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1 Introduction

Despite intense theoretical and observational progress over past decades, the origin of cosmic
rays (CRs) is still an open and pressing problem [1]. At energies below 1PeV, there is
agreement that sources must galactic |2]. Identifying individual sources is hampered by the
fact that as charged particles, galactic CRs travel diffusively through the turbulent galactic
magnetic fields, such that the observed arrival directions do not point back to the sources. At
the same time, if the sources of galactic CRs are supernova remnants (SNRs) as commonly
assumed [3], the number of them that significantly contribute to the intensity of CRs on Earth
is very large. Over the time-scales of tens of mega-years during which GeV CRs are confined
to the CR halo, tens of thousands of supernova explosions occur within a distance of a few
kiloparsec. The contribution of any such source to the total intensity is therefore very small
and so are spectral features from individual sources.

The situation is however different for CR electrons (CREs)!. While they also travel
diffusively, radiative losses severely limit their range and hence the number of sources that
contribute at any one position. The relevant time scale for CREs above a few GeV is not
the diffusive escape time but rather the energy loss time which can be approximated as
2 x 10?2 Myt (E/GeV) L. For typical values of the diffusion coefficient, x ~ 3 x 10?8cm? /s ~
0.1 kpc? /Myr and 1 kpc? /Myr at 1 GeV and 1TeV, respectively, this results in spatial ranges
of ~ 4kpc and ~ 0.1kpc. For the same source rate, the number of sources contributing
significantly is therefore O(10%) and O(1), again at 1 GeV and 1TeV, respectively. Beyond
~ 1TeV, we therefore expect spectral features of individual sources to occur in the spectra
of CREs. Observations of CREs at TeV energies therefore offer a great opportunity for
identifying the sources of CRs.

'Here and in the following we take CR electrons to mean the sum of electrons and positrons.



The intensity ¢ of CREs, defined as the number of particles per unit area, time, solid
angle and energy has been measured with great precision by a number of experiments?. At
energies below ~ 10 GeV the intensity of CREs is markedly affected by solar modulation [4-6].
At higher energies, the spectrum roughly follows a power law J(E) oc E~3! although with a
number of noteworthy features: At ~ 30 GeV, the spectrum hardens, that is the the spectrum
starts to decrease more slowly with energy. This is also the energy where discrepancies between
different experiments become significant. While below ~ 30 GeV, measurements by the four
most recent space experiments agree, above ~ 30 GeV the intensities measured by DAMPE |[7]
and Fermi-LAT [8] are higher than those measured by AMS-02 [9] and CALET [10]. As for
the interpretation of the ~ 30 GeV hardening, it has been claimed [11, 12| that this the result
of a change in the cooling rate, due to the Klein-Nishina suppression of inverse-Compton
scattering on photons of optical frequencies. Others have argued that this effect is not very
strong and instead the break could be explained by a new population of sources with a
harder spectrum starting to contribute [13]. While the 30 GeV break is rather subtle, a very
prominent feature is a break at around 1 TeV where the spectrum softens by about one power
in energy. This was first observed by H.E.S.S. [14] and later confirmed by a number of other
experiments |7, 15, 16]. The latest analysis by H.E.S.S. [17] that extends to energies as high
as 15TeV, finds that the spectral index changes from 3.25 to 4.45 with a break energy of
1.17TeV. This break has been interpreted as a feature from an individual source which would
need to be dominating at energies around the break [18, 19] or as the feature from a statistical
ensemble of sources [20].

In many phenomenological models of the CRE spectrum, however, effects due to the
stochasticity of sources are neglected. Instead the distribution of sources are approximated
with a smooth function of position. This leads to a prediction for the CRE intensity that
is deterministic. However, at energies where stochasticity effects are important, that is at
hundreds of GeV and above, neglecting the stochasticity can lead to faulty conclusion, for
instance when parameters are inferred by fitting to data.

As for models that do consider stochasticity effects, three approaches can be distin-
guished: Some models [18, 19, 21] focus on particular spectral features, which they try to
ascribe to individual sources, on top of a background of a smooth distribution of sources. This
can run into the danger of over- or undercounting of sources [20]. Other models [13, 22-24]
employ source positions and ages from catalogues of, e.g. SNRs or pulsars as proxies for the
likely position of CRE sources. The catalogues employed are however necessarily incomplete
such they are oftentimes complemented by a smooth distribution of far away sources. This
can lead to an underestimate in nearby, but old sources which are typically not present in
catalogues [20]. Ultimately, only purely stochastic models [20, 25-34] can provide a consis-
tent description of CRE intensities. In these models, a distribution of sources is drawn from
a probability density and the intensities for the simulated sources are summed up. Repeat-
ing this Monte Carlo (MC) procedure for different source configurations, allows building a
statistical ensemble which can be analysed statistically.

As the latter approach requires simulating a large number of ensemble members to bring
down sample variance in the analysed quantities, it is computationally rather expensive. How-
ever, analytical solutions for even only the marginal distribution of the CRE intensity at indi-
vidual energies are only available under simplifying assumptions and in certain limits [27]. In
addition, only considering marginal distributions neglects the correlation of the CRE inten-

For a recent compilation of data, see e.g. Fig. 30.4 of Ref. [2].



sities between different energies which is the key to identifying individual sources. Instead,
what is needed is the joint distribution of the spectrum at different energies. Previously, this
has been addressed by approximating the joint distribution with a copula construction, with
the copula parameters determined by fitting to the results of MC simulations |20].

