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Abstract

The Spallation Neutron Source (SNS) at Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) operates in the event mode.
Time-of-flight (TOF) information about each detected neutron is collected separately and saved as a descriptive entry
in a database enabling unprecedented accuracy of the collected experimental data. Nevertheless, the common data
processing pipeline still involves the binning of data to perform analysis and feature extraction. For weak reflections,
improper binning leads to sparse histograms with low signal-to-noise ratios, rendering them uninformative. In this
study, we propose the Bayesian approach for the identification of Bragg peaks in TOF diffraction data. The method is
capable of adaptively handling the varying sampling rates found in different regions of the reciprocal space. Unlike
histogram fitting methods, our approach focuses on estimating the true neutron flux function. We accomplish this by
employing a profile fitting algorithm based on the event-level likelihood, along with a multiresolution histogram-level
prior. By using this approach, we ensure that there is no loss of information due to data reduction in strong reflections
and that the search space is appropriately restricted for weak reflections. To demonstrate the effectiveness of our
proposed model, we apply it to real experimental data collected at the TOPAZ single crystal diffractometer at SNS.
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1. Introduction and background

Spallation Neutron Source. The Spallation Neutron
Source (SNS) at Oak Ridge National Laboratory
(ORNL) is presently the most powerful accelerator-
driven neutron source in the world capable of producing
a 1.5 MW, 1 GeV beam of protons delivered in ∼ 1µs
long pulses to a liquid mercury neutron-producing spal-
lation target [1, 2]. The spalled neutrons are slowed
down in a moderator and guided through beams to state-
of-the-art instruments, which offer a diverse range of
capabilities to researchers across multiple scientific dis-
ciplines [3]. Operating since 2006, the SNS currently
houses 18 instruments for its user program, providing a
wide array of neutron scattering techniques that have fa-
cilitated significant discoveries and innovations in areas
such as energy, environment, health, and technology.
Additionally, ORNL has plans to construct a Second
Target Station at the SNS, which will enhance neutron
capabilities and address emerging scientific challenges.

∗Corresponding author

In a typical scattering experiment, a probe beam is
directed at a material sample, triggering a specific in-
teraction mechanism with its atoms, see Figure 1. The
outcome of this interaction is observed at a detector as
the interference pattern of particle wavefunctions scat-
tered from different nuclei. The benefit of neutrons as
scattering particles is in their electrical neutrality that
allows them to penetrate deep into atoms and interact
with nuclei via the strong nuclear force [5]. Neutrons
are also sensitive to light atoms and can distinguish be-
tween similar-mass elements within a composite mate-
rial [6]. On the downside, the brightness of the neu-
tron sources is commonly orders of magnitude lower
then the brightness of X-ray beams, leading to relatively
weak reflections. This possesses certain challenges for
the collection, processing, and analysis of neutron scat-
tering data.

Basic theory of thermal neutron scattering. For slow
neutrons (≤ 0.025 eV), the interaction with scattering
potential is weak and short ranged. This ensures the va-
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Figure 1: Schematic illustration of different mechanisms of probe
beam interactions with materials [4, 5].

lidity of Born approximation which assumes that both
the incident and scattered waves are plane waves. Such
idealization enables relatively simple geometric inter-
pretation of interference patterns utilizing the princi-
ple of superposition of plane waves. Particularly, the
general form of the partial differential cross section
d2σ/dΩdE f , which indicates the probability of observ-
ing a scattered neutron at a solid angle Ω and at energy
E f , is expressed in terms of the spatio-temporal Fourier
transforms as follows [7]

d2σ(Q, ω)
dΩdE f

≃
|k f |

|ki|
S (Q, ω) =

|k f |

|ki|

∫ ∞

−∞

I(Q, t)e−iωtdt,

I(Q, t) =
〈
Â†0Ât

〉
, Ât = ⟨σ f |V̂(Q, t)|σi⟩ ,

where Q = ki − k f is the scattering vector, ℏω = Ei −

E f is the energy transfer, and σi/σ f are the initial/final
polarization states of the scattered neutron. V(Q) is the
spatial Fourier transform of the scattering potential

