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Simulating particle detector response is the single most expensive step in the Large Hadron Col-
lider computational pipeline. Recently it was shown that normalizing flows can accelerate this
process while achieving unprecedented levels of accuracy, but scaling this approach up to higher
resolutions relevant for future detector upgrades leads to prohibitive memory constraints. To over-
come this problem, we introduce Inductive CaloFlow (iCALOFLOW), a framework for fast detector
simulation based on an inductive series of normalizing flows trained on the pattern of energy de-
positions in pairs of consecutive calorimeter layers. We further use a teacher-student distillation
to increase sampling speed without loss of expressivity. As we demonstrate with Datasets 2 and 3
of the CaloChallenge2022, iCALOFLOW can realize the potential of normalizing flows in performing
fast, high-fidelity simulation on detector geometries that are ~ 10 — 100 times higher granularity

than previously considered.

I. INTRODUCTION

The computational resources required by the physics
program of the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) are im-
mense. In addition to the formidable demands set by the
acquisition, reconstruction, and analysis of the physics
events themselves, the physics goals of the LHC call for
detailed and accurate simulations of these events. Such
simulation requires even greater computer resources than
the data acquisition and analysis itself (see [1-5] for re-
cent reviews of the current status and future plans for
LHC computing).

The most significant bottleneck (see e.g., Figure 1 of
[2]) in simulating LHC events is modeling the response of
the detector — and in particular that of the calorimeter
— to incident particles using GEANT4 [6-8]. As the high-
luminosity runs of the LHC progress, the demand for
efficient simulation of collider events will only grow more
pressing.

In recent years, a wide variety of deep generative
models — including Generative Adversarial Networks
(GANS), Variational AutoEncoder (VAE)-based models,
normalizing flows, and diffusion models [9-30] — have
demonstrated their potential for fast and accurate surro-
gate modeling of GEANT4. The probability distribution
of energy depositions within a calorimeter can be learned
by neural networks trained on collections of GEANT4
events, and then new simulated events can be produced
from these networks much faster than running GEANT4
itself. This approach has gone beyond proof-of-concept,
with ATLFAST3 [22] (the current official fast-simulation
framework of the ATLAS collaboration) adopting a GAN
for a portion of its calorimeter simulation.

To spur new solutions [23, 26, 27] to the problem of
fast calorimeter simulation, the Fast Calorimeter Simu-
lation Challenge 2022 (CaloChallenge2022) [31] presents
three datasets [32-34|, each with increasing numbers

of detector segments. Previous work [26] showed that
the CALOFLOW method of [17, 18], based on nor-
malizing flows [35-37] (see also [38, 39] for reviews),
could be quite successful at fast and accurate emula-
tion of Dataset 1 calorimeter showers. Generalizing the
CALOFLOW method to Datasets 2 [33] and 3 [34], which
are a factor of ~ 10 and ~ 100 larger in dimensionality
compared to Dataset 1, is the focus on this work.

The primary obstacle to scaling the CALOFLOW ap-
proach up to Datasets 2 and 3 is memory consump-
tion. While normalizing flows are a powerful method
for density estimation and generative modeling in high
dimensional spaces, they can be very memory intensive,
since they attempt to parametrize a bijective transfor-
mation between the data space and a latent space of the
same dimension. Scaling the same architecture used in
CALOFLOW up to Datasets 2 and 3 would easily outstrip
the locally available GPU memory, since the total num-
ber of model parameters scales as O(d?), where d is the
data dimension. Only diffusion models have been applied
to these high-dimensional dataset so far [23].

Recently, L2LFLOwWs [28] was proposed in order to
overcome this obstacle. L2LFLOWS is based on the phys-
ical intuition that — since particles propagate through
the calorimeter primarily in one direction — the pattern
of energy deposition in one layer should depend in large
part on the pattern in the previous layers. Trained on a
toy dataset (derived from the one used here [15, 19]) for
the International Large Detector (ILD) [40, 41] of compa-
rable size to Dataset 2, L2ZLFLOWS introduced one flow
per calorimeter layer, conditioned on up to five previ-
ous layers through an embedding network. By not train-
ing a single flow to learn the voxel energies of the entire
calorimeter, as was the case in [17, 18, 26], but instead
breaking up the model into separate flows (each no larger
than a single layer of the calorimeter), L2LFLOWS was
able to keep the memory footprint of the model man-



ageable while still scaling it up to a higher granularity
calorimeter.

In this paper, we take the approach of L2LFLOWS
one step further and replace the separate flows for each
calorimeter layer with a single flow that generates the
voxel energies in each layer, conditioned on the previous
layer. This allows for the entire calorimeter shower to be
learned inductively: training not on entire events over all
layers, but rather on pairs of layers. Like in a mathemati-
cal induction proof, the initial layer is learned separately.
Then, new events are simulated layer by layer, with the
results for the i layer serving as conditional input for
the same normalizing flow now generating the (i + 1)*.

In more detail, our new framework, which we dub In-
ductive CaloFlow (ICALOFLOW), uses three normalizing
flows to learn and generate calorimeter events. First,
FLow-1 learns the pattern of total energy deposition in
each layer of the calorimeter, conditioned on the incident
energy entering the detector. This is a relatively low-
dimension dataset, with the dimension being the num-
ber of layers (45 for the examples used in this paper).
Next, FLOW-2 learns the pattern of normalized energy
deposition within the first layer of the calorimeter, con-
ditioned on the total energy deposited in the layer. Fi-
nally, FLow-3 learns the pattern of normalized energy
deposition in the ' layer, conditioned on both the total
energy deposited in the layer and the pattern of energy
deposition in the previous (i — 1)t layer. This last flow
is trained simultaneously over the deposition pattern of
every layer beyond the first.

To achieve both high fidelity and ultra-fast gener-
ation speed, we follow the teacher-student method of
CarLoFLow. First we train Masked Autoregressive Flow
(MAF) [42] versions of FLow-1, FLOW-2 and FLOW-3 on
the GEANT4 data. MAFs are fast in density estimation
but slow (by a factor of O(d)) in generation. Then we fit
“student” versions of FLOW-2 and FLOW-3 to their MAF
teacher counterparts, using the technique of Probability
Density Distillation (PDD) [43].! The student models
are Inverse Autoregressive Flows (IAFs) [44], which are
fast in generation but slow in density estimation.

