to be much more likely. For
simplicity, and without qualitatively affecting our conclu-
sions, we assume that each of these incomplete channels
occurs with an equal statistical probability of 33%.

The benefit of covariance over coincidence detection is
to be able to perform an experiment in a regime where
multiple break-up events occur per laser shot. In our
simulation, the number of break-up events per shot is
drawn from a noise-augmented Poisson distribution. As
is more rigorously put in equations in the following sec-
tion, the noise implies that the average event rate ν of
a Poisson distribution is no longer a fixed parameter,
but is instead sampled from normal distribution with
the mean ν0 and standard deviation γν0. For simplic-
ity, we initially assume an unrealistic detection efficiency
for fragments of β = 100%. Note that in the terminol-
ogy used by Frasinski[19], this numerical experiment is
entirely “noise-free”, since no undesired correlated frag-
mentation pathways are present.

We used N = 5× 107 shots for each simulation, which
we repeated 10 times to obtain the average of the 3-
cumulant and its standard deviation. The noise parame-
ter γ, the number of events per shot ν, the fragmentation
channel assigned to each event, and whether the individ-
ual fragments are detected (for β < 100%) are all inde-
pendently statistically determined, via drawing random
numbers from Gaussian, Poissonian, and uniform distri-
butions. In each simulation, we loop through the N shots
twice - once to determine the average rates and a second
time to calculate the 3-cumulant. Importantly, the same
pseudo-random numbers are used in the two passes of
the simulation, ensured by using the same random seed -
which is otherwise randomly generated for each simula-
tion. Since the simulation is carried out event-by-event,
we can determine not only the overall 3-cumulant, but
also the “true” 3-cumulant, which results from the de-
sired three-body fragmentation channel.

In Fig.1(a), the numerically measured 3-cumulant κ3

is plotted as a function of the average event rate ν0,
for standard deviations σ of the noise distribution of 0.1
(10% noise / red squares) and 0.3 (30% noise / blue trian-
gles). The “true” 3-cumulant is plotted as black circles.
Error bars represent 10 standard deviations, and are in
most cases below the size of the markers. Dashed lines
connect the simulation results for visual guidance. The
“true” 3-cumulant, stemming from the desired triple-
fragmentation events alone, is found to increase linearly
with average event rate ν0. At the same time, the rela-
tive statistical error is found to decrease with ν0. This
observation represents the “covariance advantage”. In
the absence of noise, the 3-cumulant κ3 is a strongly in-
creased correlation signal, as compared to the coincidence
detection regime which requires ν0 << 1 to avoid false
coincidences.

However, Fig.1(a) also shows how the “true” 3-
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FIG. 1. Results of a numerical Monte-Carlo simulation,
demonstrating how external noise, such as shot-to-shot fluc-
tuations of laser power or pulse duration, leads to very sig-
nificant deviations of the cumulant observable from the true
value. The situation in the simulation represents a minor
process with strong, but uncorrelated background - the three-
body breakup of a molecule ABC into A + B + C (1% prob-
ability), with background from A + BC, AC + B, and AB +
C (33% probability each).

cumulant of the desired three-body fragmentation chan-
nel is increasingly “polluted” by the coincidental two-
body fragmentation channels with increasing noise. For
larger σ, κ3 deviates increasingly from the linear depen-
dence on ν0, eventually coming to dominate the signal.
Also the relative error is strongly increased, as can be
seen from the appearance of error bars that are larger
than the marker size. In Fig. 1(b) the ratio of false to
true κ3 extracted from the data in panel (a) is displayed,
along with linear fits. This ratio, marking the systematic
error to the desired “true” 3-cumulant, is found to in-
crease linearly with average event rate ν0, and the slope
is strongly increased for σ = 0.3 as compared to σ = 0.1.
The simulation was repeated for a reduced detection

efficiency, β = 0.5 (50% fragment detection probability).
We observe that 3-cumulant is reduced by β3 and that
its relative error is increased. The ratio of false to true
3-cumulant, however, stays the same, albeit with a larger
statistical error.
The results of the numerical experiment as shown in

Fig.1 caution that in covariance detection the average
event rate ν0 has to be kept below a limit that is given
by a systematic error to the n-cumulant that is deemed
tolerable. This issue arises when external noise is present,
such as statistical fluctuations of the laser power or pulse
duration - an omnipresent situation in real experiments,
in particular with FELs. The systematic error by “false”
covariances strongly increases for increasing noise, which
can restrict the beneficial range of an average event rates
ν0 severely. Thus motivated, we are now ready to turn
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to a more formal analysis.

