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1Center for Biological Physics, Arizona State University, Tempe, AZ, USA

2Department of Physics, Arizona State University, Tempe, AZ, USA
3School of Molecular Sciences, Arizona State University, Tempe, AZ, USA

Abstract

Across the scientific realm, we find ourselves subtracting or dividing stochastic signals. For instance, consider
a stochastic realization, x, generated from the addition or multiplication of two stochastic signals a and b, namely
x = a + b or x = ab. For the x = a + b example, a can be fluorescence background and b the signal of interest
whose statistics are to be learned from the measured x. Similarly, when writing x = ab, a can be thought of as the
illumination intensity and b the density of fluorescent molecules of interest. Yet dividing or subtracting stochastic
signals amplifies noise, and we ask instead whether, using the statistics of a and the measurement of x as input,
we can recover the statistics of b. Here, we show how normalizing flows can generate an approximation of the
probability distribution over b, thereby avoiding subtraction or division altogether. This method is implemented
in our software package, NFdeconvolve, available on GitHub with a tutorial linked in the main text.
Keywords: Stochastic processes, measurement, convolution, normalizing flows

1 Introduction

Across scientific applications, measurements often involve a stochastic measurement x resulting from the addition
or multiplication of two random variables, a and b. That is,

x = a+ b or x = ab . (1)

Typically, the distribution over one of the random variables, a, can be obtained through control experiments,
while the primary interest lies in the statistics of the other random variable, b, termed the “signal”.

Examples of this paradigm include:

• Background subtraction. Here, the background, a, is assumed pre-calibrated from experiments, and its
statistics at each pixel are assumed to be known. Our goal is then to obtain the statistics over b (often
fluorescence signal) above the background from the total measurement x while avoiding a naive stochastic
subtraction of signal1.

• Illumination intensity correction. Here, the intensity of fluorescently emitted light from an object in
microscopy is directly proportional to the product of the illumination intensity (a) and the object’s density
(b). The non-uniform illumination may again be calibrated over each pixel2–4, and our goal is to avoid
naive division or subtraction of stochastic signals to obtain b.

Put differently, from observations of x, {x} = {x1, x2, . . . xN}, and the known distribution of a how can we
learn the distribution over b? Concretely here, we denote the distribution over which a is drawn as a ∼ pA(·|θA)
where pA represents a family of probability distributions and θA a set of parameters calibrated from experiments.
Here, the symbol ∼ means ‘sampled from’ or ‘has a distribution of’. As a concrete example, if a is a normally
distributed random variable, θA has two components, the mean value µA and the variance σ2

A. In such a case,

we write θA = (µA, σ
2
A) and pA(a|θA) = 1√

2πσ2
A

exp
[
− (a−µA)2

2σ2
A

]
.

Bayesian statistics provides a means of using x, whose set of multiple observations we denote as {x}, and
pA(·|θA) to determine the distribution of b, but requires the often unknown functional form of the probability
distribution over b5,6.

To avoid specification of the form over the distribution over b for the case of addition of a and b, some
Fourier-based strategies may be invoked. However, these methods can produce results that are problematic from
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NFdeconvolve

Figure 1: Summary of NFdeconvolve. The data formation process is assumed to involve two components: The
noise, a, whose distribution is known and the signal, b, whose ground truth distribution is unknown. The observed
data, x, is a convolution of these two components (in the example above, it is the sum x = a + b). NFdeconvolve
receives the combined data {x}, representing a set of observations of x and the distribution of a (but not the
individual realizations of a’s) and produces an estimate of the distribution of b. For this example, whose detailed
implementation can be seen in our GitHub25, the resultant distribution of b obtained by NFdeconvolve is the one
presented in red.

a probabilistic perspective, e.g., negative probability densities or introduce high-frequency components that are
likely artifacts arising from approximating the distribution with finite data7. To address these challenges, various
regularization schemes are used8–10.

Another approach is to try to find a general well-studied family of probability distributions that would be
able to, under some condition, approximate any general distribution. While some empirical guesses may serve
as a starting point for what that distribution family may look like11–14, one practical scheme may be to use
non-parametric models for the distribution of b, often in the form of mixture models with a theoretically infinite
number of components6,7,15,16. However, as we will show later, even these flexible models may fail to accurately
capture the true underlying distribution, especially when working with small datasets.

Recent advances in neural networks have introduced powerful methods in approximating general probability
distributions17. In particular, normalizing flows provide a neural network-based framework capable of repre-
senting a wide variety of probability distributions18–23. Normalizing flows operate by applying a sequence of
smooth, invertible transformations to a simple base distribution (typically Gaussian), enabling the construction
of a more complex target distribution while still allowing for the exact computation of its density. This approach
is grounded in the universal approximation theorem24, stating that a sufficiently large neural network can ap-
proximate any continuous function to arbitrary precision. This property allows us to learn the distribution over b
without assuming a specific functional form, offering a more flexible and data-driven approach toward modeling
complex distributions.
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Here, we present NFdeconvolve, a software tool designed to learn the distribution of b using normalizing
flows. NFdeconvolve is available in our GitHub repository25. As demonstrated in the tutorial provided in
the repository, users simply need to input their data {x} (i.e., the multiple observations of x) along with the
probability distribution of a – given as an object drawn from the distributions class of the PyTorch library26

– and outputs an estimate of the probability distribution over b. A cartoon illustration of how NFdeconvolve
operates is shown in Fig. 1.

In what follows, we explore two illustrative examples: one where x is the sum of two random variables
and another where x is their product. For each case, we will first employ Bayesian inference, using the same
model that generated the simulation data, to obtain the probability distribution of b, leading to an optimal
reconstruction. Following this, we will use a Bayesian framework with a mixture of Gaussian models, allowing
us to observe the inherent challenges and limitations of using inaccurate models. Finally, we will present the
results obtained using NFdeconvolve to derive the distribution over b. Our analysis will evaluate the performance
of these methods based on the data quality (i.e., the extent to which b contributes to the observed data) and
quantity. We will demonstrate that normalizing flows provide a more reliable and accurate reconstruction when
compared to this Gaussian mixture model, as measured by the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between the
distribution generating the simulated data (ground truth) and the probability distribution obtained by each
method.

2 Methods

The problem statement is verbally summarized as follows: we wish to learn the probability distribution over b
from a set of measurements {x}. Each element in this set is a deterministic function, a sum or a multiplication,
of a realization of b and the realization of another random variable a, whose distribution is known (by fitting
realizations of a independently).

In the following subsection, we establish the necessary notation, and in Sec. 2.2, we describe three possible
solution methods.

