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Abstract. In a statistical analysis in Particle Physics, nuisance parameters can be introduced to take into
account various types of systematic uncertainties. The best estimate of such a parameter is often modeled
as a Gaussian distributed variable with a given standard deviation (the corresponding “systematic error”).
Although the assigned systematic errors are usually treated as constants, in general they are themselves
uncertain. A type of model is presented where the uncertainty in the assigned systematic errors is taken
into account. Estimates of the systematic variances are modeled as gamma distributed random variables.
The resulting confidence intervals show interesting and useful properties. For example, when averaging
measurements to estimate their mean, the size of the confidence interval increases for decreasing goodness-
of-fit, and averages have reduced sensitivity to outliers. The basic properties of the model are presented
and several examples relevant for Particle Physics are explored.

PACS. 02.50.Tt Inference methods — 02.70.Rr General statistical methods

1 Introduction

Data analysis in Particle Physics is based on observation
of a set of numbers that can be represented by a (vector)
random variable, here denoted as y. The probability of
y (or probability density for continuous variables) can in
general be written P(y|u, @), where p represents param-
eters of interest and @ are nuisance parameters needed for
the correctness of the model but not of interest to the
analyst.

The goal of the analysis is to carry out inference re-
lated to the parameters of interest. A procedure for doing
this in the framework of frequentist statistics using the
profile likelihood function is described in Sec. 2 This in-
volves using control measurements with given standard
deviations to provide information on the nuisance param-
eters. Here we will take the term “systematic error” to
mean the standard deviation of a control measurement it-
self. The word “error” is used in the sense defined here
and not to mean, e.g., the unknown difference between an
inferred and true value. The systematic errors defined in
this way should also not be confused with corresponding
systematic uncertainty in the estimate of the parameter
of interest.

Often the values assigned to the systematic errors are
themselves uncertain. This can be incorporated into the
model by treating their values as adjustable parameters
and their estimates as random variables. A model is pro-
posed in which the estimates of systematic variances are
treated as following a gamma distribution, whose mean
and width are set by the analyst to reflect the desired
nominal value and its relative uncertainty.

The confidence intervals that result from this type of
model are found to have interesting and useful properties.
For example, when averaging measurements to estimate
their mean, the size of the confidence interval increases
with decreasing goodness-of-fit, and averages have reduced
sensitivity to outliers. The basic properties of the model
are presented and several types of examples relevant for
Particle Physics are explored.

The approach followed here is that of frequentist statis-
tics, as this is widely used in Particle Physics. Models
with elements similar to the one proposed have been dis-
cussed in the statistics literature, e.g., Refs. [I2]. Analo-
gous Bayesian procedures have been been investigated in
Particle Physics [3l[4]5] and found to produce results with
qualitatively similar properties.

After reviewing parameter inference using the profile
likelihood with known systematic errors in Sec. 2] the
model with adjustable error parameters is presented in
Sec. @ and its use in determining confidence intervals is
discussed in Sec. [l In this paper two areas where such a
model can be applied are explored: a single Gaussian dis-
tribution measurement in Sec. [l and the method of least
squares in Sec. [fl The issue of correlated systematic un-
certainties is discussed in Sec. [l and conclusions are given

in Sec. B

2 Parameter inference using the profile
likelihood and the case of known systematic
errors

Inference about a model’s parameters is based on the like-
lihood function L(u, 8) = P(y|u, ). More specifically one
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can construct a frequentist test of values of the parame-
ters of interest p by using the profile likelihood ratio (see,
e.g., Ref. [6]),

=1 1)

Here in the denominator, fi and 6 represent the maximum-

likelihood (ML) estimators of p and @, and @ are the pro-
filed values of 0, i.e., the values of 8 that maximize the
likelihood for a given value of p.

Often the nuisance parameters are introduced to ac-
count for a systematic uncertainty in the model. Their
presence parameterizes the systematic uncertainty such
that for some point in the enlarged parameter space the
model should be closer to the truth. Because of correla-
tions between the estimators of the parameters, however,
the nuisance parameters result in a decrease in sensitivity
to the parameters of interest. To counteract this unwanted
effect, one often includes into the set of observed quanti-
ties additional measurements that provide information on
the nuisance parameters.

A simple and often used form of such control mea-
surements involves treating the best available estimates
of the nuisance parameters @ = (61,...,0y) as indepen-
dent Gaussian distributed values u = (uq,...,uy) with
standard deviations oy = (04, ..., 04,y ). In this way the
full likelihood becomes

L(p,60) = P(y, ulu,0) = P(y|u, 6)P(ul6)

7’[1.7;797;2 O'Zv
Ply|u, 0) H\/_a (wi=6/20%, (9

or equivalently the log-likelihood is

N
Z +C, (3)

=1

In L(p,0) =In P(y|p, 0)

l\’)l»—t

where C represents terms that do not depend on the ad-
justable parameters of the problem and therefore can be
dropped; in the following such constant terms will usually
not be written explicitly.

The log-likelihood in Eq. (8] represents one of the most
widely used methods for taking account of systematic un-
certainties in Particle Physics analyses. First nuisance pa-
rameters are introduced into the model to parameterize
the systematic uncertainty, and then these parameters are
constrained by means of control measurements. The quad-
ratic constraint terms in Eqs. (3] correspond to the case
where the estimate u; of the parameter ; is modeled as
a Gaussian distributed variable of known standard devia-
tion oy, .

In some problems one may have parameters n; that are
intrinsically positive with estimates ¢; modeled as follow-
ing a log-normal distribution. The Gaussian model covers

this case as well by defining 6; = Inn; and u; = Int;, so
that u; is the corresponding Gaussian distributed estima-
tor for 6;.

Often the estimates u; are the outcome of real con-
trol measurements, and so the standard deviations o,
are related to the corresponding sample size. The control
measurement itself could, however, involve a number of
uncertainties or arbitrary model choices, and as a result
the values of the o,, may themselves be uncertain.

Gaussian modelling of the u; can be used even if the
measurement exists only in an idealized sense. For exam-
ple, the parameter ; could represent a not-yet computed
coefficient in a perturbation series, and u; is one’s best
guess of its value (e.g., zero). In this case one may try to
estimate an appropriate o, by means of some recipe, e.g.,
by varying some aspects of the approximation technique
used to arrive at u;. For example, in the case of prediction
based on perturbation theory one may try varying the
renormalization scale in some reasonable range. In such
a case the estimate of o,, results from fairly arbitrary
choices, and values that may differ by 50% or even a fac-
tor of two might not be unreasonable.

3 Gamma model for estimated variances

One can extend the model expressed by Eq. (2] to account
for the uncertainty in the systematic errors by treating the
oy, as adjustable parameters. The best estimates s; for the
ou; are regarded as measurements to be included in the
likelihood model. The width of the distribution of the s;
is set by the analyst to reflect the appropriate uncertainty
in the oy,.

The characterization of the “error on the error” is de-
scribed in Sec. Bl In Sec. 3.2 the full mathematical model
is defined and the corresponding likelihood profiled over
the oy, is derived. This is shown in Sec. to be equiva-
lent to a model in which the estimates u; follow a Student’s
t distribution.