Given the success of machine learning techniques in physical sciences, the question arises,
how the modelling of the joint distribution of the CRE spectrum can benefit from state-of-
the-art machine learning algorithms. Estimating the continuous density from a set of sam-
ples drawn from this distribution constitutes a kernel density estimation task. Conventional
techniques often suffer from “the curse of dimensionality”: the parameter volume grows expo-
nentially with the number of parameter dimensions. In this work, we have trained a neural
network as a probabilistic emulator to not only model the probability distribution of inten-
sities at one energy, but also the correct correlations between energy bins. Our approach is
based on factorising the joint distribution p(¢1, ... ¢,) of intensities ¢; at n energies E; into
conditional probabilities p(¢;|di—1,...d1)

(P15 Pn) = (D112, .- Dn) - p(P2|ds, .. Pn) oo D(Dn—1|Pn) - (1.1)

A particular network structure that allows to satisfy the autoregressive nature of eq. (1.1)
is Masked Autoencoder for Distribution Estimation (MADE) [35]. While the output of the
MADE as originally suggested consists of real numbers, representing, e.g. an estimator be-
tween 0 and 1, we employ Gaussian mixtures to model the conditional probabilities. Once
the MADE has been trained to the results of MC simulations, the evaluation of the joint dis-
tribution is very fast. In addition to evaluating the joint distribution, we can also efficiently
sample from it.

A MADE trained on MC simulations for one fixed combination of CR parameters of
course only represents the joint distribution of this parameter combination. The conditional
nature of the MADE can however also be used to take into account the CR parameters as
additional inputs. We have thus trained an extended MADE to a large set of MC simula-
tions for a combination of CR parameters. This extended MADE then allows sampling from
the joint distribution for arbitrary parameter combinations, efficiently interpolating between
the parameter points that it was trained on. We have made our model, dubbed SECRET
(Stochasticity Emulator for Cosmic Ray Electrons), available to the community for efficient
stochastic modelling of the CRE spectrum.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: In Sec. 2 we describe our CRE
simulations and discuss the parameter ranges that we considered. The MADE is introduced
in Sec. 3, both in the conventional version that applies to one parameter combination and the
extended version that allows for interpolations. Throughout, we quantify the accuracy of the
method. We also provide a worked example, showcasing the use of the SECRET code. We
conclude in Sec. 4.

2 Simulations

At high energies, the spectrum of cosmic ray electrons (CRE) is dominated by the nearest and
youngest CR sources [3]. These sources are effectively pointlike with a discrete distribution
through our galaxy. Modelling the resulting intensity thus depends on the exact locations
and ages of the contributing sources. This implies that the CRE intensity observable at
earth consists of a broad featureless spectrum from old and far-away sources, as well as
small-scale structures coming from the superposition of individual contributions. As the



exact distribution of sources in space and time is not known, stochastic modelling becomes
relevant.

In this section we present our approach to modelling the CRE spectra from individual
sources and the full intensity we can observe at earth, and discuss the relevant parametrisation
that describes the resulting stochastic intensity.

2.1 Cosmic Ray Transport

The propagation of high-energy electrons is governed by the transport equation

on 0
with the differential CR electron density n = %, the diffusion coefficient s, energy loss

term b(E) = % < 0, and a source term ¢>.
We consider diffusion in a cylindrical halo of half-height z,,x and radius spax. In general,
CR diffusion is anisotropic in the presence of a regular magnetic field. Here, we assume the
diffusion coefficient to be scalar, which corresponds to considering only isotropic diffusion.
Furthermore, we assume that the diffusion coefficient is sufficiently homogeneous on the scales
we consider, and we neglect its spatial variations, which lets us simplify V - (k- Vn) = kAn.
The isotropic diffusion coefficient can be modelled by

K(E) = ko - <1(§3V>5’ (2.2)

with normalisation g and spectral index 0.
For simplicity, we assume that all sources have the same power-law energy spectrum
with an exponential cutoff

Q(E) = Q*(E/E*)i7 exp[_E/Ecut] s (23)

with a normalisation @Q)4, a spectral index ~ and a cutoff energy FE.,;. We can factorise
the source term ¢ into a source density o and the spectrum of each source: ¢(r,t,E) =
o(r,t)-Q(E).

In the following derivation of an analytical solution to eq. (2.1), we closely follow Ref. [20].

The energy loss term for high-energy relativistic electrons in the Klein-Nishina regime
is given by

b(E) = B _ —gochz > U (1 63F<62>> : (2.4)

- - 2
dt TR 10 mec? (€)

where o denotes the Thomson cross-section, ¢ the speed of light, m. the electron mass,
and I' = ﬁ is the relativistic Lorentz factor of the electrons. U,, (e,) and <e%> are the
energy density, mean photon energy, and mean squared photon energy of the interstellar
radiation field (ISRF) components.

3In the following we make the simplifying assumptions of omitting secondary production of e during the
propagation, as well as reacceleration, convection, and the effect from solar modulation. This treatment is
justifiable at the highest energies, e.g. [20], which we consider in this work.



