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Machine learning-based simulations, especially calorimeter simulations, are promising tools for
approximating the precision of classical high energy physics simulations with a fraction of the gen-
eration time. Nearly all methods proposed so far learn neural networks that map a random variable
with a known probability density, like a Gaussian, to realistic-looking events. In many cases, physics
events are not close to Gaussian and so these neural networks have to learn a highly complex func-
tion. We study an alternative approach: Schrödinger bridge Quality Improvement via Refinement
of Existing Lightweight Simulations (SQuIRELS). SQuIRELS leverages the power of diffusion-based
neural networks and Schrödinger bridges to map between samples where the probability density is
not known explicitly. We apply SQuIRELS to the task of refining a classical fast simulation to
approximate a full classical simulation. On simulated calorimeter events, we find that SQuIRELS is
able to reproduce highly non-trivial features of the full simulation with a fraction of the generation
time.

I. INTRODUCTION

Monte Carlo simulations are an essential tool for infer-
ence in high energy physics by connecting theory and ex-
periment. These simulations describe the complete evo-
lution from fundamental interactions to detector effects.
Monte Carlo datasets must significantly exceed the size
of experimental datasets in order to ensure that their
contribution to the statistical uncertainty is insignificant.
For the most precise physics-based simulations, the speed
of state-of-the-art generators can make this a computing
challenge. Calorimeters are often the slowest component
of a complete simulation because they need to model the
evolution of particles from their highest energies down to
essentially no energy as they are stopped by the detec-
tor material. Tracking all of the corresponding secondary
particles inside the material using tools like Geant4 [1]
can be prohibitively slow.

Well-established experiments like ATLAS, CMS, and
LHCb at the Large Hadron Collider can mitigate the
computational burden of physics-based simulations by
using fast approximate (surrogate) models. Classical fast
simulations are built on parameterizations of the detector
response and by modeling various components of detector
effects as factorized from each other. While some compo-
nents may be optimized through fits to a Geant4-based
(‘full’) simulation, most of the structure is engineered
manually. The resulting simulations are 10-100 times
faster than Geant4-based simulations and have been
widely used when precise modeling is not required [2–
4]. As precision requires the use of lower-level features
combined with deep learning, there is a growing need for
surrogate models that are both fast and precise.
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Deep learning provides an alternative approach to clas-
sical fast simulations by automating the process and in-
corporating all of the correlations present in Geant4-
based simulations. In the case of calorimeter simula-
tions, a number of machine learning approaches have
been studied, including Generative Adversarial Networks
(GANs) [5] [2, 6–20], Variational Autoencoders [21] [19,
20, 22–24], Normalizing Flows (NFs) [25] [26–32], and
Diffusion Models [33] [34–37]. Other detector compo-
nents have also been studied - see e.g. Ref. [38] for an up-
dated list. Experiments are already starting to integrate
these tools into their fast simulation workflows [2] and the
community continues to improve upon these methods for
better precision and faster generation time [39].

Nearly every proposal so far for deep generative
calorimeter simulations is a complete replacement for a
Geant4-based model. This means that they must map
random numbers from a known probability density (e.g.
a Gaussian density) to calorimeter showers. The chal-
lenge is that calorimeter showers do not resemble the
starting distribution of the random numbers and so the
neural networks have to model a complex map. Fur-
thermore, while deep generative models may be the only
option for fast and precise simulations in small, new, or
planned experiments, well-established experiments may
already have an excellent classical surrogate model. In
this paper, we propose Schrödinger bridge Quality Im-
provement via Refinement of Existing Lightweight Sim-
ulations (SQuIRELS), a method that uses a deep gen-
erative model for calorimeter simulation, but instead of
starting from Gaussian random numbers, it starts from
a classical fast simulation.

While most proposals for deep learning simulators
start from a Gaussian probability density, some ap-
proaches have considered refinement methods. One such
strategy is to reweight physics-based or deep learning-
based surrogate models using neural networks [40–44].
The challenge with reweighting methods is that they di-
lute the statistical power of the simulated sample and
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fail when there are regions of non-overlapping support
between the fast and full simulations. An alternative ap-
proach is to use generative models to map one simulation
into another. Most generative models cannot naturally
accommodate this setup because they require knowing
the probability density of the input noise. This is not
the case for GANs, which have been studied as a refin-
ing network [9]. However, despite their flexibility, GANs
are difficult to train due to their minimax loss function.
VAEs can be modified to use an implicit noise probabil-
ity density (called the latent space) [45], but the map be-
tween samples is not constrained to be minimal and they
have not been studied for refining simulations. Models
that explicitly learn the probability density or at least the
gradient of the density (called the score) seem to perform
the best for calorimeter simulations [39]. It is possible to
use e.g. NFs to map one dataset into another, but one
has to go through a known density first [46, 47] and the
mapping is also not constrained to be minimal. Instead,
we study a modified diffusion model setup (Schrödinger
Bridge) starting from sampples that need not have an
explicitly known probability density.