3.1 The relative error on the error

In the model proposed here it is convenient to regard the
variances o2 as the parameters, and to take values v; = s?
as their estimates. There is a special case in which the es-
timated variances v; will follow a chi-squared distribution,
namely, when v; is the sample variance of n independent

observations of u;, i.e.,

6J i (4)

where u; ; is the jth observation of u; and u; = = Z? 1 Usje
If the u; ; are Gaussian distributed with standard devia-

tions oy, , then one finds (see, e.g., Ref. [7]) that the statis-

tic (n—1)v; /o2, follows a chi-squared distribution for n—1

degrees of freedom. Furthermore, the chi-squared distribu-

tion for n degrees of freedom is a special case of the gamma

distribution,
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T v e TP (5)
for parameter values « = n/2 and § = 1/2. The mean and
variance are related to the parameters « and 8 by E[v] =
o/ and V[v] = o/ 2. Therefore if (n — 1)v; /o2, follows
a chi-square distribution with n — 1 degrees of freedom,
then v; follows a gamma distribution with

flv;a,B) =

v>0,

n—1

Qy = 2 ) (6)
n—1

Bi = 202 (7)

In general the analyst will not base the estimate v;
on n observations of u; but rather on different types of
information, such as related control measurements or ap-
proximate theoretical predictions. The analyst must then
set the width of the distribution of v; to reflect the appro-
priate level of uncertainty in the estimate of ogi.

For v; = s?, using error propagation gives to first order
Ov; Os,
A . 8
Bo] ~ P Blsd )

To characterize the width of the gamma distribution we
define

oy, Loy,

1
2E[v;] 202

ri (9)
From Eq. ([B) one sees that to first approximation r; =
0s,/FE[s;] and thus we can think of these factors as rep-
resenting the relative uncertainty in the estimate of the
systematic error. The parameters r; will be referred to as
the “error on the error”. A more accurate relation between
r; as defined here and the quantity oy, /E[s;] is given in
Appendix [Al

Using the expectation value of the gamma distribution
E[vi] = «;/B; and its variance V[v;] = «;/B?, we can
relate the values r; supplied by the analyst and the o, to
a; and (; by

1
Q; = P s (10)
1
Bi = R (11)

Figure [[[(a) shows the gamma distribution for o, = 1
and several values of r and [Ib) shows the corresponding
distribution of s = y/v. More details on the distribution
of s and its properties are given in App. [Al The assump-
tion of a gamma distribution is not unique but represents
nevertheless a reasonable and flexible expression of un-
certainty in the o,,. Moreover it will be shown that by
using the gamma distribution one finds a very simple pro-
cedure for incorporating uncertain systematic errors into
the model.

Using Eq. (@) to connect the relative uncertainty r; to
the effective number of measurements n gives n = 1 +
1/2r2. A relevant special case is n = 2, sometimes called
the problem of “two-point systematics”, where one has
two estimates u; 1 and u; 2 of a parameter 6;. This gives

0; =u; = 2(uin +ui2), (12)
|Uz' 1— U 2|

g = 13

s 7 (13)

ri =1/V2. (14)

It will be assumed in this paper that the analyst is
able to assign meaningful values for the error-on-the-error
parameters r;. The procedure for doing this will involve
elicitation of expert knowledge from those who assigned
the systematic errors and will in general vary depending
on the experiment. One may want to regard a subset of
the measurements as having a certain common r which
could be fitted from the data, but we do not investigate
this possibility further here.

The proposed model thus makes two important as-
sumptions. First, the control measurements are taken to
be independent and Gaussian distributed. As mentioned
in Sec. @] the Gaussian u; can be extended to an alter-
native distribution if it can be related to a Gaussian by
a transformation. Second, the estimates of the variances
of the u; are gamma distributed. Both assumptions are
reasonable but neither is a perfect description in practice,
and thus the resulting inference could be subject to corre-
sponding systematic uncertainties. Nevertheless the pro-
posed model will in general be an improvement over the
widely used Gaussian assumption for u; with fixed vari-
ances. In addition, the choice of the gamma distribution
leads to important simplifications in mathematical expres-
sions needed for inference, as shown in Sec. below.

3.2 Likelihood for the gamma model

By treating the estimated variances v = (v1,...,vn) as
independent gamma distributed random variables, the full
likelihood function becomes

L(p,0,0%) = P(y|p.0)

> ﬁ #ef(ui*GiF/ZUii ﬂiai ,U_aiflefﬁivi (15)
i=1 Y 27T0ui F(al) ’

By using Egs. (I0) and () to relate the parameters «;
and (; to Ui,_- and r; one finds, up to additive terms that
are independent of the parameters, the log-likelihood

InL(p,8,0%) = In P(y|u,6)

N
1 (Uz — 91)2 1 2 (3
_5 Z [702 + 1 + ﬁ In O’ui + —27’1-20'12“



4 Glen Cowan: Statistical Models with Uncertain Error Parameters
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Fig. 1. Plots of (a) the gamma distribution of the estimated variance v and (b) the Nakagami distribution for the estimated
standard deviation s = /v for several values of the parameter r (see text).

By setting the derivatives of In L with respect to the
012” to zero for fixed @ and p one finds the profiled values

= v + 272 (u; —

2
02, 0:) .
' 14272

(17)

Using these for the 031_ gives the profile likelihood with re-
spect to the systematic variances, but which still depends
on O as well as the parameters of interest p. After some
manipulation it can be written up to constant terms as

L' (12,0) = In L(11, 0, 02,)

=In P(y|p,0)

N
1 1 ui—ei 2
_ 52(1+—2r2)ln [1+2r§7( —~ iy (18)
i=1 @ ’

Some intermediate steps in the derivation of Eq. (I8]) are
given in App. Bl In the limit where all of the r; are small,
the estimates v; are very close to their expectation values
O’Zi. Making this replacement and expanding the logarith-
mic terms to first order one recovers the quadratic terms

as in Eq. [@).

3.3 Derivation of profile likelihood from Student’s ¢
distribution

An equivalent derivation of the profile likelihood (I8) can
be obtained by first defining

2 = . (19)

As u; follows a Gaussian with mean 6; and standard devi-
ation o, and v; follows a gamma distribution with mean
2 and standard deviation o,, = 2r?02 , one can show

Ou; ui?

(see, e.g., Ref. [7]) that z; follows a Student’s ¢ distribu-
tion,

vi41
P g
)= ——22— (1+2 SC
Flat) = s (142 (20)
with a number of degrees of freedom
1

K2

By constructing the likelihood L(u,8) as the product of
P(y|p, @) and Student’s ¢ distributions,

vi+1

N vitl 22\ "2
L(p,0) = P(y|p,0) H% (H?) ’

(22)
one obtains the same log-likelihood as given by In L’ from
Eq. (I8)). That is, the same model results if one replaces
the estimates v; by constants 031_, but still takes the z;
to follow a Student’s ¢ distribution, with u;, = 0; + 0y, 2.
Thus in the following we can drop the prime in the pro-
file log-likelihood (I8)) and regard this equivalently as the
log-likelihood resulting from a model where the control
measurements are distributed according to a Student’s .
In the limit where r; — 0 and thus the number of degrees
of freedom v; — 0o, the Student’s ¢ distribution becomes a
Gaussian (see, e.g., Ref. [7]), and the corresponding term
in the log-likelihood becomes quadratic in u; — 6;, as in

Eq. @).