With these assumptions, we can find a solution to the propagation equation via the
Green’s function? of eq. 2.1

(r— ro)2
412

Gfree<l‘—1‘0,t—t0;E,E0) = <47rl2)_3/2’b(E)‘ exp I:— :| 5(t—t0 —7‘) (2.5)

where we defined the diffusion loss length [ and energy loss time 7 as
E ! E /
E") dFE
> =1%E,Ey) = / dE//i( ; T=71(E,Epy) = / — (2.6)
BB = ), @) o DE)

Finally, we obtain the spectrum from a single source ¢ at distance s; and age t;:

o0
ny — / AEYG(x — 13, — 1 B, EY)Q(E}) (27)
E

_ (47Tl2)—1€—s?/(4l?) ﬁ)((f;o))’ Q(EO) ((47Tli2)_1/2 Z (—l)ne_(z_zi’")Q/(le)) (2.8)

E?’L(Si,ti,E) (29)

n=—oo

With this functional form®, we can confirm that the closest and youngest sources contribute
at the highest energies and note that the maximum energy of a source is given by a sharp
cutoff, with an approximate relation of F .y o %

Finally, we construct a stochastic Monte Carlo model of the all-electron spectrum at
earth. We simulate a large number of sources and add up their contributions to the total

intensity. The simulations of an ensemble of sources involve the following ingredients:

Ages We draw the source ages from a uniform distribution ¢ € [0, tmax]. tmax is the max-
imum age of sources in the simulation. The maximum energy at which a source can con-
tribute is given by Epax(t) ~ (b«t)~! in the Thomson limit of %E = b, E?. Consequently, the
minimum energy of interest defines the required minimum value of ty,,x, as this parameter
establishes the oldest sources capable of contributing at or above the given energy threshold.
It also determines the required number of sources in the simulation, following the relation
Ngre = RSN - tmax, where Rgn denotes the supernova (SN) rate. To minimize the compu-
tational effort, we choose t.x as low as possible, while still ensuring completeness on the
given energy range via the relation we just described. For the following analysis, we require
a minimum energy of 101 GeV, resulting in t,,q; = 7 Myr.

Distances For the spatial source distribution, we adopt the model by [36]. It consists of four
logarithmic spiral arms [37] and a radial dependence of f(r) = Asin (% + 00) e P" where r

is the galacto-centric radius and the parameters take the values A = 1.96 kpc ™2, ro = 17.2 kpe,
and 6y = 0.08. The 2D distribution is shown in Fig. la. Since we are only interested in the
radial distances to Earth, we integrate over the angle, resulting in the distribution f in Fig.
1b. We only simulate nearby sources up to a maximum distance syax = 10 kpc, which reduces

the number of simulated sources by a factor of folg{fc dsfs = 0.44.

“We ensure the boundary conditions of G(£zmaez) = 0 are satisfied via the method of mirror charges:
G(r —ro,t —to; E, Ep) = Z;’ifoo(—l)inree(r — [z0, Yo, 2 Zmax + (—1)izo]T,t —to; E, Eo)

SFor reference, individual spectra are displayed in figure 1 of [20] for different source distances and ages,
following this functional form.
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Figure 1: Left: The spiral source distribution model of Ahlers et al. (2009) [36]. The red cross
marks the solar position at a distance of 7.9kpc to the galactic center. Right: Distribution of
sources along the radial distance to us. The blue line is obtained by integrating the spiral 2D
distribution over the polar angle around the solar position. For comparison, we also show a
homogeneous distribution.

Causal cut The transport equation allows for solutions that violate causality, i.e. non-zero
solutions from outside the light cone. To prevent this, we manually remove sources for which
the relation ¢-t < s does not hold. This typically affects only ~ 0.4% of sources in our setup.

Total intensity Finally, we obtain the total intensity by adding all contributions from Ng..
together and multiplying with a constant flux factor:

NSTC

¢(E) = i Z n(siti, E) (2.10)
=1

where n(s;, t;, E) is the Green’s function from eq. 2.9.

The result of such a simulation is shown in figure 2. The coloured lines show examples
from the Monte Carlo-generated dataset. Because the distributions are non-Gaussian and the
variance is divergent [27|, we instead quantify the spread and centre of the distribution by
quantiles. The black line denotes the median, which deviates slightly from the mean. The

grey bands denote the 68 % (90 %) bands centered around the median °

2.2 Model Parameters

We are aiming for an emulator that covers as much of the space of physical models as possible.
Therefore, we want our stochastic model parametrisation to allow for sufficient freedom. For
this we choose to vary five parameters in our simulations: the SN rate Rgy, the source
spectrum cutoff energy F.,t and spectral index -, and the diffusion coefficient spectral index
¢ and normalisation .

SNote that the physical parameters chosen in this setup best match the H.E.S.S. measurement [20] and
the disagreement with other experiments at low energies can be reduced with different physical assumptions,
see section 2.2.
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Figure 2: An ensemble of simulated spectra, along with measurements from different exper-
imental collaborations obtained from the Cosmic-Ray Data Base [38], plus the preliminary
H.E.S.S. measurement and fit [39]. The respective error bars are the squared sums of statis-
tical and systematic uncertainties. The grey bands show the 68 % and 90 % quantile bands
of the stochastic distribution.

To get even phase-space coverage over the entire five-dimensional space, we simulate
an ensemble of realisations on a hypercubic grid, such that every possible combination is
contained in the dataset. As a result we obtain a binned set of intensity ensembles. Note that
the full hypercubic setup also includes combinations of parameters that are incompatible with
data. For example, low values of v combined with the lowest values of § produce a significantly
harder spectrum than the ~ E? scaling observed in measurements. This also entails some
unlucky parameter combinations, especially towards the corners of the phase space, that are
extremal in their shape and structure.