The result is a new deep learning architecture, capa-
ble of learning and quickly generating calorimeter events
even for the largest detector layout of CaloChallenge2022.
We quantify the fidelity of the events generated by both
the iCALOFLOW teacher and student flows, using a com-
bination of histograms of physical features, classifier-
based metrics (as in Ref. [17, 18, 26, 28]), and other met-
rics. We also measure and report on the generation speed
of iCALOFLOW for different batch sizes and hardware.

We reserve a detailed comparison with L2LFLOWS for
future work: while such a comparison would be very
interesting, it is non-trivial to perform. L2LFLOWS

1 FLow-1 is not paired with an IAF as the output dimension is
relatively small, and so generation time for the MAF is compar-
atively short.

was trained on a completely different dataset, compa-
rable in size to Dataset 2, so direct comparisons are
not possible without significant additional computational
effort.2 Here we just note that the main differences
with L2LFLOwWS — using FLOW-3 instead of separate
flows for each calorimeter layer, and conditioning on
the previous layer instead of up to five previous lay-
ers — make iCALOFLOW significantly more memory effi-
cient, but likely at the cost of being less expressive (and
hence a worse fit to the data). The iCALOFLOw IAF
student model also results in a speed advantage over
L2LFLOWS’s teacher-only MAF, again probably at the
expense of fidelity.

In Section II, we describe the datasets we train our
algorithm on and generate new data to compare against.
In Section III, we describe the multiple flows that make
up the iCALOFLOW algorithm in detail, along with our
training procedure for both the teacher and student. In
Section IV, we show the results of our event generation,
and use a classifier to quantitatively compare with the
original dataset. We conclude in Section V.

II. CALOCHALLENGE DATA

Datasets 2 and 3 [33, 34] of the CaloChallenge2022 [31]
consist of 100k GEANT4-simulated electron showers each,
with incident energies sampled uniformly in log-space
from 1 GeV to 1 TeV. The simulated detector volume
has a cylindrical geometry of radius 80 cm, with 45
layers of active silicon detector (thickness 0.3 mm), al-
ternating with inactive tungsten absorber layers (thick-
ness 1.4 mm). The length of the voxel along the z-
axis is 3.4 mm, which corresponds to two physical lay-
ers (tungsten-silicon-tungsten-silicon). Taking into ac-
count only the absorber value of radiation length (Xy =
3.504 mm) it makes the z-cell size equal 0.8 Xj.

Each detector layer is segmented in read-out voxel cells
in the azimuthal angle o and radial distance r from
the center of the cylindrical detector volume. The two
datasets only differ in their voxelization. Dataset 2 has
each layer divided into 9 concentric rings of voxels in the
radial direction. Each ring is then divided into 16 voxels
in «, for 144 voxels in each of the 45 layers (6480 for the
entire detector). Dataset 3 has 18 radial segments and
50 azimuthal, for 900 voxels in the 45 layers (40500 to-
tal). Figure 1 shows the geometry of the voxels within
a layer for both datasets, as well as the positioning of
layers along the calorimeter axis.

Each event record consists of the total energy of the
incident electron Fj,., together with the energy depo-
sitions recorded in each voxel Z;,, where 7 is the layer
index and a is the voxel index within the layer. The min-
imum energy deposition in each voxel is 15 keV. The

2 L2LFLows would have to be retrained on Dataset 2 and also
generalized to Dataset 3 which is a factor of ~ 10 larger.
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FIG. 1. Geometry of the detector voxels in each layer for Dataset 2 (left) and Dataset 3 (center) and the three-dimensional
geometry of Dataset 2 (right). Dataset 2 has 9 concentric rings, each divided into 16 voxels in «, while Dataset 3 has 18 rings,
each divided into 50 segments. Both Dataset 2 and 3 contain 45 layers in depth (as shown for Dataset 2).

time required to generate a GEANT4 shower depends
strongly on the shower incident energy. It is approxi-
mately O(100s) when averaged over the incident energies
of these datasets [45], but the time required per shower
is much longer for the showers with higher incident ener-
gies. Since the underlying detector geometry of Datasets
2 and 3 is the same and only the voxelization is different,
the generation times with GEANT4 are the same for both
datasets.

III. ICALOFLOW
A. Overview

The purpose of iICALOFLOW (and of the CaloChal-
lenge2022 generative modeling problem more generally)
is to learn and sample from the conditional probability
density p(Z;a|Einc) that describes the GEANT4 reference
data. In Figure 2 we show a schematic of iCALOFLOW,
which consists of three flows:

e FLOW-1 learns the joint probability distribution
of total energy deposited in each layer FE;, condi-
tioned on the incident energy of the event Ejp.:
p1(E;|Eine). It is necessary to learn this proba-
bility distribution as F; is a conditional input for
Frow-2 and FLOwW-3 in the generation step. We
found that removing F; as a conditional input in
Frow-2 and FLOW-3 decreased the quality of our
generated samples.

e FLOW-2 learns the probability distribution of the
unit-normalized voxel energies in the first layer of
the calorimeter, Z,, = Z14/ Y, Z1s, conditioned on
Einc and the energy deposited in the first layer, E;:

D2 (f1a|Einc, E1>. Here a is the voxel index.

e Finally, FLOW-3 learns the probability distribution
of unit-normalized voxel energies in every layer af-
ter the first, Z;, = Z;a/ Y, Zip for i € [2,45], where

the i*? layer is conditioned on the energy deposited
in the layers ¢ and i — 1 (F; and E;_1), Ei,e, the
unit-normalized voxel energies in the (i — 1) layer
j(iq)a, and the one-hot® encoded layer number i:

D3 (Z‘a|Einc,Ei, Ez'—hi(iq)a,i)-

The conditional inputs, dimension of conditionals, and
the outputs for each of the three flows are summarized in
Table I. When generating new showers with iCALOFLOW,
first the nominal energies per layer F; are generated for
a given incident FEi,. with FLow-1%. Then the unit-
normalized voxel energies 7, of layer 1 is generated using
FLow-2, conditioned on E; and Fj,c. Finally, the nor-
malized voxel energies Z;, of layers i = 2,...,45 are gen-
erated sequentially (inductively), using FLOW-3 with the
conditional inputs of the previous layer’s 7 distribution
provided by FLow-2 (for generating Layer 2) or FLow-3
(for all subsequent layers). By generating all layers be-
yond the first from a single normalizing flow rather than
each layer separately as in L2LFLOWS [28], our model is
far more efficient in memory usage. The potential down-
sides are that training cannot be trivially parallelized and
our model may be less expressive.