4 Estimators and confidence regions from
profile likelihood

The ML estimators are found by maximizing the full
In L(u,0,02) with respect to all of the parameters, which
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is equivalent to maximizing the profile likelihood with re-
spect to p and 6. In this way the statistical uncertainties
due to both the estimated biases u; as well as their esti-
mated variances v; are incorporated into the variances of
the estimators for the parameters of interest fi.

Consider for example the case of a single continuous
parameter of interest p. Having found the estimator f,
one could quantify its statistical precision by using the
standard deviation o;. The covariance matrix for all of
the estimated parameters can to first approximation be
found from the inverse of the matrix of second derivatives
of InL (see, e.g., Refs. [89]). From this we extract the
variance of the estimator of the parameter of interest u,
ie, Vg = O’l%. The presence of the nuisance parameters
in the model will in general inflate o, which reflects the
corresponding systematic uncertainties.

But o is by construction a property of the model and
not of a particular data set. One may want, however, to
report a measure of uncertainty along with the estimate
that reflects the extent to which the data values are con-
sistent with the hypothesized model, and therefore o is
not suitable for this purpose. We will show below, how-
ever, that a confidence region can be constructed that has
this desired property.

In general to find a confidence region (or for a single
parameter a confidence interval) one tests all values of p
with a test of size a for some fixed probability «. Those
values of p that are not rejected by the test constitute a
confidence region with confidence level 1 —«. To determine
the critical region of the test of a given p one can use a
test statistic based on the profile likelihood ratio

by — 2 () = —21n LU0 (23)

L(f, 0)
The critical region of a test of p corresponds to the region
of data space having probability content @ with maximal
i, Equivalently, provided ¢,, can be treated as continuous,
the p-value of a hypothesized point in parameter space p
is

P = / Sl 0,02) dty = 1 — F(tyon),  (24)

tu,obs

where t,, o1 is the observed value of ¢, and F'is the cumu-
lative distribution of ¢,,. That is, we define the region of
data space even less compatible with the hypothesis than
what was observed to correspond to £, > t, obs.

The boundary of the confidence region corresponds to
the values of p where p, = a. Solving Eq. ([24) for the
test statistic gives

ty=F""(1—pp), (25)

where here ¢,, refers to the value observed, and F~! is
the quantile of ¢,,. The statistic ¢, is also defined in terms
of the likelihood through Egs. () and (23)), and by using
pp = o one finds that the boundary of the confidence
region is given by

In L, 0) = In L(2, §) — %F‘l(l —a). (26)

To find the p-values and thus determine the bound-
ary of the confidence region one needs the distribution
[(tulp,0,02). According to Wilks” theorem [10], for M
parameters of interest u = (,ul, ..., pr) the statistic Ly
should follow a chi-squared distribution for M degrees of
freedom in the asymptotic limit, which here corresponds
to the case where the distributions of all ML estimators
are Gaussian. To the extent that this approximation holds
we may identify the quantile F~! in Eq. [26) with szl,
the chi-squared quantile for M degrees of freedom. Y

If it is further assumed that the log-likelihood can be
well approximated by a quadratic function about its max-
imum, then one finds asymptotically (see, e.g., Ref. [I1])
that

InL(,0) = In L(2,0) — 3 (n— )7V (u— 1), (27)
where V;; = cov[fi, [i;] is the covariance matrix for the
parameters of interest. This equation says that the confi-
dence region is a hyper-ellipsoid of fixed size centred about
f. For example, for a single parameter p one finds that
the endpoints

1/2
pt = Etop [Fx_fl(l — 04)}
give the central confidence interval with confidence level
1 — a. For a probability content corresponding to plus
or minus one standard deviation about the centre of a
Gaussian, i.e., 1 — a = 68.3%, one has F)(Ql(l —a) =1,
which gives the well-known result that the interval of plus
or minus one standard deviation about the estimate is
asymptotically a 68.3% CL central confidence interval.
The relations ([27) and (28) depend, however, on a
quadratic approximation of the log-likelihood. In the
model where the o, are treated as adjustable, the pro-
file log-likelihood is given by Eq. ([I8), which contains
terms that are logarithmic in (u; — 6;)2, and not just the
quadratic terms that appear in Eq. (@). As a result the
relation ([27)) is only a good approximation in the limit of
small r;, which is not always valid in the present problem.
We can nevertheless use Eq. (20) assuming a chi-
squared distribution for ¢,, as a first approximation for
confidence regions. We will see in the examples below that
these have interesting properties that already capture the
most important features of the model. If higher accuracy is
required then Monte Carlo methods can be used to deter-
mine the distribution of ¢,,. Alternatively we can modify
the statistic so that its distribution is closer to the asymp-
totic form; this is explored further in Sec. Bl

(28)

5 Single-measurement model

To investigate the asymptotic properties of the profile
likelihood ratio it is useful to examine a simple model
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with a single measured value y following a Gaussian with
mean 4 and standard deviation o. The parameter of in-
terest is 4 and we treat the variance o2 as a nuisance pa-
rameter, which is constrained by an independent gamma-
distributed estimate v. Thus the likelihood is given by

L(p,0%) = f(y,v|p,0”)

1 —wewreer B

V2ro? I'(a)

As before we set the parameters o and 8 of the gamma
distribution so that E[v] = 02 and so that from Eq. (@) the
standard deviation of v is o, = 2ro?, where r characterizes
the relative error on the error. This gives

a—1_—pBv

v (29)

o = m 5 (30)
1
= T2 (81)

The goal is to construct a confidence interval for p by
using the profile likelihood ratio

o~

L{p, 0% (1)

Mp) = L
() L o)

The log-likelihood is

(32)

2 1(y—p)? 1 1 2 v
InL(u,0°) = 5" 2 (2 + 4r2)1na 1257 +C,
(33)
where C represents constants that do not depend on p or
o2. From this we find the required estimators

A=y, (34)

— v

2~

T iy (35)
= v+ 2r2(y — p)?
02@):#. (36)

1+ 2r2

With these ingredients we find the following simple ex-
pression for the statistic t, = —21In A(p),

1 _ 2
t, = (1+ﬁ) In [1+2r2(yT”)] .37
According to Wilks’ theorem [I0], the distribution
f(tu|n) should, in the large-sample limit, be chi-squared
for one degree of freedom. The large-sample limit corre-
sponds to the situation where estimators for the parame-
ters become Gaussian, which in this case means r < 1.
The behaviour of the distribution of ¢,, for nonzero r
is illustrated in Fig. Bl which shows the distributions from

data generated according to a Gaussian of mean y = 0,
standard deviation o = 1 and values of r = 0.01, 0.2, 0.4
and 0.6. The case of r = 0.01 approximates the situation
where the relative uncertainty on o is negligibly small.
One can see that greater values of r lead to an increasing
departure of the distribution from the asymptotic form.

Depending on the size of the test being carried out or
equivalently the confidence level of the interval, one may
find that the asymptotic approximation is inadequate. In
such a case one may wish to use the Monte Carlo simu-
lation to determine the distribution of the test statistic.
Alternatively one can modify the statistic so that its dis-
tribution is better approximated by the asymptotic form,
as described in the following section.