III. NOTATION

We consider fragmentation of independent particles,
possibly of different kinds, triggered by an external event
(a “shot”, such as a light pulse). Each primitive event
produces fragments of interest (1 = x, 2 = y, 3 = z,
4 = u, etc.), plus possibly additional fragments of no
concern to us. A fragment label is understood to include
not only the intrinsic nature of the particle, but also any
relevant bin label assigned in the data analysis. For ex-
ample, if a water molecule H2O is Coulomb-exploded in
the experiment, we could assign label x to O+ ions, label
y to H+ ions with the kinetic energy below 1 eV, and
label z to H+ ions with the kinetic energy above 4 eV.

In each shot, the probability P (n) of n independent
fragmentation events occurring follows noise-augmented
Poisson distribution[23]:

Pν (n) =
1

n!
νn exp (−ν) , (1)

where the primitive event rate ν = ν0γ is sampled from
a normal distribution of the relative width σ, centered
about the average rate ν0:

Pσ (γ) =
1√
2πσ

exp

(
− (γ − 1)

2

2σ2

)
. (2)

We assume that σ is sufficiently small, so that Pσ (γ < 0),
and therefore the probability of (unphysical) negative
event rates, is negligible.

Possible outcomes of each elementary event (e.g. de-
tection of particlesX and U) are assumed to be mutually-
exclusive. Each elementary outcome is described by the
corresponding probability Pi. The probability vector of
all m relevant outcomes is denoted P. Similarly, in each
shot the fragment counts are given by elements of a vector
N. The moments M (K) of the probability distribution
P (N) are defined as:

M (K) =

∞∑
n1=0

...

∞∑
nm=0

P (N)
m∏
i=1

nki
i . (3)

The moments M (K) can be conveniently evaluated us-
ing a recursive expression, derived in[23]:

M (K+ Ij) = Pjν0M (K) + Pj
∂

∂Pj
M (K)

+ ν20σ
2Pj

m∑
l=1

Pl

kl−1∑
bl=0

(
kl
bl

)
M (K+ Il (bl − kl)) , (4)

M (0) = 1, (5)

where Ii denotes a vector of length m, with 1 at position
i and zeros at all other indices, and the norm of the
distribution M (0) provides the necessary bootstrap.

At the most fundamental level, the fragmentation and
detection process are described by the probabilities of
fragment formation in an elementary event and their de-
tection in the experimental apparatus. For example, we
denote the probability of particles X and Y , and no other
particles of interest, being produced by a primitive frag-
mentation event αXY . The corresponding probabilities
of detection, once particles are produced, are denoted
βX and βY . It is convenient to combine the parameters
α and β, which describe the microscopic mechanism of
the fragmentation process, into parameters more closely
related to the experimental observation. For example,
for the case of the 3-particle cumulant, we define:

γxyz = αxyzβxβyβz, (6)

γxy = (αxyz + αxy)βxβy,

γxz = (αxyz + αxz)βxβz,

γyz = (αxyz + αyz)βyβz,

γx = (αxyz + αxy + αxz + αx)βx,

γy = (αxyz + αxy + αyz + αy)βy,

γz = (αxyz + αxz + αyz + αz)βz.

Quantity γxy of eq. (6), for example, are to be understood
as the probability of a single, primitive fragmentation
process leading to particles x and y, plus possibly any
other particles, such as z, being detected.
Clearly, events described by probabilities γ are not mu-

tually exclusive: detection of particles x, y, and z implies
that all other events in eq. (6) have also occurred. To use
these quantities in eq. (4), defined in terms of mutually-
exclusive events, we combine them as follows:

pxyz = γxyz, (7)

pxy = γxy − γxyz,

pxz = γxz − γxyz,

pyz = γyz − γxyz,

px = γx − γxy − γxz + γxyz,

py = γy − γxy − γyz + γxyz,

pz = γz − γxz − γyz + γxyz.

From the definitions of the parameters γ, it is easy to
convince oneself that probabilities p remain non-negative.
They are to be understood as exclusive probabilities of
observing particles of interest in a primitive fragmenta-
tion event. For example, pxy describes probability of par-
ticles x and y, and no other particles of interest being
observed on the detector. For unit detection efficiency
(all β = 1), quantities p and α coincide.