This paper is organized as follows. Section III intro-
duces the datasets we use to demonstrate SQuIRELS.
Since the fast simulations of the LHC experiments are not
public or easily usable by external researchers, we create
a public benchmark dataset with fast and full simulations
based on GFlash [48, 49] and Geant4, respectively.
The Schrödinger Bridge setup is described in Sec. IV.
Results are presented in Sec. V and the paper ends in
Sec. VI with conclusions and outlook.

II. DIFFUSION SCHRÖDINGER BRIDGES

The goal of the refinement model is to take observa-
tions xα ∼ pα and determine a transport function that
transforms these initial set of observations into a sec-
ond distribution xβ ∼ pβ , such that samples from a
fast but less accurate simulation are corrected towards
a high-fidelity simulation. While the boundary condi-
tions of this problem are fixed, the exact form of the
transport function is not unique and different methods
in the context of optimal transport problems [50] have
been studied. A particular class of regularized, optimal
transport problems, showing promissing results for high-
dimensional data, are solutions of the Schrödinger Bridge
(SB) [51] problem. Given an initial Markov chain with
initial probability density p0(x0) = pα, we can sequen-
tially apply perturbations with transition kernels pk+1|k
such that afterN perturbations we arrive at the following
joint probability density function:

p(x0, N) = p0(x0)

N−1∏
k=0

pk+1|k(xk+1|xk). (1)

While the starting distribution satisfies the initial con-
dition of the data we want to correct, the end result of

this diffusion process does not necessarily match the re-
quirement pN (xN ) = pβ . Given this reference path of
probability densities, however, the SB problem is to iden-
tify what path π∗ satifies the boundary conditions while
also being closest to the reference path. The path π∗

then satisfies:

π∗ = argmin {KL(π|p) : π0 = pα, πN = pβ} , (2)

where the Kullback–Leibler divergence is the metric used
to determine the distance between possible paths. A nu-
merical solution for this problem was proposed in the
Iterative Proportional Fitting (IPF) algorithm [52–54].
IPF uses a recursion rule to solve half-bridges by start-
ing from the reference dynamics in Eq. 1, π0 = p, and
following:

π2n+1 = arg min
{
KL(π|π2n) : πN = pβ

}
(3)

π2n+2 = arg min
{
KL(π|π2n+1) : π0 = pα

}
.

The standard methodology to iterate the paths π in
Eq. 3 is to obtain representations of πn by updating
the joint density density p with potential functions [55–
57], often hard to approximate in the context of gen-
erative models where only samples from unknown den-
sities are available. The authors of Ref. [58] pro-
pose to instead approximate the IPF algorithm using
a different methodology that does not require explicit
knowledge of the density functions and can be used
to directly transport samples from one density to the
other. Given forward and backwards Gaussian transi-
tion kernels pnk+1|k(xk+1|xk) = N (xk+1;F

n
k (xk), 2γk+1)

and qnk|k+1(xk|xk+1) = N (xk;B
n
k+1(xk+1), 2γk+1) with

perturbation size γk, we have a different recursive rule:

Bn
k+1 = argminBE ∥B(xk+1)− xk+1 − Fn

k (xk) + Fn
k (xk+1)∥2

(4)

Fn+1
k = argminFE

∥∥F (xk)− xk −Bn
k+1(xk+1) +Bn

k+1(xk)
∥∥2 .

(5)

In practice, neural networks are trained to approximate
the forward and backward drift functions Fn

k (x) and
Bn

k (x), with trainable parameters σn and θn, respec-
tively. Starting from samples x0 ∼ pα we define

xk+1 = Fn
σ (k, xk) +

√
2γk+1Z, (6)

where Z ∼ N (0, 1). From this forward process, we de-
fine the loss function lbn by minimizing Eq. 4, where the
forward network Fn

σ is fixed and only the backward net-
work Bn

θ is updated during backpropagation. After con-
vergence, we can use the trained Bn

θ to sample from the
reverse process such that:

xk−1 = Bn
θ (k, xk) +

√
2γkZ̃, (7)

where xN ∼ pβ and Z̃ ∼ N (0, 1). These new trajectories
are then used to calculate the loss function lfn based on
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Eq. 5, where Bn
θ is now fixed and only Fn

σ is updated.
After each iteration n, a new pair of neural networks Bn

θ
and Fn

σ are trained. However, since each iteration only
represents a small correction from the previous pair of
trained networks, these can be initialized based on the
previous trained models for faster convergence. After
training, samples can be transported back and forth be-
tween distributions using Eqs. 6 and 7.