Parameter Range  Stepsize
Rsn[10*Myr~1]  0.5-3.0 0.5
logg(Ecut[GeV]) 3.5-5.5 0.25

Y 1.8-26 0.2
d 0.2-1.0 0.2
ko[10%em?s™] 1.0 - 9.0 2

Table 1: Simulation parameters and their respective ranges and binning. Their physical
properties are outlined in section 2.1.



The adopted ranges and binning of each parameter are detailed in table 1 and motivated
in the following. The galactic SN rate Rgy is measured to be about (2-10* — 3 - 10*)Myr~!
[40]. From the perspective of stochasticity, we have a motivation to consider lower values [20],
down to 0.5-10*Myr~!. For an upper limit we set Rgy = 3-10*Myr—!, which is in agreement
with the measurement and simultaneously computationally feasible, as the relation Ng. =
Rsntmax leads to an increasing computational effort with increasing Rgy. A theoretical
motivation for the maximum energy of particles accelerated in SNR of (10 — 10°)GeV can
be derived as shown in [41]. We select the source spectrum cutoff energy Eeu from (1035 —
10°°)GeV with a logarithmic binning. There currently are no strong constraints for the source
spectral index v for electrons. State-of-the-art models [42] give best-fit a value of 2.5, while
our simulations can roughly reproduce the observed energy scaling down to about 2. We allow
for v to lie in the range 1.8 — 2.6. Finally, the diffusion coefficient parameters § and kg were
chosen to generously cover the found values by state-of-the-art models [42] of ~ 0.2 — 0.5 and
5-10%cm?s™! respectively. We chose 6 € [0.2—1.0] and kg € [1 —9]- 10?8 cm?s~!. Regarding
the binning of each parameter, the limiting factor is the dataset size. The number of phase
space points is given by the product of all bin numbers in each dimension, so increasing the
resolution would rapidly increase the dataset size. We decided on the bin sizes listed in table
1, results in a total of 6750 parameter combinations.

The effect each of the parameters individually has on the overall intensity distribution is
shown in figure 3. As expected, the SN rate mainly changes the level of stochastic effects, i.e.
the width of the distribution at high energies’. The effect of the source spectrum parameters
is also intuitively understood: The source spectral index is mostly reflected in the spectral
index of the final spectrum (and by extension also the normalisation in log space), and the
cutoff energy determines the position of the cutoff.

For the diffusion coefficient parameters we can observe purely stochastic effects: A small
diffusion coefficient drastically reduces the radius in which sources can contribute at the
highest energies, which in turn reduces the number of sources. This explains the premature
cutoff and widening of the distribution for small § and kg. This is a feature that is not
present in the prediction of the expectation value for which an analytical approximation is
possible [43].

Finally, the energy range is fixed to a logarithmic binning between (10! — 10*?)GeV
according to the following considerations: On the lower end, the lowest energy bin determines
the maximum source age tmax, and thereby the number of sources we need to simulate.
Thus, extending the range to lower energies can drastically increase the computational effort
required. Secondly, at the highest energies, the high energy cutoff can lead to numerical
issues, specifically for the standardisation of the data for the resolution of the neural network
input. As we are most interested in the cutoff region where stochastic effects are strongest, the
effects on the intensity beyond the cutoff is less important and can be considered negligible for
practical purposes in this work. Intensities below 1) ~ O(1)GeVZem?s~!sr™! at tens of TeV
are far below the sensitivity of current and even upcoming experiments for the foreseeable
future. Finally, the difficulty of a density estimation task increases exponentially with the
dimensionality of the problem. Therefore, we limit the energy resolution to 19 bins.

"The effect on the normalisation has been factored out.
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Figure 3: Stochastic spectra for varying values of individual parameters. All remaining
parameters are kept constant at Rgy = 2-10*Myr—!, Eoy = 104°GeV, v = 2.2, § = 0.6, and
ko = 5-10%8cm?s™ 1. The plots show the 90% bands (coloured bands) and medians (dashed
line) of an ensemble of realisations.

3 MADE

Having established the inherent stochastic properties of CR electron spectra and the MC-
approach we use for simulations, we now want to build a model for the probability distribution
of intensities. We choose a machine learning approach due to the effectiveness in dealing with
high-dimensional data and high flexibility and expressivity of neural networks. Namely we
use the Masked Autoencoder for Distribution Estimation (MADE) [44] to perform a density
estimation task . This model can learn and calculate efficiently the likelihood of datapoints
and can generate samples from the learned distribution. This will alleviate the necessity to
rerun the computationally expensive MC simulations every time one is interested in a slightly
different physical model with different physical parameters.

In this chapter, we first demonstrate MADE’s effectiveness on this task by accurately
modeling the distribution of spectra on a training set of simulated intensities and evaluat-



ing it’s performance in detail. We then extend the method to a much more flexible model
that simultaneously learns the distribution over many different physical models by including
varying physical parameters in the dataset and conditioning on them during training. The
resulting network is able to flexibly predict likelihoods and generate samples conditioned on
the underlying parameters.

3.1 Method

In this chapter we introduce the MADE and discuss it’s architecture and how it models
arbitrary multivariate densities. Furthermore we extend the original MADE architecture to
real-valued data by utilising techniques from mixture density networks.