Because the fragment labels x, y, etc are entirely
arbitrary, all expressions for the expectation and vari-
ance of the cumulants must remain symmetric with re-
spect to their permutation. We therefore introduce the
symmetrization operator S(Q), which transforms its ar-
gument Q to a sum of terms with all possible (order-
less) permutations of the particle labels, with each term
appearing exactly one. Arguments which are already
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permutation-symmetric remain unchanged, so that oper-
ator S is idempotent: S(S(Q)) = S(Q). For example,
for the 3-cumulant and particle indices x, y, and z:

S(γxyz) = γxyz, (8)

S(γx) = γx + γy + γz,

S
(
γ2
xzγy

)
= γ2

xzγy + γ2
yzγx + γ2

xyγz.

Use of the operator S(Q) allows for more compact, and
manifestly symmetric, expressions.

Although application of eq. (4) is, in principle,
straightforward, for higher-order cumulants it rapidly be-
comes tedious. Thus, the recursion (4) needs to be in-
voked 28 times while evaluating the 2-cumulant and its
variance, 1198 times for the 3-cumulant and variance,
increasing to 370577 times in the case of 4-cumulant.
It is therefore best accomplished with the help of a
computer-algebra package. We include Mathematica[30]
package implementing these derivations as a supplemen-
tary material[31], and only give the final results below.

IV. RESULTS

Our main results are presented in the section below.
The results for the 2-cumulant (the covariance) were
given before[23], in a less symmetric form and under
somewhat more restrictive assumptions. In the absence
of noise (σ = 0), for a perfect Poisson source, our re-
sults for n-cumulant coincide with those of Frasinski[19],
provided that only the 1- and n-particle fragmentation
pathways are considered.

IV.1. 2-cumulant (covariance)

The two fragments of interest are x and y. The covari-
ance is sampled is sampled from a distribution with the
mean κ2 and variance Varκ2:

κ2 = ν0γxy + ν20σ
2γxγy, (9)

Varκ2 = ν0γxy + ν20
(
γxγy + γ2

xy

)
+ ν20σ

2
(
S(γXγxy) + γxγy + 2γ2

xy

)
+ ν30σ

2γxγy (S(γx) + 2γxy)

+ ν40σ
4
(
2γ2

xγ
2
y

)
. (10)

IV.2. 3-cumulant

The three fragments of interest are x, y, and z. The
3-cumulant κ3 and its variance are given by:

κ3 = ν0γxyz + ν20σ
2S(γxzγy) , (11)

Varκ3 = ν0γxyz + ν20d20 + ν30d30

+ ν20σ
2d22 + ν30σ

2d32 + ν40σ
2d42

+ ν40σ
4d44 + ν50σ

4d54 + ν60σ
6d66, (12)

d20 = 3γ2
xyz + 4γxyzS(γxy)

+ 2S(γxyγxz) +S(γxzγy) , (13)

d30 = 8γxyγxzγyz + 2S
(
γ2
xzγy

)
+ γxγyγz, (14)

d22 = 4γ2
xyz + 2γxyz (S(γx) + 2S(γxy))

+ 2S(γxyγxz) +S(γxzγy) , (15)

d32 = 24γxyγxzγyz + 2γxyz (2S(γxγy) + 7S(γxzγy))

+ 8S(γxz (γx + γy) γyz) + 6S
(
γ2
xzγy

)
+ 4S(γxy (γx + γy) γz) +S

(
γxzγ

2
y

)
+ 3γxγyγz, (16)

d42 = 8S(γxγxzγyγyz) + 2S
(
γ2
xzγ

2
y

)
+ γxγyγz (S(γx) + 4S(γxy)) , (17)

d44 = 3γxγyγz (S(γx) + 4S(γxy) + 8γxyz)

+ 22S(γxγxzγyγyz) + 5S
(
γ2
xzγ

2
y

)
+ 6S

(
γxy (γx + γy) γ

2
z

)
, (18)

d54 = 3γxγyγz (S(γxγy) + 4S(γxzγy)) , (19)

d66 = 15γ2
xγ

2
yγ

2
z . (20)

IV.3. 4-cumulant

The four fragments of interest are x, y, z, u. The
4-cumulant κ4 and its variance are given by:

κ4 = ν0γxyzu

+ ν20σ
2 (S(γuγxyz) +S(γxzγyu)) , (21)

Varκ4 = ν0γxyzu + ν20e20 + ν30e30 + ν40e40 + ν20σ
2e22

+ ν30σ
2e32 + ν40σ

2e42 + ν50σ
2e52 + ν40σ

4e44

+ ν50σ
4e54 + ν60σ

4e64 + ν60σ
6e66

+ ν70σ
6e76 + ν80σ

8e88. (22)

e20 = 7γ2
xyzu + γxyzu (4S(γxu) + 8S(γxyu))