One important subtlety with the construction of
iCALoFLOW is that FLOW-2 and FLOW-3 cannot learn
the unit-normalization constraint of the Z;, training data
perfectly. In practice, the sum of the generated showers
will be distributed around unity, and there will always be
some mismatch between the nominal layer energy gener-
ated by FLow-1 and the actual layer energy produced
by the combination of all three flows. We will address

3 One-hot encoding is used for layer numbers instead of ordinal
encoding using the layer number directly, because other than
the location in the detector, there is no information in the layer
number, i.e., layer 30 is not 15 times more important than layer
2.

4 This does not directly correspond to the energy deposited in the
layer, E;, see the discussion on postprocessing below.
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FIG. 2. Schematic of the three iCALOFLOW flows. Solid lines are bidirectional — the direction into each flow denotes the density
estimation step and the direction out of the flow denotes the sample generation step. Note that there are postprocessing steps
(see main text) after each generation step, which are omitted in the schematic. Dashed lines indicate the conditional input to
the respective flows. FLOW-3 is used iteratively on subsequent layers.

this mismatch here® by taking the latter as the actual
layer energy: after multiplying Z;, with the output of
FrLow-1 and applying a minimum energy threshold of
FEin = 15 keV to obtain Z;,, we take the sum over vox-
els a as the total energy in the layer:

Ei = Z Evjza@( ~ij1la - Emin)~ (1>

We will think of the output of FLOW-1 as just an inter-
mediate step needed for the subsequent conditioning, and
refer to output of FLOW-1 when generating new events
as the prozy E;. We note that referring to the output of
a flow as a proxy for the distributions it was trained on is
non-standard, but necessary in this case due to the differ-
ences in normalization and the multiple ways of defining
the energy deposited in a layer. In a sense, also the the
normalized shower shapes Z;, that FLOw-2 and FLow-
3 learn can be thought of as proxies, since the resulting
samples need to be unnormalized and thresholded as a
postprocessing step,

Tio = EiZiaO(EiLia — Fuin)- (2)

5 This problem is also present in the previous iterations of
CaLoFLow (17, 18, 26] and in L2LFLows [28], but differences
in the reference datasets led to different treatments of the prob-
lem. For more details, see Appendix A.

Conditionals Dim of Output
conditional
FLow-1 Fine 1 E;
FLOW-2 Eine, E1 2 Tia
FLOW-3| Einc, Bi, Bi—1,Z(i_1)a, 1| 191 or 947| I;

TABLE I. The conditional inputs for each flow, and the fea-
tures whose probability distributions are the output of each
flow (for both teachers and their paired student). Einc is the
incident energy of the particle, E; (i = 1,...,45) is the total
energy deposited in layer 4, E; is a proxy for E; (see text),
and Z;, is the pattern of normalized energy deposition in the
voxels a in layer i. For FLOW-3, Dataset 2 has smaller condi-
tional dimension (191) compared to Dataset 3 (947).

B. Architectures
1. Teacher MAFs

The iCALOFLOW teacher flows (including FLow-1)
are MAFs [42], which learn a bijective transformation
f between a latent space z, with a simple N-dimensional
probability distribution,® and the target space z. For
consistency with the “forward” function of the code, we
define z = f(x).

6 In this work, the latent space follows an N-dimensional Gaussian
distribution.



Following [17, 18, 26], all three teacher flows use com-
positions of rational quadratic spline (RQS) transforma-
tions [46] as their transformation function f. The neural
networks defining the parameters K of the RQS consist of
MADE blocks [47]. The MADE blocks allow for tractable
training given the large dimensionality of the training
data for FLow-2 and FLOwW-3, at the cost of longer eval-
uation time for generating new events. For details of the
architectures used for the teacher flows, see Table II.

2. Student IAFs

Though the three MAF's are capable of generating com-
plete events simulating the GEANT4 output, the sampling
time is quite slow. While this is not a particular concern
for FLOw-1, the sampling time is an issue especially for
Frow-3, which has a large output dimension and must
be sampled 44 times sequentially (i.e., cannot be paral-
lelized) in order to generate a single event.

The solution proposed in [18], which we carry over here
to Datasets 2 and 3 of CaloChallenge2022, is to pair
every slow-sampling MAF (i.e., FLOw-2 and FLow-3)
with a fast-sampling Inverse Autoregressive Flow (IAF).
Since training the TAF with a negative log-likelihood of
the probability of the data is prohibitively slow, the TAF
is trained by fitting it to a pre-trained MAF using the
Probability Density Distillation (PDD) method devel-
oped in [18]. The goal of this training is for the TAF
to learn fiar = fumaF, Or equivalently — since only the
fast passes through the flows can be used meaningfully for
optimization — to have fyar and flglF be each other’s
inverse. For more details of the training and loss terms,
see Sec. IITC2 and [18].

In order to carry out the PDD method, we require
fiar = fumar at every individual step of the normal-
izing flow. Hence, the IAF must be composed of the
same number of MADE-RQS blocks as its corresponding
pre-trained MAF. However, the hidden layer sizes in the
blocks can be different. We use a larger hidden layer,
with 384 nodes, for FLOW-3 student which led to better
performance in Dataset 2. For Dataset 3, FLOW-3 stu-
dent has the same hidden layer size (256 nodes) as the
teacher due to memory constraints. For a detailed list-
ing of the architecture hyperparameters for the student
TAFs, see Table II.