Every multivariate probability can be factorised into conditional probabilities using the
chain rule:

D
p(E) = p(x2, ..., zplr1) - p(x1) = p(Fs1lan) - plar) = [ [ plailE<) , (3.1)

i=1
where Ts; = {®i11,%it2,...2p} and To; = {x1, 22, ...x;—1} denote subsets of the ele-
ments of a D-dimensional vector Z. In this factorisation, the ordering of variables is arbitrary,
e.g. p(x1,x2) = p(x1]|z2)p(x2) = p(x2|x1)p(21). Bringing the probability into this form allows
one to easily and exactly marginalise over (and condition on) given variables, if an ordering

has been chosen such that the respective variables are last (first) in the ordering,

J
p(E<j) = [ [ plwalZ<a), (3.2)
d=1
D
p(#>ili<i) = p(@<i) [ [ pwal<a) - (3.3)
d=i

In this work, we use the Masked Autoencoder for Distribution Estimation (MADE) [44].

MADE models a probability distribution by predicting each conditional probability of
the autoregressive factorisation of eq. 3.1. This also means that the network has the same
number of input and output nodes, where every output node corresponds to the (conditional)
probability of one input variable. It is based on a dense feed-forward network, whose connec-
tions between nodes are masked in such a way as to restore the autoregressive property. The
network is trained by minimising the negative log-likelihood — log p(#|6) of the dataset under
the model, which is characterised by its parameters 6.

To obtain valid outputs, MADE utilises a specific masking on its weights. The procedure
is described in the following.

Firstly, all nodes are labelled with integer values m. The labels of the input layer are
a random permutation of {1,2,...,D}. This is what we call the ordering of variables, as
these labels will determine the ordering in the autoregressive factorisation and the position
each input will have in that order. The output nodes get the same m as the input, as each
one corresponds to its respective input node. The labels for the hidden nodes are sampled
randomly from a uniform distribution between 1 and D (Uy(1, D)).

Then, masks are constructed from these labels, according to the conditions

~10 -
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Figure 4: Comparison of MADE’s architecture with a standard dense network, adapted
from [44]. In MADE, masks are created based on conditions defined by the node labels,
ensuring autoregressive properties. These masks modify the weights of the base dense network
accordingly. Furthermore, each output probability is modeled by a set of nodes representing
the parameters of a mixture distribution.

1 for m” <m 1 for m <m!?
M = or m; " < m and M — orm ST 3
J 0 otherwise J 0 otherwise

Masks are applied to the NN weights W;; during the forward pass: Wit = Mi(jl) ® VVi(jl)

7

and Wi/j@) = Mz-(jz) ® WZ-(]?), where ® denotes the elementwise product. The masking effectively
removes connections between nodes, limiting the flow of information through the network.
The conditions ensure that nodes with label m only feed into nodes with a higher number.
For the last layer, the mask is created with the alternate, stricter condition m™® < m(®) such
that there are no direct connections from one input node at position m in the ordering to
its corresponding output node at position m. Creating masks in this way ensures that only
inputs with label < d can transfer information into output p(z4|Z<4), which is exactly the
information requested by the autoregressive conditional.

For example, the first output p(z1) does not have any connections to any nodes, because
no previous information is available. Similarly, the last input xp has no connection to the
hidden layers, as its information never enters the output probabilities. Also, the first input
x1 enters every output except the first one. This is illustrated in Fig. 4.

— 11 —



Figure 5: An example of a Gaussian mixture model representing a non-Gaussian function.

Following this procedure ensures that the autoregressive property is fulfilled, making
the output a valid probability. Furthermore, this type of masking can be easily generalised
to deeper networks, where the masks between hidden layers are simply constructed from the
same condition as in the first layer. The output can be computed with only a single forward
pass, making it relatively efficient to train and evaluate. Sampling from the network has to be
done sequentially and requires D forward passes. For each output, the predicted distribution
is calculated by passing the input through the network. From this distribution, a value for
x; is drawn, which is then fed again into the NN to draw the value of x;41. This is repeated
until the full vector is sampled.

3.1.1 Real-valued Outputs

In its original form, MADE only supports binary outputs. Each output distribution is defined
by one node, which is then interpreted as a binary probability. However, our physical data is
not binary, but real-valued. We use a method similar to [45], where the outputs are instead
interpreted as the parameters of some parametrised distribution.

In our case, there is no analytical expression for the shape of the conditional probabilities,
so we want the model to be able to approximate arbitrary distributions. For that, we chose
a mixture of Gaussians (MoG).

K
p(alFca) =Y Tap N (2a; ak oi k), (3.5)
k=1

which is a superposition of K Gaussians with three parameters each: a relative amplitude
Tdk, & Mean fiq, and a standard deviation oy .

The number of output nodes computes as three, the product of the number of parameters,
times K, the number of mixtures, times D, the number of dimensions. A one-hidden-layer
MADE Gaussian-mixture model with D-dimensional input #, H hidden nodes, and K mixture
components is given by:



D
b — sigmoid (ng) o N1) oyt Wgy) 56)

i=1
H
T4, = softmax Z )) ~hj + Wé;r,)k (3.7)
7j=1
[id ) = Z(W 1O M) b+ Wik, (3.8)
j=1
H
(o - (2 o
04k = €xXp Z(Wj(d,)k: ® M](d)) . hj -+ WO(d)k (3.9)
j=1

where 7 and ¢ use a softmax and exponential activation respectively to ensure they meet
the requirements of Ziil mar = 1 and o4 > 0. The masks M () are copied for all output
nodes belonging to one conditional probability.