III. DATA SETS

In order to train and benchmark SQuIRELS, we gener-
ate two groups of data sets of electron showers in an elec-
tromagnetic calorimeter. The first group is simulated us-
ing the parameterized fast simulation setup GFlash [48,
49]. This group presents the showers that we intend to
refine. The second group presents the targets for this
refinement and is simulated using Geant4 [1], version
11-01-patch-02, with the FTFP BERT physics list.

The calorimeter geometry and setup used for both full-
and fast simulation is based on theGFlash example pro-
vided by Geant4. The calorimeter consists of 100 crys-
tals of Lead-Tungstate (PbWO4) arranged in a regular
10 × 10 grid pattern, with each crystal having a height
and width of 3 cm and a length of 24 cm.

We use the defaultGFlash parametrization functions,
and no finetuning or correction is performed to improve
the performance. The parametrization stepsize is un-
modified from its default value of 0.1 radiation lengths.
For these reasons, it is important to note that this work
should not be seen as representative of what performance
and accuracy can be achieved when using parameter-
ized fast simulation. Our goal is not to investigate the
GFlash itself but to demonstrate what kinds of mis-
modeling SQuIRELS is capable of correcting.

The training set consists of 100k GFlash electron
showers and 100k Geant4 electron showers, simulated
with incident particle energies randomly sampled be-
tween 10 and 100 GeV. To allow for a one-to-one mapping
between fast and full simulation, the sampled incident en-
ergies are ensured to be identical between the GFlash
and Geant4 runs. In addition to the training set, four
further sets, each containing 100k fast- and full-sim show-
ers, are generated, one set with energies between 10 and
100 GeV, and three sets with fixed incident energies of
20 GeV, 50 GeV, and 80 GeV. These additional datasets
are used for evaluation.

IV. SCHRÖDINGER BRIDGE MODELS

The goal of SQuIRELS is to refine a set of starting
samples, made up of GFlash showers and called XGF ,
to match a set of target samples, consisting of Geant4
showers and calledXG4. Individual samples from the sets
are denoted as xGF ∈ XGF and xG4 ∈ XG4 with both
xG4 ∈ R10×10 and xGF ∈ R10×10.

To achieve the desired mapping, SQuIRELS takes
notes from previous ML calorimeter modeling ap-
proaches [26, 27] and splits the refinement into a two
steps process. The first step consists of a one-dimensional
Schrödinger Bridge, referred to as SQuIRELS-energy
(SQuIRELS-E), that maps the total energy sum eGF =∑10

i=1,j=1 xi,j,GF of a given GFlash shower to that of an

equivalent Geant4 shower with eG4 =
∑10

i=1,j=1 xi,j,G4.
Great care is taken to ensure both eGF and eG4

were simulated using the same incident particle energy.
SQuIRELS-E is conditioned on this energy of the incident
electron that causes the shower, in addition to the stan-
dard conditioning on the timesteps. The model at the
core of SqUIRELS-E is a fully connected network consist-
ing of 3 encoding networks with 3 layers of 256, 256, and
128 nodes. The inputs to the encoding networks are the
current datapoint, the current timestep, and the incident
particle energy, respectively. The timestep is processed
using sinusoidal embeddings [59], which are common in
diffusion models. The outputs of the 3 encoders are con-
catenated along with an additional instance of the cur-
rent datapoint and passed into a decoding network with 3
layers of 256, 256, and 1 nodes. LeakyReLU activations
are used throughout the SQuIRELS-E network, except
for the final output layers of the subnetworks.
The inputs to SQuIRELS E are preprocessed by first

dividing the eGF and eG4 by the energy of their asso-
ciated incident particles, and then modifying the distri-
butions to have a mean of 0 and a width of 1. This is
achieved by shifting and rescaling the distributions by
two sets of parameters, µGF and σGF , for GFlash en-
ergy sums, and µG4 and σG4 for Geant4 energy sums,
respectively. It should be noted here, that when undoing
this preprocessing, the set of parameters associated with
the target distribution is used, so that a given GFlash
energy eGF is first shifted and scaled by µGF and σGF ,
then refined by SQuIRELS-E, and then inversely scaled
by µG4 and σG4.