5.1 Bartlett correction for profile likelihood-ratio
statistic

The likelihood-ratio statistic can be modified so as to fol-
low more closely a chi-square distribution using a type
of correction due to Bartlett [T2L[T3L[14]. This method has
received some limited notice in Particle Physics [I5] but
has not been widely used in that field. The basic idea is
to determine the mean value E[t,] of the original statis-
tic. In the asymptotic limit, this should be equal to the
number of degrees of freedom nq of the chi-square distri-
bution, which in this example is nq = 1. One then defines
a modified statistic

(38)

so that by construction E[t]] = nq. It was shown by Law-
ley [16] that the modified statistic approaches the refer-
ence chi-squared distribution with a difference of order
n~3/2, where here the effective sample size n is related to
the parameter r by n = 1+ 1/2r? (cf. Eqs. @) and (0)).

One could in principle find the expectation value E|t,]
by the Monte Carlo method. But for the method to be
convenient to use one would like to determine the Bartlett
correction without resorting to simulation. By expanding
the expectation value

Bl = [ [t Swolno?)dydo (9
as a Taylor series in r one finds
Elt,)=1+3r*+crt, (40)

where the coefficient of the r* term is found numerically
to be ¢ &~ 2 with an accuracy of around 10%. Dividing
t,/na (here with nq = 1) from Eq. 23] by E[t,] to obtain
the Bartlett-corrected statistic therefore gives

2r2

1+ 272
/ 1+ —(y—n)

t, = 1
#7221 1 302 4 2r%) n[

2] . (41)

In more complex problems one may not have a simple ex-
pression for the expectation value needed in the Bartlett



Glen Cowan: Statistical Models with Uncertain Error Parameters 7

0 5 10 15 20 25

L

0 5 10 15 20 25

L

Fig. 2. Distributions of the test variable ¢, for a single Gaussian distributed measurement with relative error-on-error r.

correction and calculation by Monte Carlo may be neces-
sary.

Distributions of ¢, are shown in Fig. [ along with
Monte Carlo distributions. As can be seen by compar-
ing the uncorrected distributions from Figs. 2l to those in
Fig. Bl the Bartlett correction is clearly very effective, as

is needed when the parameter r is large.

5.2 Confidence intervals for the single-measurement
model

In the simple model explored in this section one can use
the measured values of y and v to construct a confidence
interval for the parameter of interest p. The probability
that the interval includes the true value of p (the coverage
probability) can then be studied as a function of the rela-
tive error on the error r. What emerges is that the interval
based on the chi-squared distribution of ¢,, has a coverage
probability substantially less than the nominal confidence
level, but that this can be greatly improved by use of the
Bartlett-corrected interval.

To derive exact confidence intervals for p we can use
the fact that

(42)

follows a Student’s ¢ distribution for v = 1/2r? degrees of
freedom (see, e.g., Ref. [7]). From the distribution of z one
can find the corresponding pdf of

2
t,=(1+v)n [1+%] , (43)
but in fact this is not directly needed. Rather we can use
the pdf of z to find confidence intervals for p from the
fact that a critical region defined by ¢, > t. is equivalent
to the corresponding region of z given by z < —z. and
z > z. where the boundaries of the critical regions in the
two variables are related by Eq. (@3). Equivalently one
can say that the p-value of a hypothesized value of pu is
the probability, assuming u, to find z further from zero
than what was observed, i.e.,

pu:1—/:b:sf(z)dz:2(1—F(yﬁﬂ;u)) . (44)

where F(z;v) is the cumulative Student’s ¢ distribution
for v = 1/2r? degrees of freedom.

The boundaries of the confidence interval at confidence
level CL = 1 —a (here « refers to the size of the statistical
test, not the parameter « in the gamma distribution) are
found by setting p, = « and solving for 11, which gives the
upper and lower limits

pe =y £ V020 (45)

Here z,/5 is the a/2 upper quantile of the Student’s ¢
distribution, i.e., the value of zohs needed in Eq. [#) to
have p,, = a.
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Fig. 3. Distributions of the Bartlett-corrected test variable ¢, for a single Gaussian distributed measurement with relative

error-on-error 7.

If one were to assume that the statistic ¢,, follows the
asymptotic chi-squared distribution, then 2,5 is replaced

by
1 9 2 1/2
Za = exp [ — Qo) 4|7
\/57’ 1+ 2r2

Here Q, = Fx_21 (1—a) is obtained from the quantile of the
1

chi-squared distribution for one degree of freedom. And if
the Bartlett-corrected statistic tL is used to construct the
interval, then the Q, in Eq. (6) is replaced by QaE[t,],
where E[t,] = 14 3r? +2r? is the expectation value of ¢,
from Eq. (@0). The half-width of the interval measured in
units of the estimated standard deviation \/v, i.e., z4/2 Or
Za, are shown in Fig.[l(a) as a function of the r parameter.
The probability P, for the confidence interval to cover
the true value of p is by construction equal to 1 — « for
the exact confidence interval. For the interval based on
the asymptotic distribution of the test statistic this is

(46)

fra(2)dz =2F2(za) — 1,

—Za

P, = (47)

where Fx? is the cumulative chi-squared distribution for

one degree of freedom and z, is given by Eq. (@8], with

Q. replaced by QqE[t,] for the Bartlett-corrected case.
The interval half-widths and coverage probabilities

based on ¢, and ¢, are shown in Figs. @l As can be seen,
the interval based on the Bartlett-corrected statistic is

very close to the exact one, and its coverage is close to
the nominal 1 — « for relevant values of r.

As seen from the distributions in Figs. Bl and Bl for
the single-measurement model, the agreement with the
asymptotic form worsens for increasing values of the test
statistic. For Z = /T, of 4 (a four standard-deviation sig-
nificance; see, e.g., Ref. [0]), the Bartlett-corrected statis-
tic is close to the asymptotic form for r = 0.2, with a small
but visible departure for » = 0.4. In contrast, for a 68.3%
confidence level (corresponding to /7, = 1), one sees from
Fig.[)(a) that the Bartlett corrected interval is in satisfac-
tory agreement with the exact interval out to r ~ 1. For
a more complicated analysis with multiple measurements
having different r; parameters one would need to check the
validity of asymptotic distributions with Monte Carlo.

6 Least-squares fitting and averaging
measurements

An important application of the model described in Sec. 3]
is the least-squares fit of a curve, or as a special case of
this, the average of a set of measurements. Suppose the
data consist of N independent Gaussian distributed values
1;, with mean and variance

0;, (48)

(49)

Elyi] = o(zi; p) +
Viyi| = in- .
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Fig. 4. Plots of (a) the interval half-width in units of the estimated standard deviation /v and (b) coverage probability of the

68.3% CL confidence intervals for p.

Here the nuisance parameters 6; represent a potential bias
or offset. The function ¢(z;; ) plus the bias 6; gives
the mean of y; as a function of a control variable x,
and it depends on a set of M parameters of interest
= (u1,...,par). That is, the probability P(y|e, ) in
Eq. @) becomes

P(y|p, 6) e~ Wimp(wisn)—0:)" /20y, (50)

H \/%Uyl

As before suppose the nuisance parameters 6; are con-
strained by N corresponding independent Gaussian mea-
surements u;, with mean and variance

E[uz] = Oi, (51)

Viug) = o2

g *

(52)

Often the best estimates of a potential bias 6; will be
u; = 0 for the actual measurement, but formally the
u; are treated as random variables that would fluctuate
upon repetition of the experiment. Therefore the full log-
likelihood or equivalently —21n L(u, 0) is up to an additive
constant given by

.CCZ, 92 ui—9i2
Z[ 90 (=t

=1 yl

—2InL(p, 0

(53)
That is, if we consider the o, as known, then maximum-
likelihood estimators are obtained by the minimum of the
sum of squares ([B3]) which is the usual formulation of the
method of least squares.