2.1 Problem statement

For the scope of the present article, we assume that each point xn ∈ {x} is independently and identically
distributed from a sampling process summarized in the following equations:

θB ∼ p(θB) , (2a)

an ∼ pA(·|θA) , (2b)

bn|θB ∼ pB(·|θB) , (2c)

xn = f(an, bn) , (2d)

with p(θB) being the prior for θB and f is a deterministic function (normally addition or multiplication). A
point to clarify notation: probabilities with subscripts, such as pA, are distributions for a which belong to a
specific family by construction.

In this setup, an and bn are sampled independently. This independence allows us to express the probability
distribution of x, with realizations xn as

pX(x|θA, θB) =
∫

db da pA(a|θA) pB(b|θB) δ(f(a, b)− x) . (3)

Using examples of addition and multiplication for f , we can simplify this expression. For addition,

xn = an + bn ⇒ pX(x|θA, θB) =
∫

db pA(x− b|θA) pB(b|θB) , (4)

which is the convolution of pA and pB . For multiplication,

xn = anbn ⇒ pX(x|θA, θB) =
∫

db pA
(x
b
|θA
)

pB(b|θB)
1

|b| , (5)

known as the Mellin convolution of pA and pB . If an explicit form for the integral in (3) is available, the sampling
process in (2) can be simplified to xn ∼ pX(·|θA, θB), replacing equations (2b–2d).

Since obtaining the distribution of x from b involves convolution, we will refer to learning the distribution of
b from x as finding the deconvolved distribution.
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Learned Parameters Deconvolved Distribution Definition

Bayesian with
known model

θB , parameters of the underlying dis-
tribution

Reconstruction p(b|{x}, θA) (8)

MAP pB(b|θMAP
B ({x}, θA)) (9)

Bayesian with
Gaussian mixture

ΨB , encompassing the means {µi},
variances {σ2

i }, and weights {ρi} of a
Gaussian mixture

Reconstruction p(b|{x}, θA) (12)

MAP pB(b|ΨMAP
B ({x}, θA)) (13)

NFdeconvolve ϕ, internal parameters of the neural
network

Reconstruction pNF(b|ϕ({x}, θA)) (17)

Table 1: Summary of methods for obtaining the deconvolved distribution of b. For each approach, the
table shows the internal parameters, the corresponding deconvolved distributions, and references to the equations
in which those were defined.

2.2 Theoretical basis for the methods

This section introduces the mathematical theory for each of the three methods utilized in this paper, summarizing
the methods and the associated internal parameters as given in Table 1. Here, we will continue to use the general
form for pA and pB , which were introduced in the previous section.

2.2.1 Bayesian inference with known model for b

Following the model established in Sec. 2.1, and assuming a functional form for pB , by manipulating the rules
of probability theory (i.e., using Bayes’ theorem) we learn θB as

p(θB |{x}, θA) ∝ p({x}|θA, θB)p(θB) (6)

where

p({x}|θA, θB) =
N∏

n=1

pX(xn|θA, θB) . (7)

Here each factor pX(xn|θA, θB) is computed from (3). We refer to p({x}|θA, θB) as the likelihood of the dataset
and p(θB |{x}, θA) as the posterior over θB .

While this Bayesian formalism provides a method to learn the parameters, θB , from data, our goal is to
obtain the distribution of b. A direct answer can be obtained by writing the joint probability of b and θB and
marginalizing over θB , thus obtaining

p(b|{x}, θA) =
∫

dθB p(b, θB |{x}, θA) =
∫

dθB pB(b|θB) p(θB |{x}, θA) . (8)

In other words, integrating the functional form of pB weighted by the posterior, p(θB |{x}, θA).
We refer to the distribution obtained by (8) as the reconstruction. As, in practice, the integral in (8) can

rarely be calculated in closed form, we typically use sampling methods to generate values of θB , which we then
use to calculate a Monte Carlo approximation of (8)6. We provide details on how the Monte Carlo integration
is performed for the examples discussed in our results section in Appendix A.

Besides the challenges in calculating the integral in (8), we highlight that p(b|{x}, θA) in (8) is generally not a
distribution in the functional form pB . In other words, in general there is no θ∗B such that p(b|{x}, θA) = pB(b|θ∗B).

For this reason, an alternative approach is to search for the value of θB that maximizes the posterior distri-
bution, known as the maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimate for the dataset x. The resulting distribution of b
is

pB(b|θMAP
B ({x}, θA)) , where θMAP

B ({x}, θA) = argmax
θB

p(θB |{x}, θA) , (9)

which follows the functional form pB . For the remainder of this text, we will consider both the reconstruction in
(8) and the MAP distribution in (9) as valid methods for obtaining the deconvolved distribution. In particular,
for large datasets, the posterior distribution should concentrate around the MAP estimate, p(θB |{x}, θA) ≈
δ(θB − θMAP

B ({x}, θA)), making the two methods equivalent.
Although (8) and (9) provide a mathematically consistent solution for finding the deconvolved distribution,

they both assume that pB(b|θB) is known. In most scientific endeavors, the model for pB is usually selected by
studying the physical process behind the data generation. But what can be done without assuming that? We
will discuss two possible methods in the following subsections.
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2.2.2 Bayesian with a Gaussian Mixture

To circumvent the need to specify the correct model for the deconvolved distribution, one natural approach is to
opt for a general model that is well-studied, with the hope that such a model will adapt itself to be sufficiently
close to the underlying model. One popular choice is to use a non-parametric mixture of Gaussians7,27–29, as it
is versatile enough to capture a wide range of underlying distributions.

Here, we represent the parameters of this mixture as ΨB = {µ̄, σ̄2, ρ̄}, encompassing the means µ̄ =
(µ1, µ2, µ3, . . .), variances σ̄2 = (σ2

1 , σ
2
2 , σ

2
3 , . . .), and weights ρ̄ = (ρ1, ρ2, ρ3, . . .). We then assume a probability

for b of the form

pB(b|ΨB) =

∞∑
i=1

ρi
1√
2πσ2

i

exp

[
− (b− µi)

2

2σ2
i

]
. (10)

Thus, ΨB assumes a role similar to θB in Bayesian inference with a known model, though we do not assume the
Gaussian mixture model to necessarily be the underlying distribution generating the data.