3.2 Single Point MADE

First, we verify the method by learning the probability distribution for a fixed set of param-
eters. We demonstrate the capabilities of MADE for modelling stochastic intensities in this
setup and evaluate it’s accuracy.

3.2.1 Dataset

We adopt the parameters of [20] given by a supernova rate of Rgy = 4.55 X 10*Myr—!,
source spectrum parameters Fe,; = 1 x 102GeV and v = 2.2, as well as parameters of
the diffusion coefficient £ = 3 x 102®cm?/s and § = 0.6.® Our simulations contain 10°
individual realisations. With the optimised %,,,, = TMyr, every realisation contains ~ 3.2 x
10° individual sources.

We define the energy grid with logarithmic spacing between 1024-10*2 GeV with 19 bins,
by which we cover the same energy range as [20]

Before training, we have to preprocess the inputs. Making sure that all values are on
the same scale generally improves the training process. Especially when values span many
orders of magnitude, it is advisable to preprocess the data in a suitable way. For this reason,
we do not input the intensities ¢(F) directly into the network, but instead only consider the
intensities in rescaled log space: ¥(E) = log(E? - ¢(E)). Note that this is a common way to
represent power-law spectra, equaling the quantity as plotted on the y-axis in fig. 2.

Additionally, we standardise all intensities individually for every energy bin by subtract-
ing the mean u(E) and dividing by the standard deviation o(E), both of which are calculated
empirically from the dataset at every energy bin: x(F) = w While the true standard

deviation is undefined as the integral [ ¢*p(¢) diverges [43], the empirical value is appropri-
ate for this purpose. Both these transformations are trivially invertible, which is required to
obtain physical intensities from the network outputs.

8Note that the supernova rate is larger than stated in the paper by a factor of 2.27. This is based on the
normalisation of the source distribution, which was not properly taken into account.
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We train MADE using stochastic gradient descent with the Adam optimizer using a
constant learning rate of = 1073 and a minibatch size of 50, where the loss-function is the
negative log-likelihood as described before. Before training, the dataset is split into a 90%
train set and a 10% validation set to avoid overfitting.

We optimised the network architecture by changing the hidden layer size, number of
hidden layers, number of masks, and number of output components, and evaluating its per-
formance under a standardised classifier, which is detailed later in this chapter. The resulting
best-performing model has one hidden layer with 200 nodes, 10 output components, sigmoid
activation and utilises only one fixed mask.

Furthermore, we found it to be imperative to choose a random permutation ordering
instead of the natural incremental ordering, for which performance was much worse. In gen-
eral, we can assume that some masks work better in this specific application than others. Our
experiments with linear ordering indicate that the ordering should not be too regular. How-
ever, we did not explore and optimise this further and kept a completely random permutation
ordering without additional constraints, which led to satisfactory results.

3.2.2 Results

In this section, we evaluate the performance of MADE performance by comparing its samples
to simulations. Sampling 10* data points from the network takes only a few seconds on a
GPU, which corresponds to a speedup of ~ O(10%) compared to running the Monte Carlo
code. In the following, we show the compatibility of samples and simulations in various ways.

3.0

2.5 1

2.0 1

= 1.5 1

1.0 +

== samples
0.5 4 =™ quantiles

=~~~ simulation

0.0 , —
103 10*

E [GeV]

Figure 6: MADE samples and quantiles. The hatched areas show the quantile bands of
simulated spectra. As can be seen, they both overlap extremely well.

The ensemble of generated samples can be seen in fig. 6. The coloured lines show random
example spectra and the grey bands are the 68% and 90% regions. The true median/quantile
bands are indicated by the dashed line/hatched areas. The MADE samples overlap almost
perfectly by eye with the simulations. The quantiles alone do not give us the full information
about the distribution, and we have to also consider the full marginal distributions.
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Figure 7: MADE predicted and simulated 1D marginals for some energy bins. The y-axis
represents counts in log scale with arbitrary normalisation. For the bulk of the distribution,
both overlap exceedingly well, deviations are only in the tails with low statistics.
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Fig. 7 shows the 1D marginalised histograms of intensities for some energy bins. The
network samples (grey area) overlap very well with the simulations (hatched area). Slight
differences can be seen towards the edge of the distributions, specifically in the long tails.
This is because the number of training samples gets more and more sparse, and so the NN
can no longer learn the density accurately. In the tail regions with very low sample density,
the NN will never be able to model the density perfectly. In the final training shown here, we
were able to cover the tails fairly well up to the highest intensity values, which agree up to
Poisson uncertainties. Since the 1D marginals do not show any of the correlations between
energy bins, which are crucial in this case, we show the pairwise 2D marginals of both the
original and learned distributions in the Appendix in fig. 12. They agree very well and
indicate that the network is indeed able to accurately reproduce the non-linear correlation
structure of intensities at different energies.

Finally, we quantify the quality of samples via its robustness against a discriminator.
For that, we train a classifier to distinguish between simulated and MADE-generated samples.
The accuracy of the discriminator is our main way of quantifying the quality of MADE pre-
dictions: the lower the achieved accuracy, the better the samples. This allows us to compare
two architectures and tune the hyperparameters, which resulted in the model presented up to
this point. We train a neural network to classify whether a spectrum is from our simulated set
or from MADE. This classifier will tell us how easy it is to distinguish the two sets, without
depending on any extrinsic quantities.