V(Q) =
∫
R3

V(r)eiQ·rdr,

and V̂(Q, t) is a time-dependent Heisenberg operator
describing temporal evolution of an observable V(Q).
The correlation function I(Q, t) is called the interme-
diate scattering function, it measures how the values
of a physical quantity Ât relate at different time in-
stances. The scattering function S (Q, ω) is a time
Fourier transform of I(Q, t) measuring the spectrum of
spontaneous fluctuations of Ât. The energy resolved
output of a scattering experiment is thus proportional
to the neutron-related factor |k f |/|ki| and the scattering

function S (Q, ω) which represents the physical proper-
ties of the sample. In total scattering experiments, the
measured quantity is the structure factor

S (Q) :=
∫

S (Q, ω)dω = ⟨|Â|2⟩ = |⟨Â⟩|2 + S̃ (Q)

which accounts for both static and dynamic instanta-
neous correlations.

The ultimate goal of a scattering experiment is to de-
termine the scattering potential V(r) of the target sample
from the measured cross-sections. Accomplishing this
task in its general form is extremely challenging and fur-
ther simplifications are required to make it amenable for
interpretation and analysis. In the case of thermal neu-
trons and crystalline samples, the scattering is close to
elastic (|ki| ≈ |k f |, ℏω ≈ 0) validating the static approx-
imation S (Q) ≈ |⟨Â⟩|2 which disregards the dynamic
correlations. For periodic rigid structures, the Fermi
pseudopotential is an adequate simplification of the in-
teraction potential

V(r) ≃
∑

j

b jδ(r − r j),

where b j are the scattering lengths of the nuclei. The
coherent differential cross-section (dσ/dΩ)coh of elastic
scattering from such potential is given by the structure
factor

S (Q) =

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

j

b j exp(iQ · r j)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

that is negligible for all Q except those which coin-
cide with the reciprocal lattice vectors H satisfying
exp(iH · r j) = 1 for all r j. Therefore, the strong
interference occurs for Q = H, known as the Laue
condition, producing a perfect interference pattern of
sharp peaks in Q-space. These peaks are of primary
practical interest because they contain important struc-
tural information of the atomic arrangement in a sam-
ple. Unfortunately, the inevitable traces of dynamic
self-correlations in a sample are the source of incoher-
ent scattering which produces isotropic background de-
void of structural information. Various other factors
such as structural disorder, short-range order, point de-
fects, multiple scattering, thermal fluctuations, or lim-
ited equipment resolution contribute to peak broaden-
ing, appearance of secondary peaks, diffuse scattering,
and other background artifacts as well. The correct
identification and separation of structurally significant
features from meaningless background artifacts consti-
tut the primary challenge in experimental data process-

2



ing. Subsequent tasks involve peak integration to deter-
mine structure factors and structure refinement for as-
certaining atomic arrangements.

TOPAZ instrument. The TOPAZ instrument at SNS is
a single-crystal TOF Laue diffractometer [8]. It has
25 Anger camera detectors, each with active areas of
15×15 cm and 256×256 pixels, arranged on a spherical
detector array tank, see Figure 2. As a diffractometer,
TOPAZ is designed to measure predominantly elastic
scattering with inelastic component minimized by care-
ful configuration of experiments, e.g., by using low tem-
peratures.

In the Laue method, the polychromatic neutron beam
is diffracted from a crystal that is fixed relative to ki.
The Bragg peaks are detected for all crystallographic
planes and those neutron wavelengths that satisfy the
Bragg’s law for constructive interference

nλ = 2dhkl sin θ,

where n is a positive integer, λ is the neutron wave-
length, dhkl is the crystal interplanar spacing, and θ is
the incident angle of a set of crystlal lattice planes a
distance dhkl. The time-of-flight technique allows sepa-
ration of the neutron events with different wavelengths
by means of the de Broglie relationship

λ =
ht

m(L1 + L2)
,

where h is a Plank constant, m is the mass of neutron, t
is the time of flight, and L1+L2 is the total path from the
source to detector. Essentially this allows identification
of reflections from specific crystallographic planes. Ad-
ditionally, the event mode of data recording enables un-
precedented flexibility for the analysis of the collected
data since the reduction is performed post factum ensur-
ing no loss of information.