The next step will be to treat the o,, as adjustable
parameters but before doing this is it interesting to note
that by profiling over the nuisance parameters 6;, one finds
the profile likelihood

—2InL'(p

S (i 1) — w)?
-y er =X 6

=1

That is, the same result is obtained by using the usual
method of least squares with statistical and systematic un-
certainties added in quadrature. This procedure gives the
Best Linear Unbiased Estimator (BLUE), which is widely
used in Particle Physics, particularly for the problem of
averaging a set of measurements as described in Refs. [I7
18,191[20].

Returning to the full dependence on p and 6 and fol-
lowing the model of Sec. Bl we now regard the systematic
variances o7 as free parameters for which we have inde-
pendent gamma distributed estimates v;, with parameters
a; and f; set by U?M_ and r; according to Eqs. (I0) and ().
The log-likelihood profiled over the o2 is (cf. Eq. (I§)),

0;)?

Mz

—2InL'(u,0

{ Pl 1) — (55)

2
=1 O—yw

. N)\2
+ (1+i2)1n (1+2r§7(“1 6) )] .
2r; V;

To find the required estimators we need to solve the sys-
tem of equations

L

an —0 i=1,...,M, (56)
i

L

5;_ —0, i=1,...,N (57)

Equation (&1) results in



10 Glen Cowan: Statistical Models with Uncertain Error Parameters

07 + [—2ui — yi + i) 67
1+ 2T
+ a 2 >yl+2uz(z @) +ui | 0;
2r;
[ v; 5 (14 2r})o2 u;
i —Yi)\ 53 )%= | =0,
+ (v y)(2ri2+uz) 27,12
i=1,...,N, (58)
where here ¢; = ¢(x;; ). Simultaneously solving all

M + N equations for pu and the 0 gives their ML esti-
mators. Solving for the 0, for fixed w, i.e., fixed @;, gives

the profiled values 0;. Equations (B8]) are cubic in §; and
so can be solved in closed form giving either one or three
real roots. In the case of three roots, the one is chosen
that maximizes In L'.

Using the profile log-likelihood from Eq. (B3] one can
use, for example, the test statistic ¢, defined in Eq. (23]
to find confidence regions for p following the general pro-
cedure outlined in Sec. @l Examples of this will be shown

in Sec.

6.1 Goodness of fit

In the usual method of least squares, the minimized sum
of squares x2.. = x2(f1) based on Eq. (54)) is often used to
quantify the goodness-of-fit. Because it is constructed as a
sum of squares of Gaussian distributed quantities, one can
show (see, e.g., Ref. [I1]) that its sampling distribution is
chi-squared for N — M degrees of freedom, and the p-value
of the hypothesis that the true model lies somewhere in
the parameter space of p is thus

oo
P=J. he (@) de. (59)
When using the gamma error model presented above,
the quantity —21In L'(u, 0) is no longer a simple sum of
squares. Nevertheless one can construct the statistic that
will play the same role as the minimized x2(u) by con-
sidering the model in which the means ¢(x;, i), which
depend on the M parameters of interest p, are replaced
by a vector of N independent mean values, one for each of
the measurements: ¢ = (¢1,...,9n). By requiring that
the ¢; are given by (z;, u) one imposes N — M con-
straints and restricts the more general hypothesis to an
M-dimensional subspace. One can then construct the like-
lihood ratio statistic

L' (f1,6)
L'(¢.8)
where the numerator contains the M fitted parameters of
interest fi, and in the denominator one fits all N of the

Pi-

g=—2In , (60)

When fitting separate values of ¢; and 6; for each mea-
surement (the “saturated model”), one can see from in-
spection that the maximized value of In L'(¢, 0) is zero,
and therefore the statistic ¢ becomes

+ (1 + #) In <1 + 27’2(UU79)2>] (61)

According to Wilks’ theorem [10], in the limit where the

estimators g and 0 are Gaussian distributed, q will fol-
low a chi-squared pdf for N — M degrees of freedom. The
statistic ¢ thus plays the same role as the minimized sum
of squares X2 in the usual method of least squares. In
the case of Eq. (GII), however, the chi-squared approxi-
mation is not exact. One can see this from the fact that
the v; are gamma rather than Gaussian distributed; the
Gaussian approximation holds only in the limit where the
r; are sufficiently small.

If all »; — 0, i.e., there is no uncertainty in the re-
ported systematic errors, then the statistic ¢ reduces to
the minimized sum of squares from the method of least
squares or BLUE, namely,

Mz

_ 02 + 02 (62)
=1

One can check in an example that the sampling distri-
bution of ¢ follows a chi-squared distribution by generat-
ing measured values y;, u;, and s; according to the model
described in Sec. 2] using the following parameter values:
pi=p=10,04 =1,0, =1foralli=1,...,N. That
is, the measurements are assumed to have the same mean
1 and the goal is to fit this parameter. The resulting dis-
tributions of ¢ are shown in Figs. Bl(a) and (b) for N = 2
and N = 5 using r; = 0.2 for all measurements. Overlayed
on the histograms is the chi-squared pdf for NV — 1 degrees
of freedom. Although the agreement is reasonably good
there is still a noticeable departure from the asymptotic
distribution in the tails. The same set of curves is shown in
Figs.Bl(c) and (d) for r; = 0.4, for which one sees an even
greater discrepancy between the true (i.e., simulated) and
asymptotic distributions.

One might need a p-value with an accuracy such that
assumption of the asymptotic distribution of ¢ is not ad-
equate. In such a case one can use Monte Carlo to de-
termine the correct sampling distribution of q. Alterna-
tively, following the procedure of Sec. 5.1l one can define a
Bartlett-corrected statistic ¢’ as

N-M
Elq]

so that by construction E[¢'] = N — M (in the example
above for a single fitted parameter M = 1). Distributions
of ¢’ corresponding to Fig. Bl are shown in Fig. Bl where

/

q:

q, (63)
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Fig. 5. Distributions of the test variable ¢ for averages of N = 2 and 5 values using r = 0.2 and r = 0.4.

the mean value E[g] was itself found from Monte Carlo
simulation. While one sees that the distributions of ¢’ are
in better agreement with the Monte Carlo, visible discrep-
ancies remain. And since here simulation was required to
determine the Bartlett correction, one could use it as well
to find the p-value directly. The Bartlett correction is nev-
ertheless useful in such a situation because the number of
simulated values of ¢ required to estimate accurately E|q]
may be much less than what one needs to find the upper
tail area for a very high observed value of the test statistic.