+ 4S(γxyuγxyz) + 2S(γxuγxyz) +S(γxzγyu)

+S(γuγxyz) , (23)

e30 = 14γxyzuS(γxzγyu) + 16S(γxyzγxzuγyu)

+ 4S
(
γuγ

2
xyz

)
+ 8S(γxzu (γxyγyu + γxuγyz))

+ 4S(γxuγxzγyu) + 4S(γuγxyγxyz)

+ 2S
(
γ2
xzγyu

)
+ 2S(γuγxyγxz)

+S(γuγxzγy) , (24)

e40 = 3S
(
γ2
xzγ

2
yu

)
+ 14S(γxuγxzγyuγyz)

+ 8S(γuγxyγxzγyz) + 2S
(
γuγ

2
xzγy

)
+ γuγxγyγz, (25)

e22 = 8γ2
xyzu + 2γxyzu (S(γu) + 2S(γxu) + 4S(γxyu))

+ 4S(γxyuγxyz) + 2S(γxuγxyz)

+S(γxzγyu) +S(γuγxyz) , (26)

e32 = 46γxyzuS(γxzγyu) + 48S(γxyzγxzuγyu)

+ 2γxyzu (2S(γuγx) + 8S(γuγxy) + 15S(γuγxyz))
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+ 16S(γuγxyuγxyz) + 12S
(
γuγ

2
xyz

)
+ 24S(γxzu (γxyγyu + γxuγyz)) + 12S(γxuγxzγyu)

+ 6S
(
γ2
xzγyu

)
+ 8S(γuγxuγxyz) + 12S(γuγxyγxyz)

+ 8S(γuγxyuγxz) + 6S(γuγxyγxz) +S
(
γ2
uγxyz

)
+ 4S(γuγxzγyu) + 4S(γuγxγxyz)

+ 3S(γuγxzγy) , (27)

e42 = 46S(γuγxyz)S(γxzγyu) + 16S(γuγxyzγxzuγy)

+ 48S(γuγxyuγxzγyz) + 92S(γxuγxzγyuγyz)

+ 14γxyzuS(γuγxzγy) + 4S
(
γ2
uγ

2
xyz

)
+ 22S

(
γ2
xzγ

2
yu

)
+ 8S(γuγxuγxyzγy)

+ 4S
(
γ2
uγxyγxyz

)
+ 24S(γuγxyγxzγyu)

+ 48S(γuγxyγxzγyz) + 8S(γuγxyuγxzγy)

+ 24S(γuγxyzγxzγy) + 12S
(
γuγ

2
xzγyu

)
+ 4S(γuγxγxyzγy) + 4S(γuγxγxzγyu)

+ 12S(γuγxuγxzγy) + 2S
(
γ2
uγxyγxz

)
+ 4S(γuγxzγyγyu) + 12S

(
γuγ

2
xzγy

)
+ 6S(γuγxγxzγy) +S

(
γ2
uγxzγy

)
+ 6γuγxγyγz, (28)

e52 = 14S(γuγxuγxzγyγyz) + 8S
(
γ2
uγxyγxzγyz

)
+ 6S

(
γuγ

2
xzγyγyu

)
+ 8S(γuγxγxzγyγyz)

+ 2S
(
γ2
uγ

2
xzγy

)
+ 4S(γuγxγxuγyγz)

+ γuγxγyγzS(γu) , (29)

e44 = 24γxyzu (S(γuγxγy) + 2S(γuγxzγy))

+ 48S(γuγxyuγxzγyz) + 46S(γuγxyz)S(γxzγyu)

+ 46S(γuγxyzγxzuγy) + 46S(γxuγxzγyuγyz)

+ 11S
(
γ2
uγ

2
xyz

)
+ 11S

(
γ2
xzγ

2
yu

)
+ 12S

(
γ2
uγxyγxyz

)
+ 24S(γuγxuγxyzγy) + 24S(γuγxyγxzγyu)

+ 24S(γuγxyγxzγyz) + 24S(γuγxyuγxzγy)

+ 24S(γuγxyzγxzγy) + 12S
(
γuγ

2
xzγyu

)
+ 12S(γuγxγxyzγy) + 12S(γuγxγxzγyu)

+ 6S
(
γ2
uγxγxyz

)
+ 12S(γuγxuγxzγy)

+ 6S
(
γ2
uγxyγxz

)
+ 12S(γuγxzγyγyu)

+ 6S
(
γuγ

2
xzγy

)
+ 6S(γuγxγxzγy)