The data analysis tool used by instruments at SNS
is Mantid, the open-source software framework created
to manipulate and analyse neutron scattering and muon
spectroscopy data [9]. A common data reduction work-
flow for single crystal TOF measurements using Mantid
is described, for instance, in [10].

Peak indexing. The Laue condition for diffraction in
laboratory coordinates reads as

Qlab := k f − ki = 2πRUB

hkl
 ,

where R is a goniometer rotation matrix, U is a rotation
matrix that determines the crystal orientation in the in-
strument’s goniometer-head-fixed orthonormal coordi-
nate system in the laboratory frame with all goniometer
angles equal to zero, and B is the reciprocal basis ma-
trix which transforms a reciprocal lattice vector H into
an orthonormal Cartesian coordinate system

H := ha∗ + kb∗ + lc∗ = B

hkl
 ,

where hkl are the Miller indices of crystallographic
planes.

The UB matrix depends on the crystal structure pa-
rameters and positioning of the crystal inside goniome-
ter. Once it is known, the crystal can be positioned to
satisfy Bragg condition for any desired hkl plane. Con-
versely, for the known crystal orientation, UB matrix
is used to determine the expected position of a Bragg
reflection in hkl space. The PredictPeaks algorithm
in Mantid operates by calculating the scattering direc-
tion for a particular hkl (given the UB matrix) and deter-
mines whether that hits a detector. The hkl values to try
are determined from the range of acceptable d-spacings.

Peak integration. Predicted peaks can be integrated us-
ing various methods. Theoretical peak shape identifi-
cation is possible in some special cases [11], but such
calculations are too cumbersome due to large number
of crystal and experimental parameters that determine
the shape of a peak. Practical methods involve a range
of empirical techniques. The simplest approach is to as-
signs pixels at the perimeter of the integration box to the
background and the remaining pixels to the peak region.
However, this method provides no feedback and relies
on manual selection of the peak region. In the ‘dynamic
mask’ technique of [12], a peak region is assigned to the
detector pixels with intensities above the background
noise determined separately. This method allows peak
regions of arbitrary shapes but is otherwise similar to the
classical σ(I)/I criterion. The latter is based on the ob-
servation that the relative variance of the corrected peak
intensity attains its minimum near the true boundary of
the peak region [13]. The method was originally pro-
posed for one-dimensional profiles and then extended
to the integration of multi-dimensional peaks of given
shape [14]. Both approaches require relatively strong
reflections rendering them inefficient for TOF neutron
data. Seed-skewness method in [15, 16] employs a dif-
ferent statistical criterion based on the observation of
higher skewness of pixel intensities in peak region com-
pared to the skewness of the noise distribution. The
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Figure 2: Top view of the TOPAZ layout with area detectors populated on 25 of 48 detector ports on the detector array tank (DAT); (b) single
crystals mounted on various sample pins; (c) TOPAZ ambient goniometer with fixed chi and unrestricted 360° rotations on phi and omega axes.
The sample is lowered into the neutron beam position at the center of the DAT for data collection.

method starts with an initial seed of the peak region and
keeps adding pixels until the skewness outside the peak
region reaches minimum. It was shown to be superior to
standard-box and dynamic mask methods for weak re-
flections, but tends to produce small masks for weaker
peaks.

The methods above have been proposed for his-
togram data collected on instruments with limited res-
olution and assume the predefined integration box con-
taining a single peak with background free from arti-
facts. Instead, peak integration routines in Mantid op-
erate directly on the event data in Q-space [17]. The
peaks are estimated either by calculating ellipsoids of
inertia, see e.g. [18], or by fitting a three-dimensional
profile such as Ikeda-Carpenter function with a bivari-
ate Gaussian [19]. The first approach is very fast, the
second is more accurate but requires careful supervi-
sion for parameter initialization. Both approaches rely
on the user feedback and continue to struggle with weak
reflections and background artifacts. Data driven neural
network and ML-based approaches have been also pro-
posed [20, 21].

In this work, we aim to develop an automated rou-
tine for peak identification and integration that 1) min-
imizes amount of required supervision, 2) is consistent
for both strong and weak reflections, 3) is adaptive to the
size and shape of different peaks, 4) is capable to handle
background artifacts, and 5) does not require pre-trained
model or data labeling.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In sec-
tion 2, we describe the proposed mathematical model.
Section 3 provides implementation details. Section ??

concludes with results.