6.2 Averaging measurements

An important special case of a least-squares fit is the av-
erage of N independent measurements, y1,...,yn, of the
same quantity, i.e., the fit function ¢(x; u) = p is in effect
a horizontal line and the control variable = does not enter.
The expectation values of the measurements are thus

i=1

where the parameter of interest p represents the desired
mean value and as before ; are the bias parameters. As
there is one parameter of interest, the statistic ¢ follows
asymptotically a chi-squared distribution for N degrees of
freedom, although as we have seen above this approxima-
tion breaks down as the r; increase.

As an example, consider the average of two indepen-
dent measurements, nominally reported as y; £o,, +s; for

i = 1,2, in which the oy, represent the statistical uncer-
tainties and s; are the estimated systematic errors. Sup-
pose here these are o, =1 and s; = 1 for both measure-
ments, and that the analyst reports values r; representing
the relative accuracy of the estimates of the systematic
errors, which in this example we will take to be equal to a
common value r. Furthermore suppose that the observed
values of y; and yo are 1046 and 10 — 4, respectively, and
we will allow § to vary. For the values of o,, and s; chosen
in this example, the value of § corresponds to the signif-
icance of the discrepancy between y; and ys in standard
deviations under assumption of » = 0.

Using the input values described above, the mean u,
bias parameters 6;, and systematic errors o,,, are adjusted
to maximize the log-likelihood from Eq. ([I6). Figures [
show the half-width of the 68.3% confidence interval for
w as a function of the parameter r for different levels of
0. This interval corresponds to the standard deviation o
when the r; are all small, where the problem is the same
as in least squares or BLUE.

In Fig. [[(a), the interval is based on Eq. (26, i.e., it
is determined by the point where the profile log-likelihood
drops by a fixed amount from its maximum (in Parti-
cle Physics often referred to as the “MINOS” interval
[21]). In Fig. [@(b), the interval is found by solving for
the value of p where its p-value is p, = «, and here
a = 1—0.683 = 0.317. The p-value depends, however,
on the assumed values of the nuisance parameters. Here
we use the values of #; and o7 profiled at the value of
1 tested. This technique is often called “profile construc-
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Fig. 6. Distributions of the Bartlett-corrected test variable ¢’ for averages of N = 2 and 5 values using r = 0.2 and r = 0.4.

tion” in Particle Physics [22], where it is widely used, and
elsewhere called “hybrid resampling” [23.24]. The result-
ing confidence interval will have the correct coverage prob-
ability of 1 — « if the nuisance parameters are equal to
their profiled values; elsewhere the interval could under-
or over-cover. Although the intervals from profile construc-
tion differ somewhat from those found directly on the log-
likelihood, they have the same qualitative behaviour.

From Fig. [ one can extract several interesting fea-
tures. First, if r is small, that is, the systematic errors
ou; are very close to their estimated values s;, then the
interval’s half-length is very close to the standard devia-
tion of the estimator, o; = 1, regardless of the level of
discrepancy between the two measured values.

Further, the effect of larger values of r is seen to de-
pend very much on the level of discrepancy between the
measured values. If y; or yo are very close (e.g., § = 0 or
1), then the length of the confidence interval can even be
reduced relative to the case of r = 0. If the measurements
are in agreement at a level that is better than expected,
given the reported statistical and systematic uncertainties,
then one finds that the likelihood is maximized for values
of the systematic errors o,,, that are smaller than the ini-
tially estimated s;. And as a consequence, the confidence
interval for p shrinks.

Finally, one can see that if the data are increasingly
inconsistent, e.g., in Fig. [ for § > 4, then the effect of
allowing higher r is to increase the length of the inter-
val. This is also a natural consequence of the assumed
model, whereby an observed level of heterogeneity greater

than what was initially estimated results in maximizing
the likelihood for larger values of o, and consequently an
increased confidence interval size.

The coverage properties of the intervals for the average
of two measurements example are investigated by gener-
ating data values y; for i = 1,2 according to a Gaussian
with a common mean g (here 10) and the standard devia-
tions both oy, = 1, and the u; are generated according to
a Gaussian distributed with mean of 6; = 0 and standard
deviation o,, = 1. The values v; are gamma distributed
with parameters «; and §; given by Eqgs. (I0) and () so
as to correspond o,, = 1 and for different values of the
parameters 7;, taken here to be the same for both mea-
surements.

Figure 8 shows the coverage probability for the in-
terval with nominal confidence level 68.3% based on the
log-likelihood (the MINOS interval) and also using profile
construction (hybrid resampling), as a function of the r
parameter. As seen in the figure, the coverage probabil-
ity approximates the nominal value reasonably well out
to r = 0.5, where one finds P.,, = 0.631 and 0.667 for
MINOS and profile construction respectively; at r = 1,
the corresponding values are 0.564 and 0.617 (the Monte
Carlo statistical errors for all values is around 0.005). Thus
reasonable agreement is found with both methods but one
should be aware that the coverage probability may depart
from the nominal value for large values of r.
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Fig. 8. The coverage probability of the intervals based on
the likelihood (MINOS method) and on profile construction
(hybrid resampling) as a function of the parameter r (see text).

6.3 Sensitivity to outliers

One of the important properties of the error model used
in this paper is that curves fitted to data become less
sensitive to points that depart significantly from the fitted
curve (outliers) as the r; parameters of the measurements
are increased. This is a well-known feature of models based
on the Student’s ¢ distribution (see, e.g., Ref. [2]).

The reduced sensitivity to outliers is illustrated in
Fig. [@ for the case of averaging five measurements of the
same quantity (i.e., the fit of a horizontal line). All mea-
sured values are assigned o,, and s; equal to 1.0, and in
Figs. B(a) and (c) they are all fairly close to the central
value of 10. In Figs. @ (b) and (d) the middle point is at
20. In the top two plots, the r; parameters for all mea-
surements are taken to be r; = 0.01, which is very close
to what would be obtained with an ordinary least-squares
fit. In (a) the average is 10; in (b) the outlier causes the

fitted mean to move to 12.00. In both cases the half-width
of the confidence interval is 0.63.

In the lower two plots, (c) and (d), all of the points
are assigned r; = 0.2, i.e., a 20% relative uncertainty on
the systematic error. In the case with no outlier, (c), the
estimated mean stays at 10.00, and the half-width of the
confidence interval only increases a small amount to 0.65.
With the outlier in (d), the fitted mean is 10.75 with an
interval half-width of 0.78. That is, the amount by which
the outlier pulls the estimated mean away from the value
preferred by the other points (10.00) is substantially less
than with r; = 0.01, (fitted mean 12.00). Furthermore, the
lower compatibility between the measurements results in a
confidence interval that is larger than without the outlier
(half-width 0.78 rather than 0.65). When the r; are small,
however, the interval size is independent of the goodness
of fit. Both the increase in the size of the confidence inter-
val and the decrease in sensitivity to the outlier represent
important improvements in the inference. It is important
to note that the above-mentioned properties pertain to the
case where each measurement has its own bias parameter
0; with its own r;.