In the second step, a larger Schrödinger Bridge, simply
called SQuIRELS, is used to refine the full 10× 10 sized
calorimeter showers. In addition to being conditioned on
the sinusoidal embedded timestep, the SQuIRELS model
is further conditioned on the energy of the incident par-
ticle, the energy sum eGF of the current shower, and the
energy sum that the refined shower is supposed to have,
eG4. During the model training, eGF and eG4 are taken
from the training data, while during generation, eG4 is
provided by SQuIRELS-E. SQuIRELS leverages the lack
of network architecture restrictions of the Schrödinger
Bridge framework and makes use of a convolutional neu-
ral network. Similarly to the SQuIRELS-E model, the
SQuIRELS model comprises an encoding network and
a decoding network. The encoder consists of 4 convolu-
tional layers with 32 output filters, 3×3-sized kernels, and
‘same’-padding each. The current data point is passed to
the encoder, the output of which is subsequently concate-
nated with the conditional inputs, which are broadcasted
to a 10×10 shape, and an additional instance of the cur-
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rent data point. This then comprises the input to the de-
coder network, which consists of another 4 convolutional
layers with 32, 32, 32, and 1 output filters, 3 × 3-sized
kernels, and ‘same’-padding each, thereby mirroring the
encoder. As was done in SQuIRELS-E, LeakyReLU acti-
vations are used throughout the SQuIRELS network, ex-
cept in the final output layers of the subnetworks, which
have no activation.

Inputs to SQuIRELS are pre-processed similarly to the
SQuIRELS-E inputs. First, all pixel values are divided
by the total energy in the shower, normalizing the sum
of all pixels to 1. Then, each of the 100-pixel positions
is individually shifted and scaled such that the means
and standard deviations across all showers in the train-
ing set for a given pixel position are 0 and 1, respec-
tively. As with SQuIRELS-E, the parameters of the tar-
get distribution are used to reverse this pre-processing
after SQuIRELS performs its refinement. The energy
sum needed to undo the normalization is again provided
by SQuIRELS-E.

All models were implemented using PyTorch [60] ver-
sion 2.0.1. and were trained using the Adam [61] opti-
mizer with a learning rate of 10−5 and default momen-
tum parameters. Both models employ a flat noise sched-
ule with 20 steps of 0.001 and make use of exponential
moving averaging (EMA) with a decay factor of 0.95.
The EMA code was adapted from Ref. [62]. The imple-
mentation for both SQuIRELS bridges is adapted from
Ref. [58].

V. RESULTS

A. SQuIRELS-E

We first examine the performance of the SqUIRELS
energy model. This allows us to test if the refinement
step performs sufficiently well and serves as a small-scale
demonstration of the Schrödinger Bridge.

For all examined observables, we also calculate the
Earth mover’s distance (EMD) directly on the one-
dimensional distributions. The EMD calculation uses a
bootstrapping approach [63] to estimate the uncertainty
of the EMD value. This does, however, mean that even
for two identical data sets, the calculated EMD is not
precisely 0.0, as the bootstrapped instances of the sets
will still differ. To account for this lower limit on the
EMD value, we include the EMD calculated between the
references Geant4 sample and itself. These quantitative
results are shown in the legends of the figures and, for the
full SQuIRELS setup, are summarized in Table I.

Fig. 1 shows the energy sums over all pixels for
Geant4 (eG4, grey),GFlash (eGF , red), and the refined
energy sums produced by the SqUIRELS-E (green). The
three different panels correspond to the three single in-
cident particle energy test sets, with the lefthand panel,
showing energy sums for 20 GeV electron showers, the
center panel showing 50 GeV showers, and the righthand

panel showing 80 GeV ones. The systematic mismatch
between the Geant4 and GFlash can be seen for all
three particle energies, with GFlash showers having on
average more deposited energy and the energy sum dis-
tribution displaying a noticeable double peak structure.
While we do not aim to elucidate the origin of these mis-
matches, they do serve as an illustrative example of the
power of Schrödinger Bridges. The bridge, as can be seen
across all the shown particle energies, achieves a very high
level of agreement with the Geant4 ground truth, both
in terms of the energy peak position and in terms of its
shape.
Further details on how the energy sums are refined