The classifier consists of a simple dense feed-forward network with a 32-node hidden
layer with ReLU activation and one output node with sigmoid activation, such that the
score it assigns to some data can be interpreted as a probability of belonging to one of the
two classes. It is trained on a balanced sample of 10° data points with a cross-entropy loss
J(y,t) = —log(y' - (1 —y)'~t) = —t-logy — (1 — t) - log(1 — y) with model output y € [0, 1]
and true labels t € {0,1}.
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Figure 8: Predicted scores for samples and simulations. Both distributions are centered
close to 0.5 and overlap strongly.

To standardise the training for all NNs and obtain comparable results, the classifier was
trained for 100 epochs, independently of how training progressed for each architecture. This
also means that the training has not always completely converged. The final validation loss
value was used as the defining measure for sample quality.

The resulting score distribution assigned by the classifier can be seen in fig. 8, which
corresponds to an accuracy of 62%.

Interestingly, the best model is relatively simple, with only one hidden layer. This is
somewhat surprising, as usually deeper NN tend to perform better on large datasets. Here,
however, even though the two-layer network seemed to perform well from all of the aforemen-
tioned methods, the discriminator could distinguish its samples very effectively.

Note that the discriminator is not optimal, and its accuracy represents a lower bound
on the separability between the datasets. It would likely be possible to devise a classifier that
can detect generated samples more effectively with some optimisation. It does however still
allow us to rank architectures via this metric.

3.3 SECRET

In the previous chapter, we have shown how density estimation with MADE can be efficiently
used to model stochastic CR electron spectra. However, while this approach allows for sam-
pling random intensities accurately and many orders of magnitude faster than performing
a full simulation, it also has one significant shortcoming: it does naturally not generalise
beyond its training data. Changing the underlying physical model would require rerunning
simulations and retraining the NN, which is computationally expensive and unfeasible on a
large scale. Instead, we want a model that unites an ensemble of MADESs into one single
model.

In this chapter, we introduce SECRET, the Stochasticity Emulator for Cosmic Ray
ElecTrons. It is a density estimator for stochastic CR electron intensities that can model
a variety of physical scenarios by conditioning the network on the underlying parameters.
SECRET is intended to be used as a tool for quickly, efficiently, and flexibly emulating
stochastic spectra, eliminating the need to set up and perform time-consuming simulations
from the ground up.

The idea is to create a model that can produce stochastic spectrum realisations for dif-
ferent values of the underlying physical parameters of our simulations. We achieve this by
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devising an extended version of MADE that takes the parameters as additional inputs. In
principle, the split between predictive intensity dimensions and auxiliary parameter dimen-
sions is arbitrary and the NN architecture is oblivious to the nature of its inputs. They are
only separated by our physical interpretation and a different correlation structure. Chosing
an ordering where the model parameters are coniditioned on first the predicted intensities can
be conditioned on the additional dimensions, effectively resulting in an ensemble of MADE
models for different parameter combinations. The conditioning can be done exactly due to
the nature of the autoregressive factorisation. The network is trained on a large-scale dataset
that contains stochastic realisations of spectra from a variety of different simulations, as well
as the corresponding parameter values. We expect the network to be able to interpolate
between the training data points, such that it learns the distribution of all points within the
trained phase space volume.

(a) (b)

samples

quantiles

==4 simulation

102 103 104 102 103 104
E [GeV] E [GeV]

Figure 9: Some examples of SECRET’s predicted spectra, for random (representative)
choices of parmeters. The hatched regions (dashed lines) show the quantile bands (medi-
ans) of the simulated dataset for comparison. For (a)-(c), the predictions align with the true
distributions. (d) shows one example where the predictions are completely off, at the corner
of the parameter space.

In summary, the SECRET dataset contains 6750 different parameter combinations with
19 energy bins + 5 parameter bins. For each point, Ny = 10* individual realisations are
simulated. This means that there is a factor of 10 fewer datapoints per parameter point as for
the single-scenario MADE, but the network also has additional information from surrounding
datapoints, from which it can learn the general structure and correlations of spectra. In total,
the final dataset contains 67.5 million data points with 24 dimensions.
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We train the model for 22 epochs, after which the loss starts to rise, which takes about
O(1)d on a GPU.

The trained network can generate stochastic spectra conditioned on the physical model
parameters. We show some examples at random representative phase space points in figure 9.
In most of the space, the learned distribution agrees fairly well with the simulations. However,
there are some points at which the prediction fails completely, and non-physical spectra with
huge fluctuations are generated.

To evaluate SECRET’s performance more systematically, we need to define a summary
statistic that quantifies the quality of the predictions in terms of the deviation to the sim-
ulations. This is necessary to be able to assess the phase space coverage and to quantify in
which regions the network fails. We calculate the difference of absolute intensity values at
selected quantiles.

These absolute errors in the predictions are plotted in figure 10. We see that the inner
quantiles are predicted more accurately, while the 5% quantiles in the tails show larger devi-
ations. Overall, the errors are very close to zero for a large portion of the parameter space.
Still, there are a number of outliers with large errors that still need to be investigated further.