C. Training

Prior to training the teachers and students, we must
standardize and preprocess the datasets. New events gen-
erated from the trained flows will be in the standardized
space, and thus the transformations are inverted to pro-
duce events in the physical units. We detail this process
for all three flows in Appendix A. The same preprocessing
was used when training both the teachers and students.

max LR

Annihilation phase
base LR -

-_ >

Batches/Epochs

FIG. 3. Illustration of OneCycle LR schedule with annihila-
tion phase [26].

1. Teachers

The teacher MAFs are trained using the mean negative
log-likelihood of the data evaluated on the output of the
MAF as the loss function,

Lteacher7 1= _<10gp1 (EilEinc)>; (3)
Lteacher7 2 = *(108;]?2 (i1a|EinCa E1)>, (4)

Lteacher7 3 = _<10gp3 (jia|EinC7 Eia Ei—l 5 j(ifl)m Z) >
(5)

All teacher MAF's in this work are trained with indepen-
dent ADAM optimizers [48].

Given the different sizes of Datasets 2 and 3, we use a
slightly different training strategy for the two datasets.
We use 70k samples of Dataset 2 for training the flows
and the remaining 30k samples for model selection. The
OneCycle learning rate (LR) schedule [49] was imple-
mented for all three flows. With this LR schedule (see
Figure 3), the LR begins at a chosen base LR and is
updated after each batch such that it increases up to a
maximum LR. After this, the LR is made to decrease
from the maximum LR to the base LR. The schedule fin-
ishes with an annihilation phase where the base LR is
further decreased up to a factor of 10. As in [26], we find
that using the OneCycle LR schedule for Dataset 2 en-
abled us to obtain a lower training loss within a shorter
number of epochs. We show a summary of the training
hyperparameters in Table III. The reason for the smaller
number of epochs in FLOW-3 compared to the other ones
is that the dataset is now 44 times larger (consisting of
data from layer ¢ and ¢ — 1 for i € [2,45]).

Training FLow-1 and FLow-2 for Dataset 3 uses a
similar strategy as used for Dataset 2. However, a dif-
ferent learning rate schedule was used when training the
flows for Dataset 3. Note that the CaloChallenge2022
provides Dataset 3 as two files of 50k events each (Files
1 and 2). For the first stages of training, we combine
the showers of these two files into one dataset with 100k
showers — 70k of these are used for training and the
remaining 30k are used for model selection.

We train FLOW-3 for Dataset 3 in two stages. First,
we train it for 20 epochs using 40k samples from File 1
for training and 10k for model selection. Then, using the



dim of number of layer sizes number of

base distribution| MADE blocks input‘ hidden ‘output RQS bins
Frow-1 45 8 256 |1 x 256| 1035 8
FrLow-2 teacher 144 8 256 (2 x 256| 3312 8
DS2 (B 6w-2 student 144 8 256 |2 x 256| 3312 8
FLow-3 teacher 144 8 256 |2 x 256| 3312 8
FLow-3 student 144 8 384 |2 x 384| 3312 8
Frow-1 45 8 256 |1 x 256| 1035 8
FLow-2 teacher 900 8 256 |2 x 256| 20700 8
DS3 FLow-2 student 900 8 256 |2 x 256| 20700 8
FLow-3 teacher 900 8 256 |1 x 256| 20700 8
Frow-3 student 900 8 256 |1 x 256| 20700 8

TABLE II. Summary of architecture of the various MAF teacher and TAF student models used in iCALOFLOW. For the hidden
layer sizes, the first number is the number of hidden layers in each MADE block and the second number is the number of nodes
in each hidden layer (e.g., 2 X 256 refers to 2 hidden layers per MADE block with 256 nodes per hidden layer).

same optimizer, we train FLOW-3 for another 20 epochs
using 40k samples of File 2. We again use the remaining
10k samples for model selection. Simultaneous handling
of all 100k showers was not possible due to prohibitive
memory requirements. A multistep LR schedule was used
when training the Dataset 3 teacher flows, where we halve
a chosen initial LR after epochs 400 and 500 (see Table
III for summary of training hyperparameters). We found
that training the flows with OneCycle LR schedule re-
sulted in a slightly poorer performance for Dataset 3.

For FLow-1 and FLoOW-2 of both datasets, the epoch
with the lowest test loss is selected for subsequent sam-
ple generation. For FLOW-3 of both datasets, due to the
large training data, the test loss is evaluated after ev-
ery 250 batches and also at the end of each epoch. The
model checkpoint with the lowest test loss is selected for
subsequent sample generation.

2.  Students

The main idea behind teacher-student training of the
TAF via PDD is to enforce that they are each other’s
inverses using only their fast passes:

z = fiar(fuar (@), (6)

and

2 = fuar(fiap(2))- (7)

We refer to these conditions as z-pass and z-pass, respec-
tively. For each of the passes, we can construct a set of
mean-squared error (MSE) losses that force the IAF to
converge to the MAF:

Lo = MSE (z, fixp (fuar(z))) (8)
L. = MSE (2, fuar(fiap(2))) - 9)

In addition, [18] proposed two more MSE loss terms
(which we will refer to as L,_mapr and L,_ymapg here)
that enforce the agreement between MAF and TAF at the
level of the outputs and parameters of each individual
MADE block (see [18] for details). These were found to
improve the performance of the teacher-student training
and we also include them here.

When training the FLOW-2 students, we were able to
achieve good agreement between the teachers and stu-
dents by using the same loss function as in [18]:

L= (Ly+ Ly_mape)+ (L, + L._MmaDE) - (10)

However, for FLOW-3 students, using the same loss
function resulted in a significant disagreement between
the teachers and students for some distributions. Instead,
we found that training with z-loss only,

L=1L,+ Ly wapE (11)

resulted in better agreement. We note that a similar be-
havior was found in [50] where the loss constructed only
using the x-pass was more robust to the large dimension-
ality of the training data.

When training each student using PDD, the ratio of
the data used for training and model selection was cho-
sen to match that of the corresponding teacher. Like
the teacher MAFs, all the student IAF's are trained with
independent ADAM optimizers [48]. The OneCycle LR
schedule was implemented for all the student IAFs and
the details of the training hyperparameters are shown
in Table ITI. Note that a smaller batch size was used
when training Dataset 3 student flows due to memory
constraints.