by SqUIRELS-E can be seen in Fig. 2. The leftmost
panel of the figure compares the shower energy sums
across the whole 10 GeV to 100 GeV range, normal-
ized by the energy of the incident particle. We again
see notable deviations between Geant4 and GFlash,
while the SqUIRELS-E output matches Geant4 very
well. The remaining two panels show scatter plots of
the SQuIRELS-E inputs (the GFlash energy sums) and
its outputs. The center panel shows this for showers pro-
duced by 10 GeV to 100 GeV particles, while the right-
most plot shows 50 GeV particle showers only. In both
cases, we can see a nearly linear relationship between in-
put and output energies. This indicates that model does,
in fact, learn a near-optimal mapping between original
energy and refined energy, where high energetic GFlash
showers are mapped to high energetic refined showers,
and vice versa for low energetic showers.

B. SQuIRELS Full

Next, we move to the full SqUIRELS Shower Bridge,
which builds on the SQuIRELS-E model and uses its
output as a conditional input to refine the full 10 × 10
calorimeter showers. To gauge the SQuIRELS perfor-
mance, we examine a series of physics observables. As in
the previous comparisons, we make use of the 20 GeV,
50 GeV, and 80 GeV single particle energy data set to
serve as the basis of our comparison between Geant4
(grey), GFlash (red), and SqUIRELS (blue).
The top row of Fig. 3 shows the sum of all deposited

energy in all cells for a given set of incident particle ener-
gies. The showers produced by SQuIRELS are rescaled to
match the energy sum given by SQuIRELS-E, which can
be seen in the similarity between the top row plots and
Fig 1. As such, this presents a crosscheck that the energy
rescaling works as intended and high level of agreement
in the energy sum distribution is maintained even in the
SQuIRELS model.
The lower row of Fig. 3 shows the cell energy spectra.

The Geant4 spectra show a clear three-peak structure,
with each peak corresponding to a separate region in the
calorimeter. The peak in the high-energy region corre-
sponds to the central 4 cells located around the impact
point of the electrons. These cells contain the bulk of the
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energy deposited by the electron shower, resulting in a
separate peak. Similarly, the second peak is associated
with the cells directly neighboring the central 4. On av-
erage, the neighboring cell received a higher amount of
energy than any surrounding ones, leading to another dis-
tinct peak. This behavior is also present for further out
cells, however, their associated peaks become a lot wider
and blend together into the low-energy bulk of the spec-
tra. It can be seen that GFlash approximately recreates
the structure of the energy spectra, however, only with
severe deviations. The spectra of the SqUIRELS-refined
showers, on the other hand, match Geant4 very closely
until around 1 MeV. While having the SqUIRELS show-
ers agree even below 1 keV would be ideal, any realistic
setting would likely discard hits below or around 1 MeV,
as readout noise becomes a concern below this energy.

Next, we investigate observables derived directly from
the cell energy spectra. Fig. 4 shows the number of cells
with energy depositions above 1 MeV in the top row, and
the energy value of the brightest pixels in the bottom
row. From the number of hits figures, it can be seen
thatGFlash consistently underestimates this observable
across all shown energies. This mismatch can be traced
back to the deviations in the GFlash energy spectrum

discussed in the previous paragraph. Further, one can see
that SqUIRELS’ number of hits-distributions matches up
remarkably well with Geant4 for the 50 GeV showers,
and only shows comparatively small deviations for 20 and
80 GeV. This presents a significant improvement over the
GFlash baseline.
A similar trend can be seen in the brightest pixels

distributions in the bottom row of Fig. 4. Here, the
GFlash distribution shows large deviations compared
to Geant4, both in the position of the central value and
the widths of the distributions. We can, again, observe a
notable improvement after applying SqUIRELS, leading
to a good agreement between the brightest pixel distri-
butions of SqUIRELS and Geant4.
Finally, we can examine the transversal profiles of the

showers produced by the three methods. The top row
of Fig. 5 shows the average energy profiles along the X-
direction, while the bottom row shows the profiles in the
Y-direction 1. For both directions, one can see that com-