It might appear that one would obtain a result roughly
equivalent to that of the proposed model by using the
ordinary least-squares approach, i.e., the log-likelihood
of Eq. (53), and simply making the replacement o,, —
ou; (14 7). In the example shown above with all r; = 0.2,
however, the result is i = 10.00 £ 0.70 without the outlier
(middle data point at 10) and i = 12.00 £ 0.70 if the mid-
dle point is moved to 20. So by inflating the systematic
errors but still using least squares, one increases the size
of the confidence interval by an amount that does not de-
pend on the goodness of fit and the sensitivity to outliers
is not improved.
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7 Treatment of correlated uncertainties

The phrase “correlated systematic uncertainties” is often
taken to mean the situation where a nuisance parameter
affects multiple measurements in a coherent way. Suppose,
for example, that the expectation values E[y;] of measured
quantities y; with ¢« = 1,..., L are functions ¢;(u,0) of
parameters of interest gt = (u1,. .., par) and nuisance pa-
rameters @ = (01,...,0y). Suppose further that the nui-
sance parameters are defined such that for @ = 0 the y;
are unbiased measurements of the nominal model ¢; ().
Expanding ¢; to first order in 0 therefore gives

Elyi] = pi(p, 0) =~ pi(p) + ZRijej

j=1

(65)

where the factors R;; = 0¢;/00;],_, determine how much
0; biases the measurement y;.

Suppose that the R;; are known, either from symmetry
(e.g., a particular 6; could be known to contribute equally
to all of the y;) or they are determined using a Monte Carlo
simulation. As before suppose one has a set of indepen-
dent Gaussian-distributed control measurements u; used
to constrain the nuisance parameters, with mean values
0; and standard deviations oy,. One can define the total
bias of measurement y; as

N
bi=Y_ Rijf; .

(66)
j=1
and an estimator for b; is
N
b; = Z Rijuj . (67)
j=1

These estimators of the biases are correlated. As the con-
trol measurements are assumed independent, and there-
fore cov]uk, u;] = V[ug]dki, the covariance of the bias esti-
mators is

N

il =Y RinRjViug] .
k=1

Uij = COV[ZA)i, (68)

It is in the sense described here that the proposed model
is capable of treating correlated systematic uncertainties.
That is, although the control measurements u; are inde-
pendent they result in a nondiagonal covariance for the
estimated biases of the measurements.

The matrix U;; is shown here only to illustrate how
correlated bias estimates can be related to independent
control measurements and it is not explicitly needed in
the type of the analysis described here. The full likelihood
can be constructed from the measurements y; together
with their expectation values given by Eq. (65), where the



Glen Cowan: Statistical Models with Uncertain Error Parameters 15

R;; are assumed known. That is, in the log-likelihood of
Egs. (53) or (55) the terms y; — p(x;; u) — 0; are replaced
by yi — @i(p) — Z;il Ri;0;. If the variances o2 of the
control measurements u; are themselves uncertain then
they are treated as adjustable parameters with indepen-

dent gamma-distributed estimates.

8 Discussion and conclusions

The statistical model proposed here can be applied in a
wide variety of analyses where the standard deviations of
Gaussian measurements are deemed to have a given rela-
tive uncertainty, reflected by the parameters r; defined in
Eq. [@). The quadratic constraint terms connecting control
measurements to their corresponding nuisance parameters
that appear in the log-likelihood are replaced by logarith-
mic terms (cf. Eqs. @) and ([8)). The resulting model is
equivalent to taking a Student’s ¢ distribution for the con-
trol measurements, with the number of degrees of freedom
given by v = 1/2r2.

It is not uncommon for systematic errors, especially
those related to theoretical uncertainties, to be uncertain
themselves to several tens of percent. The model presented
here allows such uncertainties to be taken into account and
it has been shown that this has interesting and useful con-
sequences for the resulting inference. Confidence intervals
are found to increase in size if the goodness of fit is poor
and can decrease slightly if the data are more internally
consistent than expected, given the level of statistical fluc-
tuation assumed in the model. Averages and fitted curves
become less sensitive to outliers.

If the relative uncertainty on the systematic errors is
large enough (r greater than around 0.2 in the examples
studied), then the sampling distribution of likelihood-ratio
test statistics starts to depart from the asymptotic chi-
squared form. Thus one cannot in general apply asymp-
totic results for p-values and confidence intervals without
taking some care to ensure their validity. In some cases
Bartlett-corrected statistics can be used; alternatively one
may need to determine the relevant distributions by Monte
Carlo simulation.

In reporting results that use the procedure presented
here it is important to communicate all of the r; parame-
ters. To allow for combinations with other measurements
one should ideally report the full likelihood, including the
r; values, to permit a consistent treatment of uncertainties
common to several of the measurements.

The point of view taken here has been that the analyst
must determine reasonable values for the relative uncer-
tainties in the systematic errors. One should not, for exam-
ple, decide to use the proposed model only if the goodness
of fit is found to be poor. Rather, the r; parameters should
reflect the accuracy with which the systematic variances
have been estimated and the resulting inference about the
parameters of interest then incorporates this knowledge in
a manner that is valid for any data outcome.

An alternative mentioned here as a possibility would
be to fit a common relative uncertainty to all systematic

errors (a global r), e.g., when averaging a set of numbers
for which no r values have been reported. This is anal-
ogous to the scale-factor procedure used by the Particle
Data Group [9] or the method of DerSimonian and Laird
[27] widely used in meta-analysis. Note, however, that in
arriving at the log-likelihood (8], a number of terms de-
pendent on the r; were dropped, as they were considered
fixed constants. If the r; are adjustable parameters then
these terms, given in App. [B] must be retained in the log-
likelihood.

Acknowledgements

Many thanks for stimulating discussions and useful assis-
tance are due to Lorenzo Moneta, Bogdan Malaescu, Nico-
las Berger, Francesco Spano, Adam Bozson, Nicolas Mor-
ange and numerous members of the ATLAS Collabora-
tion. Many suggestions related to this work were obtained
at the 2018 Workshop on Advanced Statistics for Physics
Discovery at the University of Padova, supported by the
Marie-Curie ITNs AMVA4NewPhysics and INSIGHTS, in
particular from David van Dyk, Alessandra Brazzale and
Bodhisattva Sen. This work was supported in part by the
U.K. Science and Technology Facilities Council.

References

1. William J. Browne and David Draper, A comparison of
Bayesian and likelihood-based methods for fitting multi-
level models, Bayesian Analysis, Volume 1, Number 3
(2006), 473-514.

2. K.L. Lange, R.J.A. Little, and J.M.G. Taylor, Robust Sta-
tistical Modeling Using the t Distribution, Journal of the
American Statistical Association, Vol. 84, No. 408 (1989)
881-896.

3. Wolfgang von der Linden, Volker Dose and Udo von Tou-
ssaint, Bayesian Probability Theory: Applications in the
Physical Sciences, Cambridge University Press, 2014.

4. G. D’Agostini, Sceptical combination of experimental re-
sults: General considerations and application to epsilon-
prime/epsilon, arXiv:hep-ex/9910036| (1999).

5. G. Cowan, Bayesian Statistical Methods for Parton Anal-
yses, in Proceedings of the 14th International Work-
shop on Deep Inelastic Scattering (DIS2006), M. Fuzz,
K. Nagano, and K. Tokushuku (eds.), Tsukuba, 2006.

6. G. Cowan, K. Cranmer, E. Gross and O. Vitells, Asymp-
totic formulae for likelihood-based tests of new physics,
Eur. Phys. J. C 71 (2011) 1554.

7. A. Stuart and J.K. Ord, Kendall’s Advanced Theory of
Statistics: Distribution Theory, Vol. 1: Distribution The-
ory, 6th Ed., Oxford Univ. Press (1994), and earlier edi-
tions by Kendall and Stuart.