For FLow-1 and FLOW-2 of both datasets, the epoch
with the lowest mean Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence”

7 The KL divergence between the student s(z) and teacher t(z)



Trained with multistep LR Initial LR ‘Epochs‘Batch size‘
FrLow-1 1x107* 750 1000
DS3 teacher|  Frow-2 1x107* 750 1000
FLow-3 1x1074 20420 500
Trained with OneCycle LR‘ base LR ‘ max LR ‘Epochs‘Batch size‘
FLow-1 [1x107°[1x107%| 500 1000
DS2 teacher|  Frow-2 (2 x1075|1x 107%| 200 1000
FLow-3 [2x107°[1x1073| 60 1000
DS2 student |__FEOW-2 |2 % 107°(1 x 1073|400 1000
Frow-3 [2x107%|5 x 107*| 100 1000
DS3 student | FLOW-2 |2 x 107%|1 x 1073|400 100
FLow-3 |4 x107°%]1 x 107%| 15+15 100

TABLE III. Hyperparameters used when training Dataset 2
and 3 iCALOFLOW models. For Dataset 3 FLOW-3, the num-
ber of epochs is written as N + N to indicate that we trained
the flow for N epochs on samples of File 1, followed by an-
other N epochs on samples of File 2.

is selected for subsequent sample generation. For FLOW-
3 of both datasets, due to the large training data, the
intermediate mean KL divergence of each epoch is eval-
uated after every 250 batches, while the final mean KL
divergence is evaluated at the end of each epoch. The
model checkpoint with the lowest evaluated mean KL di-
vergence is selected for subsequent sample generation.

IV. RESULTS

After training teacher and student flows on Datasets 2
and 3, respectively, we generate 100k calorimeter showers
from each model for each dataset. Incident energies are
uniformly sampled from log-space between 1 GeV and
1 TeV — the same range and distribution of energies as
the training data.

A. Shower images

In Figure 4, we show the pattern of energy deposition
in all layers for two example events from Dataset 2 (one
with Ei,. = 693 GeV and one with 86 GeV), compared
with two events generated by iCALOFLOW with equal
incident energies. (Similar plots for Dataset 3 events are
difficult to visualize clearly due to the density of voxels.)
In Figure 5, we show the pattern of energy deposition in
layers 1, 10, 20, and 45, averaged over all the events in
the dataset for both Dataset 3 and the sampled events
from iCALOFLOW.

distributions is defined as

KL(s,t) = [ dz s(z)log % ~ Y log

s(x)
t(z) "

B. Distributions

We next consider more detailed diagnostic plots, com-
paring the distribution of various high-level features be-
tween the GEANT4, teacher, and student events. First,
we examine the energy deposition in each layer (again
noting this is obtained by the sum of the voxel ener-
gies output from FLow-2 and FLow-3). In Figure 6,
we show the energies deposited in each layer, averaged
over all the generated showers, which we denote by (E;).
As expected, the generated distributions are similar for
both Datasets 2 and 3, with small variations due to the
different training regimes and normalization differences
in the output of the flows. The output of the student
networks largely follows that of the teachers, with the
most significant deviations at both low and high layer
numbers.

In Figure 7, we show the total energy deposition
E; within a layer for our selected set of layers (i =
1,10,20,45). Here we see good overall agreement be-
tween GEANT4 and iCALOFLOW distribution, with the
exception of Layer 1 due to our choice of postprocessing.
In particular, our decision not to normalize the outputs
of FLOw-2 and FLOW-3 to unity results in a difference
between the energy deposited in a layer E; and the proxy
output of FLow-1, E;. On the other hand, we find that
the teacher voxel energy distributions in Figures 8 and 9
are generally in good agreement with the GEANT4 dis-
tributions. (As discussed further in Appendix A, enforc-
ing F; = E; would “fix” the distribution in Fig. 7, but
at the cost of creating an excess of low-energy voxels in
Figs. 8 and 9.) However, the student distributions suf-
fer from an excess at low voxel energies. We found that
this discrepant behavior is largely due to our choice of
noise that is added to voxel energies during preprocess-
ing. However, the addition of noise is necessary in our
setup to ensure that the flow does not only learn zero en-
ergy voxels [17]. Note that many voxels have zero energy
deposition, which are not captured in this logarithmic
plot.

We show the ratio of energy deposited in a layer to the
incident beam energy in Figure 10, and the ratio of all de-
posited energy to the incident beam energy in Figure 11.
There is good overall agreement between iCALOFLOW
and GEANT4 events despite some excess at low ratios in
the earlier layers. We observed that the showers in the
low ratio excess in Layer 1 in these figures are the same
showers found in the low energy excess in Layer 1 shown
in Figure 7. These showers are characterized by having
mostly zero energy voxels with a few bright voxels, this
makes it difficult for the flow to learn the underlying dis-
tribution.

We turn now to other aspects of the pattern of energy
deposition within each layer. First, we consider the spar-
sity fo for each layer, defined as the fraction of voxels that
have non-zero energy deposition and shown in Figure 12.
We note that the lowest and highest layer numbers have
larger fraction of zero energy voxels. It appears to be
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from the real detector geometry.

more difficult for iCALOFLOW to learn distributions in
these layers with small fy as evident from the deviations
found in distributions discussed in this section. In Fig-
ures 13 (Dataset 2) and 14 (Dataset 3), we show box-

and-whisker plots of the distribution of energy deposited
within all voxels in each radial ring within the layer (9
such rings in the geometry of Dataset 2, each with 16
voxels. Dataset 3 has 18 rings in increasing radius, each
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with 50 voxels). In the main plots of Figures 13 and
14, we show the average distribution of all voxels with
non-zero energy deposition. Beneath, we show the aver-
aged sparsity of the voxels within the ring. These distri-
butions have good agreement between the GEANT4 and
iCALOFLOW events.

As a final comparison of the pattern of energy distribu-
tion, in Figure 15 we show the distribution of the centers
of energy along the z axis of the detector for our represen-
tative layer. The center of energy C; along a coordinate
(j = z or y) is defined as the sum of the energy deposited
in each voxel times the voxel’s coordinate distance from
the origin, normalized by the total energy deposited. We
show only C., as the distribution of C, is statistically
identical due to the symmetry of the detector around the
incident beam. Again, we see the largest deviations in
the tails of the centers of energy for the early and late
layers of Dataset 3.