1 As the detector setup is perfectly symmetric, the assignment of
X and Y for the two directions orthogonal to the propagation
direction of the shower is arbitray
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FIG. 3. Comparison between full simulation (labeled Geant4), fast simulation (labeled GFlash), and the Schrödinger Bridge-
refined fast shower simulation (labeled SQuIRELS). The panels show (from left to right) the total deposited energy for 20 GeV,
50 GeV, and 80 GeV electrons respectively. The top row shows the total energy sum over all pixels in the calorimeter, while
the lower row shows the energy spectra of the calorimeter cells. EMD values provide a quantitative agreement score between
the reference Geant4 and the 3 methods, see text for more detail. Note that for computational reasons, the EMD calculation
of the energy spectra was limited to the plotted range and limited to 100,000 points

pared to Geant4, GFlash tends to deposit more en-
ergy in the central cell and less energy in the surround-
ing one. As with the previously examined distributions,
SqUIRELS manages to significantly improve the agree-
ment with Geant4.
Table I summarizes the EMD between the Geant4

baseline and Geant4, GFlash and SqUIRELS for all
shown distributions. From the table, one can see that
for all observables, SqUIRELS results in significantly
smaller EMD values than GFlash. Notably, the x-
and y-profiles display a high baseline EMD, even be-
tween two Geant4 samples, however, the relative trend
of SqUIRELS achieving smaller EMD values compared
to GFlash is still visible.

C. Computational Timings

The fundamental goal of SQuIRRELS is to provide a
faster simulation setup than what can be achieved using
classical simulation. We, therefore, quantify the speedup
gained by using GFlash and SQuIRRELS compared to
running Geant4 on both CPU and GPU setups. The
results of these measurements are shown in table II.

For the CPU timing, 10 separate simulations of 100
events were run on an AMD EPYC 7713 64-Core Pro-
cessor. All processes were constrained to a single core to
ensure comparability. The GPU times were obtained by
running 10 separate refinements of 100,000 events on a

single Nvidia A100-SXM 40 GB GPU with a batch size of
10,000. The quoted numbers represent the average over
the 10 runs, while the uncertainty is obtained from the
standard deviation of the same runs.
Table II shows that even on a CPU-based system,

the time required for SQuIRRELS to refine a shower is
around 50× faster than a full Geant4 simulation. To
allow for a realistic comparison, however, one needs to
account for the time needed to produce the to-be-refined
GFlash showers. This reduces the speedup factor of the
full SQuIRRELS approach to approximately 25×, which
still presents a significant speedup over Geant4.
When run on a GPU setup, the SQuIRRELS refine-

ment is around 7700× faster than Geant4, however,
at this point the prerequisite GFlash simulation be-
comes a significant bottleneck, taking up 99.4% of the
full SQuIRRELS simulation time. This means SQuIR-
RELS does benefit less from moving to GPU-based sys-
tems compared to other ML fastsim methods, but also
makes SQuIRRELS a natural fit for current CPU sys-
tems.

VI. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

We introduced SQuIRELS, a Schrödinger bridge-based
approach for refining existing fast simulation. SQuIRELS
leverages the ability of a Schrödinger bridge to map be-
tween arbitrary distributions to allow for 1-to-1 refine-
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FIG. 4. Comparison between full simulation (labeled Geant4), fast simulation (labeled GFlash), and the Schrödinger Bridge-
refined fast shower simulation (labeled SQuIRELS). The panels show (from left to right) the total deposited energy for 20 GeV,
50 GeV, and 80 GeV electrons respectively. The top row shows the number of cells in the calorimeter with energy depositions
above 1 MeV, while the lower row shows the energy deposited in the brightest cells. EMD values provide a quantitative
agreement score between the reference Geant4 and the 3 methods, see text for more detail.

TABLE I. Summary of the EMD values between the 3 shown
approaches and the reference Geant4 data sets. More details
on the EMD calculation can be found in the text. A compar-
ison between Geant4 and itself is included to determine the
lower limit on the EMD caused by the statistical nature of
the bootstrapping.

Observalbe EMD
Geant4 GFlash SQuIRRELS

Esum 20 GeV 0.0003(1) 0.1184(2) 0.0061(2)
Esum 50 GeV 0.0009(2) 0.2599(6) 0.0147(4)
Esum 80 GeV 0.0016(5) 0.3906(8) 0.0288(8)
Espec 20 GeV 0.002(1) 0.018(2) 0.003(2)
Espec 50 GeV 0.006(4) 0.034(3) 0.007(4)
Espec 80 GeV 0.009(6) 0.051(6) 0.011(6)
Nhit 20 GeV 0.015(4) 11.37(1) 1.32(1)
Nhit 50 GeV 0.015(5) 11.84(1) 0.085(7)
Nhit 80 GeV 0.013(4) 11.06(1) 1.45(1)
Emax 20 GeV 0.0014(5) 0.3379(2) 0.0490(9)
Emax 50 GeV 0.0021(7) 0.4342(4) 0.083(1)
Emax 80 GeV 0.0027(9) 0.4757(5) 0.106(2)
profilex 20 GeV 1.954(2) 1.967(2) 1.953(2)
profilex 50 GeV 1.954(2) 1.966(2) 1.953(2)
profilex 80 GeV 1.954(2) 1.965(2) 1.953(2)
profiley 20 GeV 1.953(2) 1.966(2) 1.953(2)
profiley 50 GeV 1.954(2) 1.966(2) 1.953(2)
profiley 80 GeV 1.954(2) 1.966(2) 1.953(2)