It is important to mention that, in the context of approximating an unknown distribution, the mixture
components generally do not have an intrinsic physical meaning, the Gaussian mixture serves as a parametrization
of the space of probability distributions. However, in certain applications, such as separating signals from distinct
underlying sources, the components can acquire a meaningful interpretation – e.g., when the data arise from
multiple species, each characterized by its own emission model. In such cases, the mixture weights correspond
to the relative proportions of these contributing species16,30–32

Though the non-parametric mixture of Gaussians model in (10) theoretically involves an infinite number of
parameters, for computational feasibility, in all results presented, we restrict the maximum number of components
i to 20. This approach requires a large dataset to avoid overfitting whilst accommodating functional forms for
the distribution over b that are not readily accommodated by a small number of Gaussians. We can calculate
the likelihood of a data point, pX(x|θA,ΨB), by replacing θB with ΨB in (3), from which follows the posterior
for ΨB , p(ΨB |{x}, θA) as :

p(ΨB |{x}, θA) ∝ p({x}|θA,ΨB)p(ΨB) . (11)

The prior distribution, p(ΨB), is especially critical for non-parametric models to address the degeneracy caused
by permuting the component labels i in (10). The specific prior used in this work is detailed in Appendix A.2.1.

From this, we obtain the equivalent reconstruction as

p(b|{x}, θA) =
∫

dΨB p(b,ΨB |{x}, θA) =
∫

dΨB pB(b|ΨB) p(ΨB |{x}, θA) , (12)

and the equivalent MAP distribution as

pB(b|ΨMAP
B ({x}, θA)) , where ΨMAP

B ({x}, θA) = argmax
ΨB

p(ΨB |{x}, θA) . (13)

As in Bayesian inference with a known model, we use samples of ΨB from the posterior and calculate a Monte
Carlo approximation of (12). Further details can be found in our GitHub repository25.

2.2.3 Normalizing Flows and NFdeconvolve

While mixtures of Gaussians are popular in obtaining a probability distribution of an unknown form, another
neural-network-based framework for reconstructing probability distributions has recently gained traction: nor-
malizing flows18–23. Normalizing flows offer flexibility and expressiveness by leveraging neural networks to model
complex distributions through a sequence of transformations. The method presented in this paper, called NFde-
convolve, uses normalizing flows to retrieve the deconvolved distribution.

The fundamental idea behind normalizing flows is to start with a simple and well-understood base distribution,
typically Gaussian, pZ for a variable z. This base distribution is then transformed into the target distribution
using a series of invertible and smooth mappings. Specifically, we define a function fϕ(z) parameterized by a
neural network, where ϕ represents all of the network’s internal parameters. The neural network architecture is
selected such that fϕ is invertible and smooth. In NFdeconvolve, we employed the architecture known as neural
spline flow20 found in the normflows package23.

The probability distribution of the image of z through fϕ is given by

p(fϕ(z)) = pZ(z)

∣∣∣∣dfϕdz

∣∣∣∣−1

. (14)

We then define the probability distribution generated by the normalizing flows with fϕ, which we refer to as pNF

as the probability of the image of z

pNF(b|ϕ) = pZ
(
f−1
ϕ (b)

) ∣∣∣∣dfϕdz

(
f−1
ϕ (b)

)∣∣∣∣−1

, (15)
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Figure 2: Comparison of NFdeconvolve and a Gaussian mixture model for obtaining the deconvolved
distribution in two scenarios. The top row shows the true signal distribution b and the observed data x in
two scenarios: on the left, b is generated from a mixture of Gaussians; on the right, from a mixture of Gamma
and inverted Gamma distributions. The bottom row presents the deconvolved distributions obtained using both
a Bayesian approach with a Gaussian mixture model and NFdeconvolve. On the left, where the data matches
the Gaussian mixture assumption, both methods perform well, with the Gaussian mixture model achieving a
more precise match. However, on the right, where the data distribution does not align with the Gaussian model,
NFdeconvolve significantly outperforms the Gaussian mixture approach. Further quantitative comparisons will be
presented Sec. 3.

as a possible distribution of b parametrized by the neural network parameters ϕ. Since fϕ is invertible and

smooth, both f−1
ϕ (b) and

dfϕ
dz

are well-defined, thus ensuring easy calculation of pNF(b|ϕ).
When using normalizing flows to approximate the unknown distribution of b, we maximize the likelihood of

the observed data under pNF . In other words, if we have direct realizations of b, {b} = {b1, b2, . . . , bN}, we adjust

the parameters ϕ such that the total likelihood of {b},
N∏

n=1

pNF(bn|ϕ), is maximized. If we treat the observations

as samples from the target distribution, this is equivalent to minimizing the approximate KL divergence between
the target distribution and the distribution obtained from the normalizing flows18.

However, for the problem at hand – finding the deconvolved distribution of b from observations of the
composite variable x – we instead train the network to maximize the likelihood of x arising from the distribution
of b given by pNF. Consistently with (3) we define

p(x|ϕ, θA) =
∫

db da pA(a|θA) pNF(b|ϕ) δ(f(a, b)− x) . (16)

and we say that we find the deconvolved distribution of b as the one obtained by the neural network parameters,
ϕ, that maximizes the likelihood of {x} (in other words, train the neural network with the negative of the
likelihood’s logarithm as the loss function). That means the resulting distribution of b is now

pNF(b|ϕ∗({x}, θA)) , where ϕ∗({x}, θA) = argmax
ϕ

N∏
n=1

p(xn|ϕ, θA) , (17)

with the factors within the product given by (16). Note that this is equivalent to a MAP distribution from a
Bayesian formalism where one assumes the prior distribution for the network parameters, ϕ, to be uniform.

We refer to our GitHub repository25 for details on how to calculate the integral in (16) and how we use the
optimization libraries within PyTorch26.

To demonstrate the need for a method like NFdeconvolve, Fig. 2 compares its performance to a Bayesian
with Gaussian mixture model, as described in Sec. 2.2.2. While the Gaussian mixture performs well when the
underlying distribution of b is, indeed, a Gaussian mixture, it fails under model mismatch with non-Gaussian
where NFdeconvolve, in contrast, provides a more accurate deconvolved distribution.
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3 Results

Having discussed the problem in Sec. 2.1 and possible solution methods in Sec. 2.2, we now provide examples of
their usage. We will first present an example where the signal is a sum of the two stochastic variables. x = a+ b
with a being samples from a Gaussian while b is sampled from a Gamma distribution and another where the
data is the product of the two stochastic variables, x = ab, sampled from the same distributions.

For each example, we generate multiple synthetic datasets using different parameterizations for the ground
truth distribution of b. These datasets are used to compute the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR), which serves as a
measure of data quality; higher SNR values correspond to signals that are more “visible” or less influenced by
the noise, as one can expect all methods to exhibit improved performance at higher SNR. Additionally, we test
datasets with the same SNR but varying numbers of datapoints (N), as larger datasets generally allow methods
to perform better.