While these plots capture only a limited set of diagnos-

tic criteria for the generated events as compared to the
GEANT4 data, it appears that many of the distributions
match well. The most glaring and important exceptions
are at low deposited energies, most notably in early layers
(see Figure 7 for example).

C. Classifier Metrics

The histograms and averaged deposition patterns of
the generated events as compared to the GEANT4 data
suggest that iCALOFLOW can match many of the prop-
erties of the data. Given the complexity of the events
however, these simple distributions may not capture cor-
relations within events, thereby giving a misleading im-
pression of the accuracy of the sampler. We wish to more
quantitatively determine if the generated probability dis-
tribution pgeneratea is identical to that of the data pgata-

To answer this question, we follow the conventions of



104: 104:
' o, «  Dataset 2 ' . ."-, «  Dataset 3
. . . .
. '-. «  Teacher . '-' o Teacher
Py * '+ Student Py * "=+ Student
= ! . - g
5 10°F K S 103 . .
= * = | "
~— . . ~— . .
= ", = |
Q) J " Q) .
~— ' ~— .
'9, .'t
10%F s, 102+ .,
i . : .
Bl ) T. - P B 1
0.1F* 0.1F
4 005 '.'!nlnn..n....“.“::::::::" o 4 005 o T . - lnelgﬁl!.l':: .
_O-IE_I L PR S S SR TR NS SR SR TR I SN S T S | _O'].E_I PR S TR NN SN SN TR N SR SRR S T ST SR S S S S
0 10 20 30 40 0 10 20 30 40

Layer Number ¢

Layer Number ¢

10

FIG. 6. Averaged total energy deposition (E;) for each layer ¢ for Datasets 2 (left) and 3 (right). In each plot the averaged
energy of the GEANT4 data is shown in black, and the distribution generated by iCALOFLOW teacher (student) in red (blue).
The fractional difference A between the truth-level and generated distributions is shown below the main figures.

Normalized counts

Normalized counts

H
S
L

H
9
L

H
S
L

—_
[=]
|
IS

Normalized counts

H
S
L

H
9
L

Normalized counts

10°

TTEARTC
Elg (]\’[CV)

1078

1077

00 1w
EZO (h I(‘V)

107

100 Layer 1 100 Layer 10 100 Layer 20 10° Layer 45
—— Dataset 2 —— Dataset 2 —— Dataset 2 — Dataset 2
0 —— Teacher %) —— Teacher n —— Teacher ©n — Teacher
g —— Student g —— Student E —— Student g — Student
= I=JP-. =) = -
3 1077 10 3107
= - R -
= 21077 £10 £10
>C >O >Q >O
. e ~ e
L (LT L 1 S (LS TV 031071710
Elg (]\’[CV) EZO (RI(‘V) E45 (]\’[CV)
100 Layer 1 100 Layer 10 100 Layer 20 10° Layer 45
—— Dataset 3 —— Dataset 3 —— Dataset 3 — Dataset 3
—— Teacher — Teacher —— Teacher — Teacher
—— Student — Student —— Student — Student

10
Eys

FIG. 7. Histograms of total energy deposited in a layer i (E;), for i = 1, 10, 20, and 45 (from left to right), for Dataset 2 (top
row) and Dataset 3 (bottom row). Distribution of GEANT4 data is shown as black lines, and that of the iCALOFLOW teacher
(student) trained on Dataset 2 or 3 (as appropriate) in red (blue).



Layer 1 Layer 10

100 b Fr)(\t(\lwl 2 100k —_— [T);m:%t 2
©n —— Teacher »n —— Teacher
g —— Student g —— Student
S 2 €2
S0 S102
ol ol
= =
£ 10~ § 10~
Z Z

—6 L L —6 L L

W00 107 W00 107
Tia (MeV) Tiow (MeV)
Layer 1 Layer 10

100k —_— fr)(\t(\lwi 3 100k b [T)at(:%t 3
©n —— Teacher »n —— Teacher
g —— Student g —— Student
8 - ] 8 -2
102 S102
o ol
= =
Z 10~ g 10~
Z Z

—6 L L —6 L n

Wi0= 107 107 W00 107

Tia (MeV) Tioa (MeV)

11

Layer 20 Layer 45

10(1, —— Dataset 2 100, —— Dataset 2
0 —— Teacher @0 —— Teacher
g —— Student g —— Student
g —2 8 —2
S0 S02
o} ol
= =
210! g1
>C >O
~ e

—6 L L —6 L L

W50 10 107 W00 107
T (MeV) Tis (MeV)
Layer 20 Layer 45

10°F — Dataset 3 100k — Dataset 3
0 —— Teacher @0 —— Teacher
g —— Student g —— Student
S 1072 S 102
g S
= =
; 10~ g 10~
Z Z

6 . . —6 ,

W50 10 107 W00 107

IZ()a (l\[CV) I—lSa (I\,ICV)

FIG. 8. Histograms of energy deposition per voxel in the layers 1, 10, 20, and 45 (from left to right) for Dataset 2 (upper row)
and Dataset 3 (lower row). Distributions of GEANT4 data are shown as black lines, and those of iCALOFLOW teacher (student)

trained on Dataset 2 or 3 (as appropriate) in red (blue).

All layers

10()_ —— Dataset 2
0 —— Teacher
E — Student
N
~ 1072
&)
.N
E
210
O
Z.
—6 1 .
10702 10" 10"
7, (MeV)

All layers

10()_ —— Dataset 3
0 —— Teacher
E —— Student
~ 107=r
[}
N
=
=10
o
Z.

10752 10" 10"

Z, (MeV)

FIG. 9. Histograms of energy deposition per voxel in all layers for Dataset 2 (left) and Dataset 3 (right). Distributions of
GEANT4 data are shown as black lines, and those of iCALOFLOW teacher (student) trained on Dataset 2 or 3 (as appropriate)

in red (blue).