+ 3S
(
γ2
uγxzγy

)
+ 3γuγxγyγz, (30)

e54 = γuγxγyγz (9S(γu) + 48S(γxyu) + 42γxyzu)

+ 94S(γuγxγxzuγyγyz) + 142S(γuγxuγxzγyγyz)

+ 72S
(
γ2
uγxyγxzγyz

)
+ 46S

(
γ2
uγxyzγxzγy

)
+ 70S

(
γuγ

2
xzγyγyu

)
+ 12S

(
γ2
uγxγxyzγy

)
+ 48S(γxzγyu)S(γuγxγy) + 72S(γuγxγxzγyγyz)

+ 24S
(
γ2
uγxyγxzγy

)
+ 18S

(
γ2
uγ

2
xzγy

)
+ 3S

(
γ2
uγxzγ

2
y

)
+ 36S(γuγxγxuγyγz)

+ 12S
(
γ2
uγxγxzγy

)
, (31)

e64 = 40γuγxγyγzS(γxzγyu) + 22S
(
γ2
uγxγxzγyγyz

)

+ 5S
(
γ2
uγ

2
xzγ

2
y

)
+ γuγxγyγz (3S(γuγx) + 12S(γuγxy)) , (32)

e66 = 6γuγxγyγz (19S(γuγxyz) + 39S(γxzγyu))

+ 120S
(
γ2
uγxγxzγyγyz

)
+ 30S

(
γ2
uγ

2
xzγ

2
y

)
+ 15γuγxγyγz (S(γuγx) + 4S(γuγxy))

+ 30S
(
γ2
uγxγxzγ

2
y

)
, (33)

e76 = 54γuγxγyγzS(γuγxzγy)

+ 15γuγxγyγzS(γuγxγy) , (34)

e88 = 96γ2
uγ

2
xγ

2
yγ

2
z . (35)

V. DISCUSSION

The two key consequences of the imperfection of the
measurement apparatus on a cumulant-mapping mea-
surement are immediately apparent from the general re-
sults above: First, the noise-induced contribution to the
cumulant κn always appears in the second order of the
average event rate ν0. For a given level of noise, there
always exists a critical event rate νn,crit, which should
not be exceeded, to avoid contamination of the results:

ν2,crit =
ϵ

σ2

γxy
γxγy

(36)

ν3,crit =
ϵ

σ2

γxyz
S(γxzγy)

(37)

ν4,crit =
ϵ

σ2

γxyzu
S(γuγxyz) +S(γxzγyu)

(38)

where ϵ is the permissible fraction of the false-cumulant
events relative to the true-cumulant signal.
Second, the external noise could potentially lead to

an increase in the width of the distribution, given by the
square root of the corresponding variance, from which the
cumulant is sampled. In a perfect apparatus, the width

of the distribution for κn grows generally as ν
n/2
0 with

the average event rate. If no restrictions are imposed on
the event rate, the fastest-growing noise-induced contri-
bution raises as νn0 σ

n, and will eventually dominate the
distribution width. If the event rate is held under the
critical νn,crit, the product ν0σ

2 is bounded by a constant
(See eqs. (36) to (38)), and the effective noise-induced

width grows as ν
n/2
0 as well. The final distribution width

then depends on the specific parameters.
The high-order dependence of the distribution width

for κn with n ≥ 3 on the event rate leads to a para-
doxical situation in a cumulant-mapping measurement,
where higher event rate increases the number of events
observed in a given length of time – yet the measurement
becomes less accurate, due to the faster broadening of the
cumulant distribution.
We will now turn to some specific, representative mea-

surement regimes. We will consider three scenarios: A
dominant process with no background (subsection V.1),
a minor process on a strong background (subsection V.2),
and a minor process, where one of the fragments is
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background-free (subsection V.3). For simplicity, and
unless stated otherwise, we will assume unit detection
efficiency throughout (βx = βy = βz = βu = 1).
Due to the linear relationship between the intrinsic (α)
and detector-based (p) elementary-event probabilities, a
choice of β < 1 amounts to a redefinition of the events,
provided that none of the detection probabilities vanish –
see the discussion following Eq. (7) – and leaves the con-
clusions qualitatively unaffected. Furthermore, we set
both the permissible contamination threshold ϵ and the
noise level σ at 1%.