To quantitatively compare the methods, we compute the KL divergence between the ground truth distribution
and the distributions inferred by each method. The results demonstrate how each method performs across
datasets with varying sizes (N) and data quality (SNR), as described in Sec. 2.

3.1 Sum of two random variables example

For our first example, we use a Gaussian distribution for pA with a known mean µA and variance σ2
A, θA =

{µA, σ
2
A}. Here, we are supposed to recover pB assumed to be a Gamma distribution with parameters θB =

{αB , βB}

pB(b|θB) =
βαB
B

Γ(αB)
bαB−1e−βBb , (18)

with Γ representing the gamma function for b > 0 and zero otherwise. To the best of our knowledge, the
distribution for x = a+ b in this example does not have a closed-form expression. In Fig. 3, we show how each
method performs for the same ground truth distribution for b and different dataset sizes. The details of how
the data was generated and the numerical schemes used to obtain each distribution can be found in our GitHub
repository25. We note that the system quickly identifies the correct distribution when the correct model is
provided. However, we must rely on the other two methods when the correct model is not provided. As observed
in Fig. 3, the Gaussian mixture tends to produce a “rougher” distribution that attempts to identify patterns
in the likelihood of the finite data rather than capturing the overall trend. In contrast, the NFdeconvolve is
smoother, even for small datasets.

We now proceed to demonstrate how these methods perform with datasets of different sizes and overall
quality. Here, to represent data of varying quality, we define the SNR as the ratio of variances between the
(ground truth) distribution of b and the distribution of a:

SNR
.
=

σ2
b

σ2
a

with σ2
b

.
= ⟨b2⟩ − ⟨b⟩2 . (19)

Note that the usage of σ2
b is consistent with our previous notation. Specifically, the definition of σ2

b aligns with
the use of σ2

a as a variable because, for Gaussian distributions, the σ2
a parameter represents the variance. Also,

the SNR does not change when a or b are shifted by summing a constant term. A small SNR means that the
noise (or the stochasticity of the variable we are not interested in) is dominant, while a large SNR means that
the stochasticity observed in the measurement x is mostly generated by the stochasticity of the variable we are
interested in, b. In the particular case we are treating here, where b is Gamma distributed, the SNR can be
simplified as SNR = αB

β2
B
σ2
a
.

To evaluate the performance of each solution method, we calculate the KL divergence from the obtained
distribution to the ground truth distribution. This is expressed as:

KL[q] =

∫
db p(b|θGT

B ) log
p(b|θGT

B )

q(b)
, (20)

where θGT
B represents the parameters of the ground truth distribution, and q is the distribution being evaluated.

For example, when evaluating the distribution obtained by the NFdeconvolve, pNF(b|ϕ∗({x}, θA)) defined in (17),
we calculate the KL divergence as with q(b) = pNF(b|ϕ∗({x}, θA).

We present the KL divergence across datasets of different sizes and SNR in Fig. 4. Here, we confirm the
results presented in Fig. 3: while the Bayesian method with the correct model performs considerably better
(represented by a KL divergence that is an order of magnitude smaller), among the Gaussian mixture and the
normalizing flows results, we see that the latter performs significantly better. In all cases, it is also possible to
observe how, as expected, the KL divergence decreases, indicating that the distribution found by the method
approaches the ground truth with more data and higher SNR.

7



Figure 3: Distributions obtained by the solution methods for the sum of two random variables example.
Here b is sampled from a ground truth Gamma distribution, as in (18), with parameters αB = 9 and βB = 1, while
a is sampled from a Gaussian with mean µA = 10 and variance σ2

A = 1. In each row, we change the number of
data points used and show the distributions obtained by each method. In the two Bayesian methods, we show
both the MAP and the reconstruction. As expected, the Bayesian method with the known model finds the correct
distribution with fewer data points. For the other methods, we see that the Gaussian mixture presents some
overfitting, represented by the “peaks” in the corresponding column, while the normalizing flows approach the
ground truth distribution in a smoother way. Later, we will quantitatively confirm this result.
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Figure 4: Divergence between the ground truth distribution and the distributions obtained by each
method in the sum of two random variables example measured by the logarithm of the KL divergence.
Each square within the figure was obtained with a synthetic dataset where b is Gamma distributed with parameter
βB = 1 and the other parameter αB is changed to generate datasets with different SNR. In all cases, a is sampled
from a Gaussian with mean µA = 10 and variance σ2

A = 1. As expected, we see smaller KL divergence values
(darker colors) for larger SNR and data sizes. The Bayesian method, along with the known model, is able to
obtain a distribution much closer to the ground truth than all others. However, when the model is unknown, the
normalizing flows generally obtain distributions with smaller KL divergence. This confirms our result in Fig. 3 that
normalizing flows are able to better approximate the unknown distribution than the Gaussian mixture by avoiding
overfitting.
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Figure 5: Distributions obtained by the solution methods for the product of two random variables
example. Here b is sampled from a ground truth Gamma distribution, as in (18), with parameters αB = 9 and
βB = 1, while a is sampled from a Gaussian with mean µA = 10 and variance σ2

A = 1. In each row, we change the
number of data points used and show the distributions obtained by each method. Consistently with Fig. 3, the
Bayesian method with the known model finds the correct distribution with fewer data points. Similarly, among the
other methods that do not require knowing the model, the normalizing flows method avoids the overfitting seen in
the Gaussian mixture.

3.2 Product of two random variables example

Similarly to the previous example, we sample a from a Gaussian distribution with b from a Gamma distribution.
The only difference is that the data is obtained as the product, x = ab.

Although the mathematics for obtaining the distribution of x = ab can be performed by solving the integral
in (5), we have found that it can be numerically unstable. As a consequence, we instead performed all necessary
calculations in logarithmic space. Specifically, we use the identity log x = log a+log b to transform the product of
random variables into the sum of random variables. This requires that we transform the probability distribution
of a, pA, into logarithmic space, which is straightforwardly obtained as p(log a|θA) = ap(a|θA). Further details
with an application for each method can be found in Appendix A.

As with the previous example, Fig. 5, we show how each method performs for the same ground truth
distribution for b and different dataset sizes. Mirroring the previous results, the system identifies the correct
distribution when provided with the correct model, even with a small dataset. However, without knowledge of
the true model, the NFdeconvolve is considerably less prone to overfitting than the Gaussian mixture. Numerical
details can be found in our GitHub repository25.