[17, 18], and use a binary classifier trained to distinguish
the GEANT4 and generated events [51]. (Such binary
classifiers can also be used to reweight generative models
to improve their fidelity, see [52].) Table IV shows the re-
sults of 10 independent classifier runs on generated events
from both datasets. “Low-level features” refers to all
energy depositions per voxel (normalized with Fj,. and
multiplied by a factor 100) and Ej,. itself (preprocessed
as logyg Einc). “High-level features” are the incident en-

ergy (preprocessed as logyq Einc), the energy deposited
in each of the layers (preprocessed as log;, (E; + 1078)),
the center of energy in the x and y directions (normalized
with a factor 100), and the width of the = and y distri-
butions (normalized with a factor 100). More details on
the architecture and trainings procedure can be found in
Appendix B.

In Table IV, the results of the classifier runs are
presented as AUC and JSD scores. According to the
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Neyman-Pearson lemma, we expect the AUC to be 0.5
if the true and generated probability densities are equal.
The AUC is 1 if the classifier is able to perfectly distin-
guish between generated and true samples. The second
metric, JSD € [0, 1], is the Jensen-Shannon divergence
which also measures the similarity between the two prob-
ability distributions. The JSD is 0 if the two distributions
are identical and 1 if they are disjoint.

In our study, we find that iCALOFLOW is able to
produce generated samples of sufficiently high fidelity
for Dataset 2 to fool the classifier. This is evident by

the Dataset 2 teacher and student classifier scores being
clearly less than unity in Table IV.

In contrast, the AUC scores for our Dataset 3 teacher
and student models are all > 0.9, which indicates lower
fidelity. Also, the high-level scores are greater than the
low-level scores for our Dataset 3 models. This is likely
due to the low-level classifier having insufficient capac-
ity to separate the iCALOFLOW and GEANT4 Dataset 3
samples. It would be interesting to explore more sophis-
ticated architectures to improve the classification per-
formance of the low-level classifier, but we save this for
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future work.

In general, the teacher models performed better than
the student models at the classifier tests. This is to be
expected since the students require a second distillation
step, and it is not surprising that some fidelity is lost in
the process.

Finally, we note that the authors of CALOSCORE [23]
have produced results for Datasets 2 and 3 using a score-
based diffusion model. They performed a similar classi-
fier test on their samples and obtained an AUC of 0.98
for both datasets.

low-level features high-level features

AUC | JSD AUC JSD
DS2 teacher || 0.797(5) | 0.210(7) | 0.798(3) | 0.214(5)
DS2 student|| 0.840(3) | 0.286(5) | 0.838(2) | 0.283(4)
DS3 teacher|| 0.911(3) | 0.465(6) | 0.941(1) | 0.561(3)
DS3 student|| 0.910(8) | 0.462(18) | 0.951(1) | 0.601(5)

TABLE IV. Mean and standard deviation of 10 independent
classifier runs.

D. Timing

Shower generation timings for different generation
batch sizes are shown in Table V. The speedups going

‘ Model ‘Batch size‘GPU times (ms)‘CPU times (ms)‘

1 7.12 x 10* 8.84 x 10*

10 7.10 x 10® 1.21 x 10*

D82 teacher ™54 7.75 x 10 3.47 x 107
1000 1.65 x 102 -
10000 1.21 x 102 -

1 1.06 x 103 4.08 x 10°

10 2.79 x 102 4.08 x 102

D82 student ™ 5, 2.99 x 10" 493 x 10"
1000 2.18 -
10000 1.34 -

1 4.76 x 10° 3.86 x 10°

10 5.28 x 10* 3.31 x 10°
DS3 teacher 100 917 % 10° i}
1000 5.17 x 10® -
5000 4.57 x 103 -

1 1.29 x 103 3.36 x 10°

10 1.33 x 102 6.22 x 102
DS3 student 100 3.58 x 10 :
1000 8.84 -
5000 5.87 -

TABLE V. Average time taken to generate a single shower
event by iCALOFLOW teacher and student models for Datasets
2 and 3. The timing was computed for different generation
batch sizes on our Intel Core i9-7900X CPU and our TITAN
V GPU. We were not able to generate shower events on the
CPU for large batch sizes due to memory constraints.
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from teacher to student are the expected O(d), where d
is the dimensionality of a single layer (144 for DS2 and
900 for DS3). On the GPU, iCALOFLOW is generally
faster than GEANT4, which takes approximately 100 s
per event, except for Dataset 3 teacher with a genera-
tion batch size of 1. On the CPU, iCALOFLOW is still
faster than GEANT4 for both Dataset 2 models and also
Dataset 3 student. With the student models, we were
able to generate a single shower on the GPU as quickly
as 1.34 ms (5.87 ms) for Dataset 2 (3) — O(10°) faster
than GEANT4.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have introduced a new approach to
generating highly-granular calorimeter showers with nor-
malizing flows. This is the first flow-based approach that
has been applied to calorimeter shower data with dimen-
sionality as large as Dataset 3 of CaloChallenge2022. In-
stead of learning the joint distribution of all voxels, we
focus on the distribution per calorimeter layer and use
an inductive algorithm to generate the sample. This ap-
proach is inspired by the physical nature of the shower,
which starts to develop close to the entry point of the
incoming particle and evolves deeper into the detector.

Previous approaches used separately trained flows for
each layer [28], while we use a single flow for the step
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of voxels in each radial ring with zero energy deposition.

of generating layer ¢ based on the shower in layer ¢ — 1
(treating ¢ = 1 separately), in the spirit of a mathemat-
ical proof by induction. The advantage of this approach
is in its much more efficient setup. Instead of 4541 nor-
malizing flows, we need only three. This efficiency (along
with the inductive approach) would be preserved even if
we increased the size of FLOW-3 to be much larger than
Frow-2 and the flows of [28]. However, the downside

of our inductive approach is that training FLOW-3 can-
not be trivially parallelized across multiple GPUs (as the
equivalents were in [28]). Also, sharing the same flow
across all layers is presumably less expressive than using
one flow for each layer.

In both L2LFLOWS and iCALOFLOW, event genera-
tion must occur sequentially through each layer. On top
of this, the slow sampling from the MAF strongly moti-
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vates the added step of distilling them into student TAF
networks. Compared to the teachers, the students speed
up event production by a factor of approximately the
number of voxels in a layer — though it is still neces-
sary to iterate through all the layers. iCALOFLOW is
the first work to include a teacher-student pairing in any
CaLoFLow-like setup for higher dimensional calorimeter
shower data such as Datasets 2 and 3.