ment without having to rely on reweighting methods.

We benchmark SQuIRELS by refining a GFlash fast
calorimeter simulation of a mock detector to a full

TABLE II. Comparison of the per shower computation times
for Geant4, GFlash, and SQuIRRELS. The SQuIRRELS
(full) timing includes the time for running the prerequisite
GFlash simulation. Details on the timing measurements can
be found in the text.
Simulator CPU [ms/shower] GPU [ms/shower]
Geant4 404.8±8.5 /
GFlash 8.5±0.4 /
SQuIRRELS (refine) 7.21±0.04 0.0522±0.0002
SQuIRRELS (full) 15.7±0.4 8.5±0.4

Geant4-based simulation. We initially demonstrate how
a Schrödinger Bridge can transform a one-dimensional
distribution by refining the energy sum distribution of
the simulated showers, before moving to the refinement
of the full 100-pixel showers. Our benchmark shows that
SQuIRELS can significantly improve the overall quality
of the showers, while still providing a significant speedup
over Geant4, even if run on a CPU setup.

For now, this work serves as a proof of concept for using
Schrödinger Bridges for the purpose of 1-to-1 calorimeter
simulation refinement. Further application to more com-
plex data sets will likely present further computational
and implementational challenges. We also plan to explore
how refining compares to ab initio surrogate modeling in
terms of precision and timing. Furthermore, SQuIRELS
imposes no constraints on possible network architectures,
making it a great candidate for the application to high-
dimensional or even point cloud-based data sets in the
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FIG. 5. Comparison between full simulation (labeled Geant4), fast simulation (labeled GFlash), and the Schrödinger Bridge-
refined fast shower simulation (labeled SQuIRELS). The panels show (from left to right) the total deposited energy for 20 GeV,
50 GeV, and 80 GeV electrons respectively. The top row shows the energy profile in the x direction, while the lower row shows
the profile in the y direction. EMD values provide a quantitative agreement score between the reference Geant4 and the 3
methods, see text for more detail.

future.

CODE AVAILABILITY

The code for this paper can be found at https:
//github.com/SaschaDief/SB_refinement. The data
is available from Zenodo https://doi.org/10.5281/
zenodo.8275193.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

SD, VM, and BN are supported by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Energy (DOE), Office of Science under contract
DE-AC02-05CH11231. This research used resources of
the National Energy Research Scientific Computing Cen-
ter, a DOE Office of Science User Facility supported by
the Office of Science of the U.S. Department of Energy
under Contract No. DE-AC02-05CH11231 using NERSC
award HEP-ERCAP0021099.

[1] S. Agostinelli et al., Nuclear Instruments and Methods in
Physics Research Section A: Accelerators, Spectrometers,
Detectors and Associated Equipment 506, 250 (2003).

[2] G. Aad et al. (ATLAS), Comput. Softw. Big Sci. 6, 7
(2022), arXiv:2109.02551 [hep-ex].

[3] A. Giammanco, J. Phys. Conf. Ser. 513, 022012 (2014).
[4] M. Barbetti, in 21th International Workshop on Ad-

vanced Computing and Analysis Techniques in Physics
Research: AI meets Reality (2023) arXiv:2303.11428
[hep-ex].

[5] I. J. Goodfellow, J. Pouget-Abadie, M. Mirza, B. Xu,
D. Warde-Farley, S. Ozair, A. Courville, and Y. Bengio,
arXiv e-prints , arXiv:1406.2661 (2014), arXiv:1406.2661
[stat.ML].

[6] M. Paganini, L. de Oliveira, and B. Nachman, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 120, 042003 (2018), arXiv:1705.02355 [hep-ex].

[7] M. Paganini, L. de Oliveira, and B. Nachman, Phys.
Rev. D 97, 014021 (2018), arXiv:1712.10321 [hep-ex].