V.1. A dominant process

Here, we assume that every primitive event produces
all fragments of interest, with a unit probability. All
these fragments are reliably detected, and no other frag-
mentation processes occur in the system. This scenario
could be seen as an idealized model of the Coulomb explo-
sion. Under our assumptions, all γ parameters take unit
value (See eq. (6)). Equations (9) to (12), (21) and (22)
then take the much-simplified form:

κ2
dm
= ν0 + ν20σ

2, (39)

κ3
dm
= ν0 + 3ν20σ

2, (40)

κ4
dm
= ν0 + 7ν20σ

2, (41)

Varκ2
dm
= ν0 + 2ν20 + 7ν20σ

2 + 4ν30σ
2 + 2ν40σ

4, (42)

Varκ3
dm
= ν0 + 24ν20 + 15ν30 + 31ν20σ

2

+ 174ν30σ
2 + 45ν40σ

2 + 186ν40σ
4

+ 45ν50σ
4 + 15ν60σ

6, (43)

Varκ4
dm
= ν0 + 118ν20 + 484ν30 + 96ν40 + 127ν20σ

2

+ 2380ν30σ
2 + 3796ν40σ

2 + 5054ν40σ
4

+ 384ν50σ
2 + 7260ν50σ

4 + 576ν60σ
4

+ 3948ν60σ
6 + 384ν70σ

6 + 96ν80σ
8. (44)

The key properties of the covariant mapping in this
case are illustrated in Figure 2, for κn, n = 2, 3, 4. In
all three cases, the expectation of the cumulant grows al-
most perfectly linear with the average event rate, at least
until ν0 = 50 (Panel a). The contribution from the noise-
induced, false covariance remains small, on the level of
a few percent (Panel b). Our chosen contamination tol-
erance of 1% is reached at ν4,crit = 14.3, ν3,crit = 33.3,
and ν2,crit = 100. If higher contamination levels are per-
missible, then even higher even rates are possible. The
noise contribution to the variance is even smaller at these
events rates (Panel c).

A practically important property of the cumulant is
the ratio of the width of the distribution of the sampled
expectation and the expectation itself, which determines
the experimental accuracy. For a measurement with N
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FIG. 2. Dominant process with no background (section V.1),
γa = 1, noise level σ = 1%, N = 105 shots. Green solid line:
covariance (2-cumulant) κ2. Red dashed line: 3-cumulant κ3.
Blue dotted line: 4-cumulant κ4. Panel (a): total value of the
cumulant, as a function of the average event rate ν0. Panel
(b): the ratio of the false (noise-induced) and true contribu-
tions to the cumulant in percent. Panel (c): the ratio of the
false and true contributions to the cumulant variance. Panel
(d): Measurement uncertainty rn, eq. (45).

shots, the relative width rn is given by:

rn =
1

κn

√
1

N
Varκn. (45)

This quantity is plotted in Figure 2d for N = 105. As
expected, the 2−cumulant (the covariance) shows a be-
havior qualitatively different from the higher cumulants:
The r2 decreases, essentially monotonously, reaching the
asymptote of about 0.014 at ν0 > 50. In contrast, the
r3 and r4 reach a minimum at, respectively, ν0 = 0.26
and ν0 = 0.045. Asymptotically, both grow without a
bound, respectively linearly and quadratically with ν0.
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At the critical event rate νn,crit, we obtain r3 = 0.23 and
r4 = 1.6, so that the width of the distribution is compa-
rable to the magnitude of the cumulant. As the result, a
number of shots much higher than 105 is likely necessary
to obtain accurate results for higher cumulants in this
case.

Overall, the Coulomb explosion appears to be the ideal
case for applications of the cumulant mapping[20], even
in the presence of moderate noise levels.

V.2. A minor process
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FIG. 3. Minor process with strong, correlated background
(section V.2), τ = 2.5 × 10−3, noise level σ = 1%, N = 107

shots. Also see Fig. 2 for panel description.

Our second hypothetical scenario involves a minor
channel of interest, which occurs in a fraction τ (τ ≪ 1)
of the primitive fragmentation events. For illustrative
purposes, we choose τ = 0.25%. All other fragmentation

channels are assumed to occur with equal probability.
For example, for the 3-cumulant, primitive fragmentation
channels leading to fragments x, y, z, x+ y, x+ z, and
y + z are taken to be equally probable, at 1

6 (1− τ) ≈
16.6% The number of shots is now N = 107. For our
choice, the background is partially correlated: The events
producing x, y, and z alone form the uncorrelated part
of the background, as considered by Frasinski[19]. On
the other hand, events producing fragment pairs form
the correlated background. Both correlated and uncorre-
lated background induce false-cumulant contributions in
the presence of noise, but, as will be seen shortly, with a
dramatically different efficiency.
The cumulants are now given by:

κ2
mc
≈ ν0τ +

1

4
ν20σ

2, (46)

κ3
mc
≈ ν0τ +

1

4
ν20σ

2, (47)

κ4
mc
≈ ν0τ +

55

196
ν20σ

2. (48)

The true-cumulant contribution, linear in ν0, is propor-
tional to the primitive event rate τ , as expected. How-
ever, the false-cumulant term is τ -independent. As the
result, the total cumulant (Fig. 3a) now visibly deviates
from linear dependence on ν0. The false-cumulant contri-
bution reaches 30% already at the ν0 = 30 average event
rate. Our chosen critical threshold of 1% false-cumulant
contamination is reached at ν0 ≈ 1, in all three cases. At
such low event rates, coincidence detection, which is im-
mune to noise for high detection efficiencies[23], is likely
the preferred detection mode.
The full expressions for Varκn are somewhat

lengthy[31], but for our choice of parameters and ν0 ≤ 30,
they are adequately approximated by:

Varκ2
mc
≈ 0.250ν20 , (49)

Varκ3
mc
≈ 0.417ν20 + 0.246ν30 , (50)

Varκ4
mc
≈ 0.770ν20 + 2.61ν30 + 0.467ν40 . (51)

As before, the variances are dominated by the true-
cumulant contribution, with less than 1.5% stemming
from the noise for ν0 ≤ 30 (Fig. 3c). Finally, the rel-
ative width of the distribution (Fig. 3d) follows the same
trend as before: the Varκ2 monotonously decreases in
the region of interest, while Varκ3 (Varκ4) reaches a
minimum at ν0 = 0.10 (ν0 = 0.12) and increases linearly
(quadratically) for large ν0.
This scenario is clearly unfavorable to cumulant detec-

tion, with either very low average event rates, or excep-
tionally high stability of the experimental setup being es-
sential. The reason behind this, somewhat disappointing
outcome, is the partially-correlated nature of the domi-
nant background. From eq. (11), the noise combines the
one- and two-fragment correlations into false 3-particle
cumulant. Similarly, the one- and three- and two sep-
arate two-particle correlations are noise-coupled to pro-
duce false 4-cumulant (eq. (21)). When the background



8

is already partially-correlated, even small levels of noise
are sufficient to swamp the weak signal of interest.
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FIG. 4. Minor process with strong, but uncorrelated back-
ground (section V.2), τ = 2.5 × 10−3, noise level σ = 1%,
N = 107 shots. Also see Fig. 2 for panel description.

For higher cumulants (but not for the 2-particle covari-
ance, for which this scenario is identical to the correlated-
background case), the situation changes dramatically if
the background is strong, but uncorrelated (See Fig. 4).
Now, the primitive fragmentation event is assumed to
lead to either the 2-/3-/4-particle fragmentation (proba-
bility τ), or to only one of the fragments, each with an
equal probability (1 + (n − 1)τ)/n (n = 2, 3, 4). The 3-
and 4-cumulants are now given by:

κ3,4
mu
≈ ν0τ + ν20σ

2τ, (52)

so that both the true- and the false-cumulants are now
proportional to the desired-even rate τ . In the relevant
range of ν0, the variances behave approximately like:

Varκ3
mu
≈ 0.037ν30 , (53)

Varκ4
mu
≈ 0.00391ν40 . (54)

The 3- and 4-cumulants are now essentially linear in
ν0, for event rates up to several hundred. In contrast, the
κ2 is nearly-perfectly quadratic, and is dominated by the
false covariance (Fig. 4a). The critical event rate for κ3,4

is now reached at ν0 = 100 (Fig. 4b), while the noise-
induced contributions to the variances remain small in
this range (Fig. 4c). The behavior of the relative width
of the distribution of κ (Fig. 4d) remains qualitatively
the same, with the optimal width reached for very low
event rates: ν0 = 0.26 (ν0 = 0.65) for κ3 (κ4).
Thus, the nature of the background events plays a crit-

ical role for applications of higher-cumulant mapping to
minor channels. As long as the background remains per-
fectly uncorrelated, the cumulant signal remains reliable
for very high event rates. On the other hand, presence
of already moderate two-particle correlated background
interferes with both 3- and 4-cumulant.