2. Mathematical model

Denote by λ(q, τ) the true flux of neutrons at a time
instance τ and at a point q := hkl in the reciprocal space
Q. The rate of neutron events in any region Qi ⊂ Q
hence can be expressed as

Λi(τ) =
∫

Qi

λ(q, τ)dq,

and the total number of neutron events in Qi ⊂ Q de-
tected up to time T is given by

Λi =

∫ T

0

∫
Qi

λ(q, τ)dqdτ. (1)

Given the collection of Ne detected neutron events
D = {di := (qi, τi), i = 1, . . . ,Ne}, our objective is to
determine the flux function λ(q, τ) that is most likely to
generate the observed outcome. Applying the Bayesian
formulation [22], the problem can be solved by find-
ing the maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimate of λ(q, τ),
which involves

λ∗MAP := arg max
λ

p
(
λ|D

)
= arg max

λ
log p

(
λ|D

)
, (2)

where, according to the Bayes’ rule, one has

p
(
λ|D

)
=

L
(
D|λ

)
p
(
λ
)∫

L
(
D|λ

)
p
(
λ
)
dλ
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and hence

log p
(
λ|D

)
≃ logL

(
D|λ

)
+ log p

(
λ
)
.

Here, L
(
D|λ

)
is the likelihood function that encodes the

statistical evidence of observing data D generated by
given λ, and p

(
λ
)

represents the prior that encodes the
modeling assumptions or prior beliefs for the flux func-
tion.

A closely related formulation involves maximizing
the following objective

max
λ

L
(
D, λ

)
+ α · R

(
λ
)
, α > 0. (3)

In this case, the objective function consists of the data
fitting term L

(
D, λ

)
and a regularization term R(λ) that

promotes the desired structure of λ. The choice of one
formulation over another is largely motivated by the
adopted interpretation of the data generating process
and model constraints. For example, the common regu-
larized least-squares problem minλ

∑
i ∥yi − f (xi, λ)∥2 +

α∥λ∥2 is equivalent to the Gaussian measurement er-
ror model yi − f (xi, λ) ∼ N(0, σI) with a Gaussian
prior on parameters λ ∼ N(0, σα−1I). This equiva-
lence holds for various scenarios, such as the utiliza-
tion of more general Gaussian process priors or sparsity-
inducing priors [23, 24].

The impact of a prior is asymptotically diminishing in
the limit of large data sample size that leads to a more
concentrated likelihood. The analogy with regulariza-
tion in (3) shows that the corresponding contributions
of the data and prior to the objective function depend on
the relative uncertainty σα−1 of the two distributions.
For instance, the uniform prior p

(
λ
)
= const does not

favor any particular realization of λ and corresponds to
the choice of α = 0 in (3). In both cases, the prior
does not contribute to the MAP estimate in (2) and the
inference is solely determined by the data through the
likelihood function. In this case, we seek the maximum
likelihood estimate (MLE) of λ

λ∗MLE := arg max
λ

logL
(
D|λ

)
. (4)

MLE is the commonly used method for fitting profiles
to data based on counting statistics from binned detec-
tors. In this setting, the data is given in the form of a his-
togram H = {ni, i = 1, . . . ,Nb}, where ni represents the
number of events observed in the i-th bin with

∑Nb
i=1 ni =

Ne. The joint probability of bin counts can be modelled
with a multinomial distribution p(ni) ∼

∏Nb
i=1 pni

i such
that

∑Nb
i=1 pi = 1 and Λi = Ne pi. Directly applying the

MLE approach to the multinomial distribution gives the

objective function

Multinomial: logL
(
H|Λi

)
∼

Nb∑
i=1

ni logΛi.