We move to demonstrate how these methods perform with datasets of different sizes and overall quality,
represented by SNR. However, while for the sum example, we defined the SNR as the ratio of variances between
the (ground truth) distribution of b and the variance of a, here in the product example, we change the definition
to the ratio of relative variances, meaning

SNR
.
=

(σb/⟨b⟩)2

(σa/⟨a⟩)2
. (21)

Under this modified definition, when a or b are scaled by a constant factor, the SNR does not change. In the

particular case we are treating here, the SNR can be simplified to the straightforward formula SNR =
σ2
a

µ2
aαB

.

Finally, we present the KL divergence across datasets of different sizes and SNR in Fig. 6, confirming the
results presented in Fig. 5. In accordance with the results for the sum example, the results obtained with
NFdeconvolve are significantly better than those obtained using the Gaussian mixture.
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Figure 6: Divergence between the ground truth distribution and the distributions obtained by each
method in the product of two random variables example measured by the logarithm of the KL
divergence. Each square within the figure was obtained with a synthetic dataset where b is Gamma distributed
with parameter βB = 1 and the other parameter αB is changed to generate datasets with different SNR. In all cases,
a is sampled from a Gaussian with mean µA = 10 and variance σ2

A = 1. Consistently with Fig. 4, we observe that
the normalizing flows method obtains distributions with smaller KL divergence when compared to the Gaussian
mixture.

4 Conclusion

In this short article, we address the challenge of determining the distribution of a stochastic variable through
indirect measurements. We model this as the composition of two stochastic variables, where the distribution of
one is known, and the goal is to infer the distribution of the other using observations of the composed realizations.

To rigorously tackle this issue, we delve into the Bayesian formalism required to solve the problem. However,
this approach necessitates selecting a model, which is not always feasible. Without a known model, we propose
two alternative methods: a Bayesian approach using a non-parametric mixture of Gaussians, and a method
that approximates the distribution of interest through the neural network-based technique known as normalizing
flows. The latter method is implemented as our software tool, NFdeconvolve, which we have made publicly
available in our GitHub repository, with tutorials for implementation.

The examples shown in Figs. 3 and 5 reveal that while neither method can fully replace the knowledge of
the correct model, the distribution obtained via normalizing flows is significantly less prone to overfitting. This
is supported by the quantitative analysis in Figs. 4 and 6, which show that when applied to synthetic data
of varying sizes and SNR, the distribution estimated by normalizing flows more closely aligns with the ground
truth, achieving approximately smaller lower KL divergence to the ground truth distribution.
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Larochelle, A. Beygelzimer, d'F. Alché-Buc, E. Fox, and R. Garnett, eds. Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems vol. 32. Curran Associates, Inc.

21. Dockhorn, T., Ritchie, J.A., Yu, Y., and Murray, I. (2020). Density deconvolution with normalizing flows.
ArXiv abs/2006.09396.

12

http://dx.doi.org/{10.1002/1097-0320(20010801)44:4<309::aid-cyto1122>3.0.co;2-3}
http://dx.doi.org/{10.1002/1097-0320(20010801)44:4<309::aid-cyto1122>3.0.co;2-3}
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncomms14836
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nmeth.3323
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nmeth.3323
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.isci.2023.107941
http://dx.doi.org/10.1364/AO.38.002232
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/CVPR.2011.5995521
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03610926.2012.721916
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03610926.2012.721916
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1751-8113/40/30/F01
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0174573
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/e23050494
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bpj.2020.12.022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s43588-022-00197-1
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.isci.2022.105010


22. Kobyzev, I., Prince, S.J., and Brubaker, M.A. (2021). Normalizing flows: An introduction and review of
current methods. IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence 43, 3964–3979. doi:
10.1109/tpami.2020.2992934.

23. Stimper, V., Liu, D., Campbell, A., Berenz, V., Ryll, L., Schölkopf, B., and Hernández-Lobato, J.M.
(2023). normflows: A PyTorch package for normalizing flows. Journal of Open Source Software 8, 5361.
doi: 10.21105/joss.05361.

24. Goodfellow, I., Bengio, Y., and Courville, A. (2016). Deep Learning. MIT Press. http://www.

deeplearningbook.org.

25. Pessoa, P. (2025). NFdeconvolve. https://github.com/PessoaP/NFdeconvolve. .

26. Paszke, A., Gross, S., Massa, F., Lerer, A., Bradbury, J., Chanan, G., Killeen, T., Lin, Z., Gimelshein,
N., Antiga, L., Desmaison, A., Kopf, A., Yang, E., DeVito, Z., Raison, M., Tejani, A., Chilamkurthy, S.,
Steiner, B., Fang, L., Bai, J., and Chintala, S. (2019). PyTorch: An Imperative Style, High-Performance
Deep Learning Library. In H. Wallach, H. Larochelle, A. Beygelzimer, d'F. Alché-Buc, E. Fox, and R.
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A Monte Carlo Methods

In this section, we overview the sampling strategy used to approximate the posterior distributions in both
Bayesian strategies: p(θB |{x}, θA), defined in (6) for the Bayesian model with known parameters, and p(ΨB |{x}, θA),
defined in (11) for the Bayesian model with Gaussian mixture methods.

In short, these samplers are Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) realizations of each posterior. For the known
model example, p(θB |{x}, θA), the sampler generates a sequence {θ1B , θ2B , . . . , θSB} such that we approximate the
integral in (8) as:

p(b|{x}, θA) =
∫

dθB pB(b|θB) p(θB |{x}, θA) ≈ 1

S

S∑
s=1

pB(b|θsB). (22)

An equivalent expression holds for ΨB in (12). Additionally, we approximate the MAP estimate, as defined in
(9) and (13), using the sampled value leading to the MAP value:

θMAP
B ({x}, θA) ≈ argmax

s
p(θsB |{x}, θA). (23)

In the following subsections, we explain the methods used to construct these MCMC realizations and elaborate
on the choice of the prior for the Gaussian mixture.

A.1 MCMC for Bayesian Model with Known Parameters

A.1.1 Sum Example

For the example described in Sec. 3.1, we have parameters θB = {αB , βB}, where the distribution of b, p(B|θB),
follows a gamma distribution as defined in (18), and a corresponds to Gaussian noise with known mean and
variance, θA = {µA = 10, σ2

A = 1}. The posterior can then be expressed as

p(θB |{x}, θA) ∝ p({x}|θA, θB)p(θB) = p(θB)

N∏
n=1

pX(xn|θA, θB). (24)

The prior used in the results presented in the main text is a log-Gaussian prior, expressed as

p(θB) =
1

αB

√
2πξ2

exp

[
−1

2

(logαB)
2

ξ2

]
1

βB

√
2πξ2

exp

[
−1

2

(log βB)
2

ξ2

]
, (25)

with ξ = 100. This prior confines αB and βB to be strictly positive, as required by the gamma distribution,
while remaining broad enough not to impose restrictive constraints.