At this time, no exhaustive comparison with other
generative neural networks is possible. The most nat-
ural comparison point, the algorithm of [28], is ap-
plied to a different data set. During the completion
of CaloChallenge2022, iCALOFLOW will be compared
against other codes, and a more complete understand-
ing of its strengths and weaknesses will be available.

A possible limitation to this inductive algorithm is gen-
eralizing it to non-regular calorimeter geometries. In
iCALOFLOW, FLOW-3 requires each layer to be identi-
cal in structure, allowing the efficient weight-sharing and
training that are the major advantages of the algorithm.
Significant modifications would be required to adapt to
layer-dependent voxelization. While this might not be
possible for arbitrary geometries, some variations (for ex-
ample, breaking a large voxel in one layer into groups of
small voxels in other layers) could admit an inductive
flow approach.

Even with these caveats, the efficiency, event gener-
ation speed (when using the IAF students), and rela-
tively high fidelity of iCALOFLOW make it a competitive
architecture for fast calorimeter event generation. One

promising future direction is to realize a similar inductive
setup based on coupling-layer flows, which are equally
fast in density estimation and generation. This would
presumably reduce training time as we would not have
to train both teacher and student flows.
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Appendix A: Pre- and Postprocessing

The incident energy is a conditional for all three flows.
In all cases, it is transformed from the physical range
(1 GeV to 1 TeV) to normalized log-space:

Einc

Fine = 10810 1515 oy

€ [-1.5,1.5]. (A1)

For FLOW-1, the total energy deposited in layer i (F;)



is obtained from summing all voxels of the layer. As the
flow has difficulty learning a distribution where many
elements are exactly zero, uniform noise in the range
[0, 5] keV is added to E; [17]. We then divided by 65 GeV
(this is slightly larger than the maximum energy deposi-
tion in any layer in any of the events of the dataset):

E; — x; = (E; + rand|0, 5 keV])/65 GeV. (A2)
As a final step, we apply a logit transformation:
y; = log 1 ﬁiu,’ u; = a+ (1 —2a),, (A3)

where the offset @ = 1076 ensures that the boundaries
z; = 0 and 1 map to finite numbers.

For both FLow-2 and FLow-3, we apply the same
processing steps for the energy depositions per voxel, Z;,.
First, we add uniform noise in the range [0,5] keV to
every voxel. Then, we normalize the voxel by the sum
of all voxels of the given layer and then apply the logit
transformation of Eq. (A3) to it:

Ii — Iia + rand[(), 5 keV]
Tia — Tia/ Y Ti = Lia
b

U = a+(1-— 2a)fm
Uja

Yia = logg— —. (A4)
When generating new events from our trained flows, the
preprocessing steps are inverted, and normalized showers
are transformed back to physical space using the proxy
output of FLOw-1. Voxel energies below the detector
threshold of 15 keV are set to zero.

FLow-2 is conditioned on the energy deposited in the
first layer, Ey. This is preprocessed as in Eqs. (A2)
and (A3), with the additional step of dividing y; by 4:

E, — z; = (E; +rand[0,5 keV])/65 GeV
up = a+ (1—-2a)x
U1

1y
= 4 gl—ul'

(A5)

This final division by 4 is to bring the range of y; down
to O(1).

The conditional inputs for FLOW-3 are preprocessed
as follows: Z(;_1), follows the steps of Eq. (A4). E; and
E(;_1y follow Egs. (A2) and (A3) (without the factor 4
of FLow-2). The layer number 4 is one-hot encoded in a
vector of length 44.

When sampling new events from iCALOFLOW, these
transformations are inverted. As a final step, the detec-
tor energy threshold is applied on the generated voxel
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energies by setting all voxels with Z;, < 15keV to zero.
As noted previously, when generating new patterns of
energy deposition from FLOW-2 and FLOW-3, the gener-
ated Z;, are not enforced to sum to one. Forcing them to
sum to one, as was the choice made in the previous iter-
ations of CALOFLOW [17, 18, 26], here causes problems
in the voxel energy histograms in Figures 8 and 9. It
enhances low-energy voxels above the cut-off threshold,
leading to a large excess at the lower end of the voxel
energy histograms. This was less of a problem previ-
ously, for Dataset 1 and for the CaloGAN dataset, be-
cause the normalization was learned better, perhaps be-
cause these datasets were lower dimensional. Meanwhile,
in L2LFLows [28], which was trained on a dataset com-
parable in dimensionality to Dataset 2, the voxel ener-
gies were normalized by maximum voxel energy in the
dataset, so no renormalization with F; was needed and
this issue was avoided. However, we found that normaliz-
ing by maximum voxel energy did not improve our results
here.

Appendix B: Classifier

The performance metric based on the classifier test
uses the neural network architecture that was provided
by the CaloChallenge2022 [31, 59] evaluation script. It
is based on the classifiers that were used in [17, 18] and
was also used (with slightly different hyperparameters)
in [26]. To be precise, the classifier is a deep, fully-
connected neural network with an input and two hidden
layers with 2048 nodes each. All activation functions are
leaky ReLUs, with default negative slope of 0.01, except
the output layer, which uses a sigmoid activation func-
tion for its single output number. We do not use any
regulators such as batch normalization or dropout.

The input for low- and high-level feature classifica-
tion is preprocessed as described in the main text. For
Dataset 2, we work with the second provided file of 100k
showers [33]. We split it in train/test/validation sets of
the ratio (60:20:20). For Dataset 3, we use the third file
provided at [34] split in the ratio (40:10) for training and
model selection and the full fourth file of [34] to obtain
the final scores.

All networks are optimized by training 50 epochs with
an ADAM [48] optimizer with initial learning rate of 2 -
10~* and a batch size of 1000 (250) for Datasets 2 (3),
minimizing the binary cross entropy. We use the model
state with the highest accuracy on the validation set for
the final evaluation and we subsequently calibrate the
classifier using isotonic regression [60] of sklearn [55]
based on the validation dataset before evaluating the test
set.
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