Alternatively, assuming many bins with pi ≪ 1, the cor-
relations between bins are negligible, and each ni can be
well-approximated by a Poisson distribution P(ni), i.e.,
p(ni) ∼ Λ

ni
i exp(−Λi), where again Λi = Ne pi is the av-

erage number of counts in the detector i. This results in
the following objective function

Poisson: logL
(
H|Λi

)
∼

Nb∑
i=1

(ni logΛi − Λi). (5)

In the limit of large ni, one has σ2(ni) ≈ Λi ∼ ni and
the normality assumption is valid leading to P(ni) ≈
N(ni, ni) and well-known χ2 goodness-of-fit tests

Pearson χ2 : logL
(
H|Λi

)
∼

Nb∑
i=1

(ni − Λi)2

Λ2
i

,

Neumann χ2 : logL
(
H|Λi

)
∼

Nb∑
i=1

(ni − Λi)2

n2
i

.

All four likelihood models are consistent and asymp-
totically equivalent [25]. However, the Gaussian ap-
proximation, even though commonly employed in prac-
tice, yields skewed and biased fits both within and out-
side the Poisson regime. These challenges are partic-
ularly noticeable in the low-count limit, where the as-
signed uncertainty to the data point becomes unphys-
ically low, biasing the model towards zero and allow-
ing for high probabilities of negative values. On the
other hand, the Poisson and Multinomial models have
been found to be less stable than Gaussian model when
the fitting function does not fully capture the observed
data [26]. These issues become even more pronounced
in multiple dimensions, as successful fitting requires a
larger amount of data to accurately represent the fea-
tures of interest.

Multidetector time-of-flight measurements, such as
those conducted at the TOPAZ instrument, provide the
capability to explore a wide range of reciprocal space
simultaneously. However, these measurements often re-
sult in an uneven distribution of neutron event density.
Analyzing regions with low event counts poses a con-
siderable challenge due to the limited amount of infor-
mation available in those areas. Nonetheless, the un-
derlying physics of the process suggests the existence
of some level of spatio-temporal correlation in the mea-
sured data. Figure ? clearly demonstrates limitations of
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the purely data-driven approach for the correct identifi-
cation of an isolated Gaussian peak. It underscores the
significance of incorporating prior knowledge into the
model, particularly in situations with limited data. Tak-
ing this into consideration, the ultimate desired goal of
the data processing step is to enable exploitation of the
inherent data correlations, resulting in a single model
capable to fill the gaps and consistently represent the
collected multiresolution data. The rest of this section
presents an attempt towards achieving this goal.

2.1. Data model and likelihood

Neutron scattering measurements involve counting
events in the detector region over a specific time inter-
val. Historically, due to the finite resolution of detec-
tors, the data was collected as a histogram with fixed-
size bins corresponding to separate detectors or detec-
tor pixels. The widely accepted assumption of stochas-
tic independence among individual events justifies the
adoption of the Poisson error model for the counts in
such histogram bins [26, 7]. The fitting of the selected
model to the data was then carried out using one of the
MLE approaches described in the previous section.

The ever increasing accuracy of modern detectors,
including TOF measurements performed at SNS, un-
locks new possibilities for interpreting high-resolution
features extracted from experimental data. However,
in practice, the common processing pipeline still in-
volves the binning of data to perform analysis and fea-
ture extraction [9]. One advantage of this approach is
that the resolution of the binned data can be made ar-
bitrarily high. However, a drawback is the inevitable
loss of information from the original event data, partic-
ularly for strong reflections. Furthermore, when dealing
with weak reflections, improper binning leads to very
sparse histograms with low signal-to-noise ratios, ren-
dering them uninformative.

Instead of relying on the particular binned represen-
tation, we interpret the true data generating process as a
stochastic point process [27, 28]. Specifically, we con-
sider the spatially inhomogeneous Poisson process with
a rate function λ(q, τ) defined in (1). The general form
of the log likelihood function for this event-level pro-
cess is given by

logL(D|λ) ∼
Ne∑
i=1

log λ(qi, τi) −
∫ T

0

∫
Q
λ(q, τ)dqdτ.

The likelihood over an arbitrary binned detector for

data collected up to time T can then be calculated as

logL(Hs|λ) ∼
Nb∑
i=1

ni log λi −

∫
Q
λ(q)dq, (6)

where Hs denotes the histogram at scale s, ni is the
number of events in the i-th bin of the histogram, λi is
the value of the flux at the center of the bin, and we
assumed the time-homogeneous rate λ(q, τ) := λ(q)τ.