The Likelihood is derived by substituting the form of p(b|θB) from (18) into (4) yielding

p(xn|θA, θB) =
∫ ∞

−∞
db pA(xn − b|θA) pB(b|θB)

=

∫ ∞

0

db
1√
2πσ2

A

exp

[
−1

2

(xn − b− µA)
2

σ2
A

]
βαB
B

Γ(αB)
bαB−1e−βBb.

(26)

the integration limit was changed to zero because the gamma distribution is only defined for positive argument,
the probability is zero otherwise. Since, to the best of our knowledge, there is no closed-form expression exists
for the above integral, we approximate it numerically as

p(xn|θA, θB) = ∆b

M∑
m=1

1√
2πσ2

A

exp

[
−1

2

(xn − bm − µA)
2

σ2
A

]
βαB
B

Γ(αB)
bαB−1
m e−βBbm . (27)

Where the M = 20000 integration points, {b1, b2, . . . , bM}, are equally spaced such that bm+1 = bm +∆b, with
b1 = 0.001 and bM = max

n
xn − µA/2.

Initializing the Sampler means determine the initial value θ1B by locating a region where the posterior
density is high, reducing the need to discard early samples. Here we obtained this initialization via a grid search:

θ1B = argmax
k,l

P (θB = {αl, βk}|{x}, θA), (28)

where {αl, βk} represent grid points for parameters α and β, with αl equally spaced between 0.001 and 10, and
βk equally spaced between 0.001 and 6.

14



MCMC Proposal With the initial value θ1B , the sampler iteratively generates samples from the posterior
distribution. At each iteration s, the sampler generates a new value value θpropB using a proposal distribution
q(θpropB |θsB). The next sample value, θs+1

B , is determined as

θs+1
B =

{
θpropB if u < A(θpropB , θsB) ,

θsB otherwise
(29)

where u is sampled uniformly between 0 and 1 and A(θpropB , θsB) is the Metropolis-Hastings acceptance rate,

A(θpropB , θsB) = min

(
1,

p(θpropB |{x}, θA)
p(θsB |{x}, θA)|θsB)

q(θsB |θpropB )

q(θpropB |θsB)

)
. (30)

In other words, the proposal is accepted with probability A(θpropB , θsB) For the sum example described in Sec 3.1,
we use a proposal of the form of two log-Gaussian

q(θpropB |θsB) =
1

αB

√
2πσ2

s

exp

−1

2

(
log

α
prop
B
αs
B

)2
σ2
s

 1

βB

√
2πσ2

s

exp

−1

2

(
log

β
prop
B
βs
B

)2
σ2
s

 (31)

with σs = .01. The results presented in the main text are based on MCMC chains of S = 10000 samples.

A.1.2 Product example

For the Bayesian with known model in the product example (Sec.3.2) we have the same parameters θb = {αB , βB}
with the distribution of b, is a gamma distribution and Gaussian noise, with known mean and variance θA =
{µA = 10, σ2

A = 1}. As such, we can use the same prior in (25).
The likelihood, however, will be calculated differently. Since we do in log space meaning we will use that

that log x = log a+ log b, such that we can do the convolution as in (4) such that

p(x|θA, θB) =
∣∣∣∣d log xdx

∣∣∣∣ p(log x|θA, θB) = 1

|x|p(log x|θA, θB)

=
1

|x|

∫
d(log b) p(log x− log b|θA) p(log b|θB)

=
1

|x|

∫
d(log b)

pA
(
x
b
|θA
)∣∣∣∣d log( x

b )
db

∣∣∣∣
pB(b|θB)∣∣d log b

db

∣∣
=

1

|x|

∫
d(log b) pA

(x
b
|θA
)∣∣∣x

b

∣∣∣ pB(b|θB)|b|
=

∫
d(log b) pA

(x
b
|θA
)
pB(b|θB)

(32)

Note that this is equivalent to the Mellin convolution (5), as we could change variables the integral as

p(x|θA, θB) =
1

|x|

∫
db

∣∣∣∣d log bdb

∣∣∣∣ pA
(x
b
|θA
)
pB(b|θB)

=

∫
db pB(b|θB)pA

(x
b
|θA
) 1

|b| .
(33)

Although both ways are equivalent, we implemented a numerical approximation of (32) as

p(xn|θA, θB) = ∆ϕb
M∑

m=1

1√
2πσ2

A

exp

[
−1

2

(xn − eϕ
b
m − µA)

2

σ2
A

]
βαB
B

Γ(αB)

(
eϕ

b
m

)αB−1

e−βBeϕ
b
m
. (34)

Where the M = 20000 integration points, {ϕb
1, ϕ

b
2, . . . , ϕ

b
M} represent the range of log b and they are equally

spaced such that ϕb
m+1 = ϕb

m + ∆ϕb, with ϕb
1 = min

n
log xn − ⟨log a⟩ − 3σlog a and ϕb

M = max
n

xn + 3σlog a. The

MCMC initialization and proposals are otherwise like in the sum example.

A.2 MCMC for Bayesian with Gaussian mixture

A.2.1 Prior

In the Bayesian with Gaussian mixture model, as written (10), we assign distinct prior distributions to each set
of parameters in ΨB = {µ̄, σ̄2, ρ̄}, representing µ̄, variances σ̄2, and weights ρ̄. While the mixture model in (10)
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is formally expressed as an infinite sum, in practice truncate the sum at a finite upper limit I, we used I = 20,
resulting in a finite approximation where ΨB is written as a array with 3I float elements.

For the results presented in the main text we a prior that is independent on each of these,

p(ΨB) = p(µ̄)p(σ̄2)p(ρ̄) . (35)

Where the factors in the equation above are, respectively: a Gaussian Prior over the Means (µ̄)

p(µ̄) =

I∏
i=1

1√
2πτ2

exp

[
− (µi − ξ)2

2τ2

]
, (36)

where ξ = 0 is the prior mean and τ=50; a log-Gaussian prior for the variances

p(σ̄2) =

I∏
i=1

1

σ2
i ζ

√
2π

exp

[
−
(
log(σ2

i )− η
)2

2ζ2

]
, (37)

with η = 0 and ζ2 = 1; and, finally, a Dirichlet prior over the weights

p(ρ̄) =

Γ

(
I∑

i=1

αi

)
I∏

i=1

Γ(αi)

I∏
i=1

ραi−1
i , (38)

where αi are the concentration parameters, we used

αi = 10
(0.9)i

I∑
j=1

(0.9)j
. (39)

In particular, the Dirichlet prior for ρ̄ prevents overfitting by favoring decaying values of ρ such that the first
components are the most relevant, while ensuring that the weights respect the probability constrain

∑I
i=1 ρi = 1.