[8] L. de Oliveira, M. Paganini, and B. Nachman, J. Phys.
Conf. Ser. 1085, 042017 (2018), arXiv:1711.08813 [hep-
ex].

[9] M. Erdmann, L. Geiger, J. Glombitza, and D. Schmidt,
Comput. Softw. Big Sci. 2, 4 (2018), arXiv:1802.03325
[astro-ph.IM].

[10] M. Erdmann, J. Glombitza, and T. Quast, Comput.
Softw. Big Sci. 3, 4 (2019), arXiv:1807.01954 [physics.ins-
det].

[11] D. Belayneh et al., (2019), 10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-
8251-9, arXiv:1912.06794 [physics.ins-det].

[12] S. Vallecorsa, F. Carminati, and G. Khattak, Proceed-
ings, 23rd International Conference on Computing in
High Energy and Nuclear Physics (CHEP 2018): Sofia,
Bulgaria, July 9-13, 2018 214, 02010 (2019).

https://github.com/SaschaDief/SB_refinement
https://github.com/SaschaDief/SB_refinement
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.8275193
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.8275193
https://doi.org/ https://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-9002(03)01368-8
https://doi.org/ https://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-9002(03)01368-8
https://doi.org/ https://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-9002(03)01368-8
https://doi.org/ 10.1007/s41781-021-00079-7
https://doi.org/ 10.1007/s41781-021-00079-7
http://arxiv.org/abs/2109.02551
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/513/2/022012
http://arxiv.org/abs/2303.11428
http://arxiv.org/abs/2303.11428
https://doi.org/ 10.48550/arXiv.1406.2661
http://arxiv.org/abs/1406.2661
http://arxiv.org/abs/1406.2661
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.042003
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.042003
http://arxiv.org/abs/1705.02355
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.014021
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.014021
http://arxiv.org/abs/1712.10321
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1085/4/042017
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1085/4/042017
http://arxiv.org/abs/1711.08813
http://arxiv.org/abs/1711.08813
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41781-018-0008-x
http://arxiv.org/abs/1802.03325
http://arxiv.org/abs/1802.03325
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41781-018-0019-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41781-018-0019-7
http://arxiv.org/abs/1807.01954
http://arxiv.org/abs/1807.01954
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-8251-9
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-8251-9
http://arxiv.org/abs/1912.06794
https://doi.org/10.1051/epjconf/201921402010
https://doi.org/10.1051/epjconf/201921402010
https://doi.org/10.1051/epjconf/201921402010
https://doi.org/10.1051/epjconf/201921402010


9

[13] C. Ahdida et al. (SHiP), (2019), 10.1088/1748-
0221/14/11/P11028, arXiv:1909.04451 [physics.ins-det].

[14] V. Chekalina, E. Orlova, F. Ratnikov, D. Ulyanov,
A. Ustyuzhanin, and E. Zakharov, CHEP 2018 (2018),
10.1051/epjconf/201921402034, arXiv:1812.01319
[physics.data-an].

[15] F. Carminati, A. Gheata, G. Khattak,
P. Mendez Lorenzo, S. Sharan, and S. Vallecorsa,
Proceedings, 18th International Workshop on Advanced
Computing and Analysis Techniques in Physics Research
(ACAT 2017): Seattle, WA, USA, August 21-25, 2017
1085, 032016 (2018).

[16] S. Vallecorsa, Proceedings, 18th International Workshop
on Advanced Computing and Analysis Techniques in
Physics Research (ACAT 2017): Seattle, WA, USA, Au-
gust 21-25, 2017 1085, 022005 (2018).

[17] P. Musella and F. Pandolfi, Comput. Softw. Big Sci. 2, 8
(2018), arXiv:1805.00850 [hep-ex].

[18] K. Deja, T. Trzcinski, and u. Graczykowski, Proceedings,
23rd International Conference on Computing in High En-
ergy and Nuclear Physics (CHEP 2018): Sofia, Bulgaria,
July 9-13, 2018 214, 06003 (2019).

[19] (2022), arXiv:2210.06204 [hep-ex].
[20] ATL-SOFT-PUB-2018-001 (2018).
[21] D. P. Kingma and M. Welling, arXiv e-prints ,

arXiv:1312.6114 (2013), arXiv:1312.6114 [stat.ML].
[22] E. Buhmann, S. Diefenbacher, E. Eren, F. Gaede,

G. Kasieczka, A. Korol, and K. Krüger, (2021),
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