8. G. Cowan, Statistical Data Analysis, Oxford University
Press, 1998.

9. C. Patrignani et al. (Particle Data Group), Review of
Particle Physics, Chin. Phys. C, 40, 100001 (2016).

10. S.S. Wilks, The large-sample distribution of the likeli-
hood ratio for testing composite hypotheses, Ann. Math.
Statist. 9 (1938) 60-2.


http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ex/9910036

16 Glen Cowan: Statistical Models with Uncertain Error Parameters

11. A. Stuart, J.K. Ord, and S. Arnold, Kendall’s Advanced
Theory of Statistics, Vol. 2A: Classical Inference and the
Linear Model 6th Ed., Oxford Univ. Press (1999), and
earlier editions by Kendall and Stuart.

12. M.S. Bartlett, Properties of sufficiency and statistical
tests, Royal Society of London Proceedings Series A 160,
(1937) 268-282.

13. Gauss M. Cordeiro and Francisco Cribari-Neto, An In-
troduction to Bartlett Correction and Bias Reduction,
Springer Verlag, 2014.

14. A.R. Brazzale, A.C. Davison and N. Reid, Applied
Asymptotics: Case Studies in Small-Sample Statistics,
Cambridge University Press (2007).

15. Luc Demortier, P Values and Nuisance Parameters in
Proceedings of the PHYSTAT LHC Workshop on Statis-
tical Issues for LHC Physics (PHYSTAT 2007), L. Lyons,
H.B. Prosper and A. De Roeck (eds.), CERN p 23, e-
print: cds.cern.ch/record/1099967.

16. D.N. Lawley, A general method for approrimating to the
distribution of likelihood ratio criteria, Biometrika, Vol.
43, Issue 3-4, (1956) 295-303.

17. A. C. Aitken, On Least Squares and Linear Combinations
of Observations, Proc. Roy. Soc. Edinburgh 55 (1935) 42.

18. L. Lyons, D. Gibaut and P. Clifford, How to Combine
Correlated Estimates of a Single Physical Quantity, Nucl.
Instr. Meth. A270 (1988) 110.

19. A. Valassi, Combining Correlated Measurements of Sev-
eral Different Physical Quantities, Nucl. Instr. Meth.
A500 (2003) 391.

20. R. Nisius, On the combination of correlated estimates of
a physics observable, Eur. Phys. J. C (2014) 74:3004.

21. F. James and M. Roos, MINUIT: A System for Function
Minimization and Analysis of the Parameter Errors and
Correlations, Comput. Phys. Commun. 10 (1975) 343-
367.

22. K. Cranmer, Statistical challenges for searches for new
physics at the LHC, in Proceedings of PHYSTATO5,
L. Lyons and M.K. Unel (eds.), Imperial College Press,
pp. 112-123 (2005).

23. C. Chuang and T.L. Lai, Hybrid resampling methods for
confidence intervals, Statistica Sinica 10 (2000) 1-50.

24. Bodhisattva Sen, Matthew Walker and Michael
Woodroofe, On the Unified Method with Nuisance
Parameters, Statistica Sinica 19 (2009) 301-314.

25. M. Nakagami, The m—distribution, a general formula of
intensity of rapid fading, in William C. Hoffman, edi-
tor, Statistical Methods in Radio Wave Propagation: Pro-
ceedings of a Symposium held June 18-20, 1958, pp 3-36,
Pergamon Press (1960).

26. Wikipedia page of the Nakagami distribution,
wikipedia.org/wiki/Nakagami_distribution.

27. R. DerSimonian and N. Laird, Meta-analysis in clinical
trials, Controlled Clinical Trials 7, 177-188 (1986).

A Exact relation between the r parameter
and the relative error on the error

The parameter r was defined in Eq. (@) as

(69)

where we drop the subscript ¢ as we are focusing on a single
measurement. Here v, the estimate of a variance 03, is
assumed to follow a gamma distribution with expectation
value E[v] = o2.

The physicist is more likely to work with the estimated
standard deviation rather than the variance, i.e., with s =
\/v. From error propagation we have that the standard

deviation of s is

ds

dv

1 2
oy~ Oy = =% (70)

v=02 2 Ou

If we approximate the E[s] ~ (E[v])'/? = o,, then the
relative uncertainty on the standard deviation is

O 1o, 1 o,

E[s] ~ 202  2E[v

. (71)

Equation (1l), based on linear error propagation, holds to
the extent that the nonlinearity of v = s? is not large over
the range v = E[v] £ o,,. For sufficiently large r, however,
this assumption will break down and one can no longer
interpret r as a relative error on the error.

Starting from a gamma distribution (B]) with parame-
ters a and S for the distribution of v, the pdf of s = /v
is given by

dv

dv _ 2B% aa-1,-ps?
R f(s)|a, B) = s e ,

glsla, B) = e

(72)

where o = 1/47? and 8 = «a/o?2. This is a special case of
the Nakagami distribution [25}26], which has mean and
variance

E[s]-l;(&)* ﬁ) (73)
_a 1 Ila+21)\?
vi=5 -3 () )

The exact relative uncertainty in the standard deviation

VWV () Y
"= "El) ‘\/ (F(a+%>) o ()

which is shown in Fig. For example, r = 1 gives
rs = 1.09. Thus for relevant values of r one can safely
approximate rg & r.

B Derivation of the profile log-likelihood

The full log-likelihood for the gamma error model from
Eq. ([I6), written here with the constant terms, is
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Fig. 10. The exact relative uncertainty rs as a function of the
parameter r (see text).

InL(p,8,03) = In P(y|p,0)
N
1 (ui — 6:)° 2
- Z; [T 4 o2, +In(2r)

N

+ Z [a;InB; —In ()

i=1

+ (Ozi — 1) Inv; — ﬁi’UZ‘] R (76)

where the parameters of the gamma distribution «; and j3;

are related to r; and o2 by Eqgs. (I0) and (I). By using

the profiled values for ;51” from Eq. (IT) we obtain

L' (11,0) = In L(11,0,024(6))

N
1 (14 272)(u; — 6;)?
= P(ylp.0) =5 [ s+ 22 (0, — 6,)2
i=1 L

-~ 91')2) + 1n(2ﬂ')}

1992 (s
N

1+27’1-2
N
1 1+ 272 1
—1 ; ~Inl|-—
+;[4r%“4rf[vi+zr§<uiem] ! (4@)
1 vi(1+2r?)
— 1) Inv; — 3 (17
+ (47’1-2 ) no 47"1.2 [vi+27’i2(ui79i)2] (77)

By rearranging terms the profile likelihood can be written

(cf. Eq. (I8))

InL'(pn,0) = In P(y|p, 6)

1 1 2(’[1,1'7 1

1 1 v; 1
=—= 1+— ] (1+1 : — In(4r?
© QZK +2r-2)< +n1+2rf)+2r2 n(4rs)

1 1
+2Inrl" (4—7?) + (2 — ﬁ) In v; +1n(277)}

does not depend on any of the adjustable parameters of
the problem and thus can be dropped. If, however, one
were to treat the r; as free parameters then C, or at least
those terms depending on the r;, must be retained.

(79)
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