A.2.2 Sum example

For the example described in Sec. 3.1, the Gaussian mixture model is convoluted with the distribution pa, which
corresponds to Gaussian noise with known mean and variance, θA = {µA = 10, σ2

A = 1}.
The Likelihood is straightforward because, interestingly, the convolution of two Gaussian distributions re-

sults in another Gaussian distribution. Furthermore, each component of the mixture is convoluted independently
with the noise distribution pA. As a result, the likelihood maintains the structure of a Gaussian mixture model
with means shifted by µA and variances increased by σ2

A:

p(x|ΨB , θB) =

I∑
i=1

ρi
1√

2π(σ2
i + σ2

A)
exp

[
− (b− (µi + µA))

2

2(σ2
i + σ2

A)

]
. (40)

To initialize the sampler, we used an initial state where all means µi were set equal to the data av-
erage shifted by µA, µi = ⟨x⟩ − µA, the variances σ2

i were initialized to the sample variance, σ2
i = Var(x) =

1
N

∑N
n=1(xn−x)2, and the initial weights ρi were set proportional to the Dirichlet prior concentration parameters

αi: ρi ∝ αi.
Since this initialization creates a broad distribution and, as a consequence, does not guarantee that the

parameters are in a region of large posterior probability, we optimized the full set of parameters ΨB = {µ̄, σ̄2, ρ̄}
using the PyTorch Adam optimizer. The negative log posterior was used as the loss function, and the optimization
was run for 5000 steps before defining the initial state.

Gibbs Sampler with Metropolis-Hastings Updates After initializing the parameters ΨB = {µ̄, σ̄2, ρ̄}
using the Adam optimizer, we proceed with inference using a Gibbs sampling approach. In this scheme, we
sequentially update one subset of parameters at a time (µ̄, σ̄2, or ρ̄), from the current values of the other
parameters.

Metropolis-Hastings (as seen in Sec. A.1) is used at each step with carefully chosen proposal distributions to
ensure efficient sampling.

To update the means, µ̄, we use a Gaussian proposal distribution centered at the current sample element
µs
i :

qµ(µ
prop
i |µs

i ) =
1√
2πτ2

µ

exp

[
− (µprop

i − µs
i )

2

2τ2
µ

]
, (41)
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where τµ = 0.01 is the proposal variance. Following Metropolis-Hastings, the proposed set of values µ̄prop =
{µprop

i } is accepted with probability:

A(µ̄prop|µ̄s) = min

(
1,

p(Ψprop
B |{x}, θA)

p(Ψs
B |{x}, θA)

I∏
i=1

qµ(µ
prop
i |µs

i )

qµ(µs
i |µ

prop
i )

)
, (42)

where Ψprop
B = (µ̄prop, σ̄2s, ρ̄s). As in Sec. 29, if the proposed set µ̄prop is accepted, the sample is updated as

µ̄s+1 = µ̄prop, otherwise, the previous sample is retained, µ̄s+1 = µ̄s.
To update the variances, σ̄2, we use a log-Gaussian proposal distribution centered at the logarithm of the

current sample element log(σ2,s
i ):

qσ2(σ2,prop
i |σ2,s

i ) =
1

σ2,prop
i τσ

√
2π

exp

[
−
(
log(σ2,prop

i )− log(σ2,s
i )
)2

2τ2
σ

]
, (43)

where τσ = 0.01. Following Metropolis-Hastings, the proposed set of values σ̄2prop = {σ2,prop
i } is accepted with

probability:

A(σ̄2prop|σ̄2s) = min

(
1,

p(Ψprop
B |{x}, θA)

p(Ψs
B |{x}, θA)

)
, (44)

where Ψprop
B = (µ̄s+1, σ̄2prop, ρ̄s).

To update the weights, ρ̄, we use a Dirichlet proposal distribution:

qρ(ρ̄
prop|ρ̄s) =

Γ

(
I∑

i=1

βi

)
I∏

i=1

Γ(βi)

I∏
i=1

ρβi−1
i , (45)

with concentration parameters βi = 105 · ρ̄si , which ensures a narrow proposal distribution around the previous
sample. Following Metropolis-Hastings, the proposed set of values ρ̄prop is accepted with probability

A(ρ̄prop|ρs) = min

(
1,

p(Ψprop
B |{x}, θA)

p(Ψs
B |{x}, θA)

)
, (46)

where Ψprop
B = (µ̄s+1, σ̄2prop, ρ̄s).

The complete sample after one Gibbs iteration is then given by:

Ψs+1
B = (µ̄s+1, σ̄2s+1

, ρ̄s+1). (47)

After the initialization, we run a burn-in phase of 5000 samples of ΨB . These initial samples are discarded
to avoid dependence on the starting conditions. The results presented in the main text are based on MCMC
chains of S = 20000 samples, collected after this burn-in phase.

A.2.3 Product example

To address the product example (Sec. 3.2) using a Gaussian mixture, we approximate the distribution of log b
with a Gaussian mixture model. This transformation arises from rewriting the product x = ab in logarithmic
form as log x = log a + log b. The Gaussian mixture model, parameterized by ΨB = {µ̄, σ̄2, ρ̄}, describes the
probability distribution of log b. This distribution of a, pA, is a Gaussian of known mean and variance, given by
θA = {µA = 10, σ2

A = 1}.
The likelihood, however, must be calculated numerically. Unlike the sum example, where the Gaussian

nature of the sum was preserved, the distribution of log a is not Gaussian when the distribution of a is Gaussian.
Following an approach similar to Eq. (32), we can write:

p(x|θA,ΨB) =

∣∣∣∣d log xdx

∣∣∣∣ p(log x|θA,ΨB) =
1

|x|p(log x|θA,ΨB)

=
1

|x|

∫
d(log b) p(log x− log b|θA) p(log b|ΨB)

=
1

|x|

∫
d(log b)

pA
(
x
b
|θA
)∣∣∣∣d log( x

b )
db

∣∣∣∣ p(log b|ΨB)

=

∫
d(log b) pA

(x
b
|θA
) 1

|b| pB(log b|ΨB).