- 1 95% [ - =
= O s4% 0-37
0.2 1 1 50% _ a
- [ 16% - -
3 |- — 5% 5 0.21 - L
< - g |
& — & =
014 [ | J_—
a = 0.1
0.0 & l l : : 0.0 : .
0.00 0.02 004 006 0.08 0.10 20.050 —0.025 0.000 0.025 0.050
maxp |[AQI(Y(E))| meang AQI(¢Y(E))
(a) (b)

Figure 10: Distribution of g-quantile differences between learned network predictions and
simulations. The colors denote different quantiles. The left plot shows the maximum deviation
over all energy bins, while the right plot shows the average deviation over energy bins. The
first and last bins are overflow bins.

To understand which conditioned parameter values are reliable and which lead to inac-
curate results, figure 11 shows the errors for specific values of the model parameters, where
we varied one parameter at a time and marginalised over the rest. We see that indeed only
specific values of certain parameters lead to a long tail of the distribution, namely only the
smallest bins of the SN-rate and the diffusion coefficient parameters.

This allows us to identify these specific edges as responsible for the erroneous predictions
we see e.g. in figure 9(d). This behavior is confirmed when inspecting the influence of pairwise
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parameter combinations, which we show in the appendix in figure 13. From that

Finally, this also implies the complementary statement: SECRET is reliable accurate
on most of the parameter space, with a clearly defined area of validity. In fact, as figure 10
shows, the model is able to predict stochastic cosmic ray fluxes with few-percent accuracy.
Alternatively we can formulate this as a guiding principle for the usage of SECRET: As long
as one stays away from the lowest values of Rgy, 0 and k, samples are robust.

While this is true only on the points contained in the training set, i.e. only on the
hypercubic grid we defined in table 1, we also tested the interpolation capabilities of the
model. For that, we repeated the analysis on a new sample of simulations on a grid that is
diagonally offset with respect to the training grid. that means on points within the original
range with the maximum euclidean distance to the nearest training point. We find that even
in that case, the errors are typically below AQY(¢(E)) < 0.05, which corresponds to relative
deviations of < O(10%).

Rsn[10*GeV] logyo(Eeut[GeV]) v
0371@ 0.5 037 (0) 3.5 037 () 1.8
1 1. 4.5 1 22
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= 0.1 1 = 0.1 = 0.1
0.0 T 1 T 0.0 T T T 0.0 T 1 T
0.00 0.05 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.10
meang AQ%(Y(E)) meang AQ%(Y(E)) meang AQ%(Y(E))
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Figure 11: Mean deviations of the median for different parameter slices. For the sake of
clarity, only 3 values are shown: the middle and edges of the allowed ranges. The first and

last bins are overflow bins.
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3.4 Worked Example

Along with this paper, we are releasing the entire source code for MADE and SECRET on
Gitlab?. The entire code-base is fully documented, and additionally contains a notebook with
explanations and examples on how to use the models. For further details, please refer to the
notebook or the documentation inside the code.

Additionally to the MADE class, that implements the entire NN functionality, the repos-
itory also contains a class SECRET, that implements the SECRET model architecture as it
is described in this paper and handles everything from input standardisation to loading the
pre-trained weights. With this, utilising SECRET to generate stochastic spectra is as easy as
two lines of code:

import SECRET-code

secret = SECRET-code.models.SECRET()
samples = secret.sample_by_par(n,SNrate,logEcut,gamma,delta,DO)

SECRET-code.util.plot_fluxes(samples)

Furthermore, the code also contains scripts to train MADE or SECRET from scratch,
which can be executed e.g. as follows:

python train_made.py

-e <number of epochs to train for>

-8 <the epoch to start the training at. Useful for continuing training from an already
-1 <number of input nodes>

-1 <add a hidden layer with that many nodes, stacks>

-0 <number of output components>.

For example, the call for the MADE training used as the single-point model in this paper
looks like this: python train_made.py -e 500 -i 19 -1 100 -1 100 -o 10.

4 Conclusions

In this work we introduced SECRET, a machine learning model for fast generation of stochas-
tic spectra, eliminating the need to run computationally expensive MC-simulations. With the
inherent autoregressive properties baked into the underlying architecture, MADE, the pre-
dicted distribution is conditioned on physical parameters such as the supernova rate, the
source spectrum of CR electrons, and the diffusion coefficient.

We trained the model on a large 5D parameter space which covers a wide range of
parameter values for high flexibility. Comparing the learned density to simulations we find
that SECRET is able to predict the quantiles of the distribution to percent level, and we
quantify the area of validity in which SECRET’s predictions are reliable.

The entire pre-trained network will be publicly available and free to use for emulation
of stochastic effects in further studies.

“https://git.rwth-aachen.de/pmertsch/secret
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A Appendix

In the following, we provide some additional figures for characterising the performance of the
MADE and SECRET models. In Fig. 12, we compare the 2D marginalised distributions from
the Monte Carlo simulations (upper triangle) to the MADE ones (lower triangle). Fig. 13
reports the standard deviations of mean median deviations for different combinations of model
parameters.
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Figure 12: Pairwise marginalised standardised intensity distributions. For the sake of clarity,

we only show every third bin. Lower left: MADE samples. Upper right: simulations.
Energy bins that are closer to each other are correlated more tightly.
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Figure 13: Pairwise marginalised standard deviations of mean median deviations. Large
values on the color scales correspond to wide distributions of errors, i.e. a long tail/outliers in
the errors. We see that large values are mostly constrained to specific parameter combinations.
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