The likelihoods in (6) provide a one-parameter family
of hierarchical data representations at different resolu-
tions withHL being the finest resolution withH∞ := D.
The construction of the hierarchy can be also accom-
panied with an appropriate smoothing operation Hs :=
Gs ∗HL leading to the proper scale-space representation
of the data [29].

2.2. Hierarchical prior

The purpose of incorporating a prior in our construc-
tion is to utilize the available data to “fill the gaps” in
regions with low event counts to avoid ambiguity in
the peak identification and to facilitate the overall op-
timization procedure. One should not understand “fill-
ing the gaps” literally, of course. Instead, we need a
prior for the model parameters to provide a robust ini-
tial guess with uncertainty levels that provide an ade-
quate restriction on the search space without conflicting
with the true collected data. This task can be achieved
in multiple ways. If an oracle guess for the model pa-
rameters is available, one can simply restrict the range
of admissible parameter values leading to the MLE for-
mulation with parameter constraints. If such an oracle
is not available, the appropriate initialization should be
estimated from the data itself. For example, it can be
provided by an independent model learned on the cor-
pus of the previously collected and labeled data [20, 21].
Both approaches typically require a significant level of
human involvement.

Alternatively, one might focus exclusively on the col-
lected data and consider the problem

max
λ

logL
(
D|λ

)
+ α ·

∫
Q

d
[
Hs, λ

]
(q)dq, (7)

where d
[
Hs, λ

]
is an appropriate non-local self-

similarity feature metric [30]. This regularizer can
be viewed as a form of a Gaussian prior with a non-
standard distance function. The clear benefit of this ap-
proach lies in its self-consistency and adaptivity.

In the current effort, we explore a simpler variant of
the equation (7) by employing a multiresolution metric
specific to each peak of interest. As before, we define
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HL to be the histogram with the finest resolution and in-
troduce a hierarchy of histograms with increasing reso-
lutions, denoted asHs for s = 0, . . . , L, whereH0 repre-
sents the coarsest histogram. This concept bears resem-
blance to multiresolution approaches in image process-
ing, where image pyramids are utilized to extract scale-
specific features [29]. An analogy can also be drawn
with multigrid solvers that aim to address errors at dif-
ferent scales individually [31, 32].

The next step is to consider the posterior probability
p(λ|H0,H1, . . . ,HL) and apply the chain rule to get

p(λ|H0,H1, . . . ,HL) =
p(λ,H0, . . . ,HL)
p(H0, . . . ,HL)

∼ L(HL|λ,H0, . . . ,HL−1)p(λ,H0, . . . ,HL−1)

= p(λ)
L∏

i=0

L(Hi|λ,H0, . . . ,Hi−1)

where p(λ) is the prior encoding any available informa-
tion regarding the flux. Hence, the log posterior of the
observed data at any resolution s ≥ 0 can be decom-
posed into

log p(λ|H0, . . . ,Hs)

∼

s∑
i=0

logL(Hi|λ,H0, . . . ,Hi−1) + log p(λ)

= logL(Hs|λ,H0, . . . ,Hs−1) + log p(λ|H0, . . . ,Hs−1).

Written this way, it allows to consider the posterior at
scale s − 1 as the prior at scale s. We then use the fol-
lowing simplifying assumption for the conditional log-
likelihood

log p(λ|H0, . . . ,Hs)
= logL(Hs|λ) + α · log p(λ|H0, . . . ,Hs−1), α ≥ 1,

where we accounted for the higher certainty of coarser
scale details by moving it from the conditional likeli-
hood to the prior. This recurrence expands to

log p(λ|H0, . . . ,Hs)

= logL(Hs|λ) +
s−1∑
i=0

αs−i logL(Hi|λ) + log p(λ),

which means that likelihoods of coarser histograms are
assigned larger weights accounting for the higher cer-
tainty of observing the neutron event in a larger detector
region.

2.3. Coarsest scale
The choice of the coarsest scale for H0 determines

the level of details that can be resolved accurately.