(48)
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We numerically approximate this integral as

p(xn|θA,ΨB) = ∆ϕb
M∑

m=1

1√
2πσ2

A

exp

[
−1

2

(xn − eϕ
b
m − µA)

2

σ2
A

]
1

eϕ
b
m

(
I∑

i=1

ρi
1√
2πσ2

i

exp

[
− (ϕb

m − µi)
2

2σ2
i

])
,

(49)
where M = 20000 is the number of integration points, {ϕb

1, ϕ
b
2, . . . , ϕ

b
M} represents the range of log b, equally

spaced such that ϕb
m+1 = ϕb

m +∆ϕb, and the range is defined as

ϕb
1 = min

n
log xn − ⟨log a⟩ − 3σlog a, ϕb

M = max
n

log xn + 3σlog a. (50)

The Gaussian mixture model defined by ΨB approximates the distribution of log b, from which we obtain:

pB,prod(b|ΨB) =
1

|b|

I∑
i=1

ρi
1√
2πσ2

i

exp

[
− (log b− µi)

2

2σ2
i

]
. (51)

The MCMC initialization and proposal distributions follow the same structure described in the sum example.
After initialization, we run a burn-in phase of 5000 samples of ΨB . These initial samples are discarded to eliminate
dependence on the starting conditions. The results presented in the main text are based on MCMC chains of
S = 20000 samples, collected after this burn-in phase.

B How NFdeconvolve is trained

In this section, we describe how NFdeconvolve is trained. In particular, the most important part is how to
calculate the likelihood through the convolution integral in (16) for the sum example (x = a + b). Later, we
comment on how to generalize this to the product example (x = ab).

As described in Sec.2.2.3, normalizing flows work by transforming a variable z through a bijective transfor-
mation fϕ(z). This transformation is applied to an initial probability density pZ(z), resulting in the transformed
density p(y). Using the change of variable formula, this is expressed as:

pNF (b|ϕ) = pZ(z)

∣∣∣∣∂fϕ∂z

∣∣∣∣−1

, (52)

where z = f−1
ϕ (b), making the equation above equivalent to (15). While normalizing flows can be viewed as a

single transformation fϕ, in practice, this is implemented as a sequence of composed bijective transformations:

fϕ = fL
ϕL

◦ fL−1
ϕL−1

◦ · · · ◦ f1
ϕ1

, (53)

such that each f l
ϕl

is the l-th neural network layer with internal parameters ϕl and ϕ represents the full set of
parameters, including the parameters of all individual transformations ϕ = {ϕ1, ϕ2, . . . , ϕL}.

In NFdeconvole, we choose to have to have a standard Gaussian as the distribution for z and initialize all
ϕl such that all of the internal function are identity, as default in the package used23. However, to facilitate
training we make so that the final layer as selected by hand to be an affine function fL

ϕL
(y) = α+ βy. Note that

it makes so that pNF initializes as a Gaussian of center α and variance β2.
In particular, we chose the values for α and β as

α = x− ⟨a⟩ , (54a)

β2 = Var[x] ·max

(
1− σ2

a

Var(x)
,
1

16

)
; (54b)

where, x represents the sample mean of the x observations, x = 1
N

∑N
n=1 xn , an empirical estimate of the

underlying mean while ⟨a⟩ denotes the expected value, calculates theoretically from pA. Similarly, Var[x] is
the sample variance,Var(x) = 1

N

∑N
n=1(xn − x)2, while σ2

a refers to the variance of the underlying probability
distribution pA. In practice, NFdeconvolve receives pA as an object of PyTorch’s distribution object26 from
which it automatically obtains the expected value x and variance σa. The values of α and β are selected as in
(54) because if x = a + b, with a and b are independent, it follows that ⟨b⟩ = ⟨x⟩ − ⟨a⟩ and σ2

b = σ2
x − σ2

a. If
we use x as an estimator for ⟨x⟩, and Var[x] as an estimator for σx, s a consequence, the normalizing flow is
initialized as a Gaussian distribution with a good estimate for the mean and variance of b.

With this initialization, at each training step, we aim to find ϕ∗ as defined in (17) by calculating the integral
in (16) and using the optimization tools within PyTorch to find the maximum argument ϕ∗. For the case where
x = a+ b, we could calculate the integral in (16) through a rectangle approximation as

p(x|ϕ, θA) =
∫ ∞

−∞
db pNF (b|ϕ) pA(x− b|θA)

≈ ∆b

M∑
µ=1

pNF (bµ|ϕ) pA(x− bµ|θA),
(55)
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where the integration points {b1, b2, . . . , bM} are equally spaced such that bµ+1 = bµ +∆b for all µ,

b1 = min
n

xn − ⟨a⟩ − 3σa and bM = max
n

xn − ⟨a⟩+ 3σa. (56)

This range is chosen because we expect the probability of b to be effectively zero beyond three standard deviations
from the naively estimated values. The number of integration points, M , is set by default to 2,000 but can be
adjusted by the user.

The training goal is to find

ϕ∗({x}, θA) = argmax
ϕ

N∏
n=1

p(xn|ϕ, θA), (57)

as defined in (17). Since probability densities are non-negative and the logarithm is a monotonic function, this
can equivalently be written as

ϕ∗({x}, θA) = argmin
ϕ

L(ϕ), where L(ϕ) = − 1

N

N∑
n=1

log p(xn|ϕ, θA). (58)

In other words, we use L(ϕ) as the loss function for the minimization problem, which can also be expressed, by
substituting (55), as

L(ϕ) = − 1

N

N∑
n=1

lseµ

(
log∆b+ log pNF (bµ|ϕ) + log pA(xn − bµ|θA)

)
, (59)

where lseµ(xµ) = log
(∑

µ exµ
)
. This formulation is preferred because the logarithm calculation is more numer-

ically stable, and PyTorch packages are typically designed to work with logarithm of probabilities.
In the case where the observations are a product, x = ab, NFdeconvolve performs calculations in log space,

as described in Sec. 3.2. The problem is transformed from x = ab to log x = log a+ log b.
NFdeconvolve takes as input the observations {x} = {x1, x2, . . . , xN} and the distribution of a, pA(a|θA).

Internally, these are transformed by constructing the effective dataset {log x} = {log(x1), log(x2), . . . , log(xN )}
and converting the probability distribution of a into log a as p(log a|θA) = p(a|θA)a.

When transforming the probability distribution, rough approximations of the expected and variance of log a
are made via sampling. Specifically, 10000 samples are drawn from pA, NFdeconvolve takes the logarithm of those
from which the mean and sample variance are calculated. This approach is sufficient because only the expected
value and variance of the distribution of a are used to initialize the network training (54) and set the (already
conservative) integration limits (56). The neural network training will refine these initial approximations.

Using the process described in this SI section we obtain the approximation of the distribution of log b,
pNF (log b|ϕ) from which we obtain the probability of b as pNF (b|ϕ) = 1

|b|pNF (log b|θB).
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