V.3. A minor process with a marker fragment

Our final scenario reflects a not uncommon situation,
where one of the fragments comes exclusively from the
process of interest, and is background-free. Other frag-
ments appear on top of a strong, correlated background.
All present background fragmentation pathways taken as
equally likely, similar to Section V.2 above. Thus, the
background-free fragment serves as a “marker” of the
process of interest. Under the same assumptions as in
Section V.2, the n−cumulants now become:

κ2
mt
≈ ν0τ + ν20σ

2τ, (55)

κ3
mt
≈ ν0τ +

5

3
ν20σ

2τ, (56)

κ4
mt
≈ ν0τ +

19

7
ν20σ

2τ, (57)

so that both the true- and false-cumulant contributions
are proportional to the desired event’s probability τ . This
is an extremely favorable situation: the critical event rate
νcrit does not depend on how small τ is. For our chosen
1% noise level and false-cumulant tolerance, ν2,crit = 100,
ν3,crit = 60, and ν4,crit = 37 (See Fig. 5b).
The variances of the cumulant are also proportional to

τ in this scenario. Keeping only the terms relevant below
the critical event rate, we obtain:

Varκ2
mt
≈ ν20τ, (58)

Varκ3
mt
≈ 4.33ν20τ + 0.668ν30τ, (59)

Varκ4
mt
≈ 11.8ν30τ + 0.658ν40τ. (60)

The false-cumulant contribution to the variance, again,
remains small (Fig. 5c). For our chosen parameters, the
relative widths of the κn distributions follow the same



9

0.0
0.1
0.1
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.3

(a)

C
um

ul
an

t κ
n

κ2
κ3
κ4

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

(b)

Fa
ls

e/
Tr

ue
, %

κ2
κ3
κ4

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

(c)

Fa
ls

e/
Tr

ue
, %

Var κ2
Var κ3
Var κ4

10-2

10-1

100

0 20 40 60 80 100 120

(d)

W
id

th
/A

ve
ra

ge

Average event rate ν0

(Var κ2/N)1/2/κ2
(Var κ3/N)1/2/κ3
(Var κ4/N)1/2/κ4

FIG. 5. Minor process with strong, correlated background
and one, background-free (marker) fragment channel (sec-
tion V.3), τ = 2.5 × 10−3, noise level σ = 1%, N = 107

shots. Also see Fig. 2 for panel description.

pattern seen for the dominant-contribution case (Sec-
tion V.1 above). Quantity

√
Varκ2/κ2 goes to zero as

ν
−1/2
0 with increasing ν0. In contrast,

√
Varκ3,4/κ3,4

grow as ν
1/2
0 and ν

3/2
0 asymptotically (Fig. 5d). Their

minima are again found at low ν0 (1.2 and 0.3, respec-
tively).

Thus, the presence of a background-free fragment in a
minor fragmentation channel makes cumulant mapping
robust with respect to moderate noise levels.

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND PERSPECTIVE

In this work, we have introduced the statistical analy-
sis of cumulant mapping[19] in an imperfect experimen-

tal setup, where external noise sources introduce spu-
rious, “false” correlations, and therefore “pollutes” the
cumulant signal between fragments. Even at low noise
levels, characteristic of a well-designed laboratory appa-
ratus and laser systems (ca. 1%), false-cumulant con-
tribution can contaminate the signal of interest, espe-
cially in a precision experiment. Minor fragmentation
channels appearing on a partially-correlated background
(Section V.2) are particularly affected. Coincidence de-
tection is to be recommended in such situations. On the
other hand, for prominent channels cumulant mapping
offers significant advantages even in the presence of mod-
erate external noise (Section V.1). A particularly inter-
esting scenario, for which cumulant mapping is eminently
suitable, is the situation where one of the fragments is
background-free (Section V.3). There, very high aver-
age event rates are possible, while keeping false-cumulant
contamination under control.

Our analysis shows that the external noise is an impor-
tant factor for the cumulant-mapping technique, which
needs to be carefully considered in the analysis of the re-
sults. At the very least, we recommend that the linear
relationship between the cumulant signal and the average
event rate should always be verified in an experimental
measurement, e.g. by varying the target density or laser
power. Deviations from linearity are strongly indicative
of the severe false-cumulant contamination. For highly-
variable light sources, binning techniques are a popu-
lar approach for dealing with the external noise[26, 27].
There, the characteristics of the process must be carefully
considered when choosing the bin sizes. As we demon-
strate, even 1% bins may lead to false-cumulant contam-
ination in unfavorable cases.

Although we have tried to consider some representative
measurement scenarios, they obviously cannot exhaust
the full richness of this problem. The general expres-
sions we provide (eqs. (9) to (12), (21) and (22)) can be
used in many additional situations. For still more com-
plicated cases, we include analytical tools[31], which can
be adapted to the desired scenario.
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