Stronger reflections contain sufficient amount of fine
scale information to be resolved at higher resolutions.
In this case, the choice of inappropriateH0 can degrade
the quality of fit. On the contrary, weak reflections can
be properly resolved only at coarser resolutions requir-
ing a corresponding choice ofH0. To resolve this issue
in a consistent way for both strong and weak reflections,
we consider the problem of optimal histogram binning.
This question has been approached in the literature from
different perspectives and usually involves solving an
optimization problem with notable examples given by
the classical asymptotic rules that are optimal for nor-
mal distributions [33, 34, 35], and more recent data-
driven approaches that work better for arbitrary distri-
butions [36, 37, 38]. Here we propose to use a variant of
the Knuth’s method that is well-suited for higher dimen-
sional histograms with uniform bins in each dimension
[39]. The method considers a multinomial likelihood
with Jeffrey’s prior for the bin counts and solves for the
optimal number of bins which gives

N̂b = arg max
Nb

log p(Nb|D).

with

p(Nb|D) ∝
Nd·Ne

b Γ

(
Nd

b
2

)
Γ
(

1
2

)Nd
b
Γ

(
Ne +

Nd
b

2

) Nd
b∏

i=1

Γ

(
ni +

1
2

)
(8)

assuming equal number of bins Nb in each out of d di-
mensions; the product is over an arbitrary enumeration
of d-dimensional bins. Figure 3 illustrates the optimal
scale for selection weak and strong reflections using the
Knuth’s algorithm.

3. Algorithm

The high level summary of the proposed profile fit-
ting approach is given in Algorithm 1. Next sections
provide implementation details of each step.

3.1. Rate parameterization
We choose ellipsoidal representation of the peak

shape with uniform background. This gives

λ(q) = b2 + s2 exp
(
−

1
2

∥∥∥∥√P · (q − µ)
∥∥∥∥2

)
,

where b2 is the positive constant background, s2 is the
maximum peak intensity, µ is the location of the peak
center, and

√
P is the matrix encoding the shape of the

peak such that P =
√

PT
√

P is the precision matrix of
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log p(Nb|D) = 145 log p(Nb|D) = 103 log p(Nb|D) = 32 log p(Nb|D) = 19

log p(Nb|D) = 243 log p(Nb|D) = 276 log p(Nb|D) = 285 log p(Nb|D) = 267

Figure 3: Optimal binning for weak (top) and strong (bottom) reflections using the Knuth’s algorithm in (8).

Algorithm 1 Hierarchical profile fitting

Given: box size with a single peak, prior p(λ), iterative optimizer, regularization weight α ≥ 1
N̂b ← arg maxNb

log p(Nb|D) ▷ Find the optimal binning ofH0 using (??)
λ0

0 ← p(λ) ▷ Initialize parameters
λ0 ← arg maxλ logL(H0|λ) + log p(λ) ▷ Fit at coarsest scaleH0
for s = 1, . . . , L do ▷ Hierarchical refinement
λ0

s ← λs−1 ▷ Reinitialize parameters using previous scale
λs ← arg maxλ logL(Hs|λ) + α · log p(λ|H0, . . . ,Hs−1) ▷ Fit at current scaleHs

end for

the Gaussian. The total number of parameters for each
peak is 11. The precision matrix of the peak ellipsoid is
parameterized using Givens rotations as follows [40]

√
P =

√
D−1 · R → P = RT · D−1 · R,

where R is the unitary rotation matrix

R(φ1, φ2, φ3) = R(φ3) · R(φ2) · R(φ1),

R(φ1) =

1 0 0
0 c1 −s1
0 s1 c1

 , R(φ2) =

c2 0 −s2
0 1 0
s2 0 c2

 ,
R(φ3) =

c3 −s3 0
s3 c3 0
0 0 1

 ,
and √

D = diag(σ1, σ2, σ3)

is the diagonal matrix with the semi-axes of the ellip-
soid. This choice of parametric model for the flux λ is
easily interpretable and expressive but simple enough so
that the optimization problem can be solved efficiently
and robustly.

Once the optimal parameters of the Gaussian fit are
estimated from the data, the peak region is identified
with the points q ∈ Q satisfying∥∥∥∥√P · (q − µ)

∥∥∥∥ ≤ σpeak,

and the background is estimated from the ellipsoidal
shell

σpeak <
∥∥∥∥√P · (q − µ)

∥∥∥∥ ≤ σbkgr,

where σpeak, σbkgr are the standard deviations of the
Gaussian ellipsoids enclosing the peak and background
regions. The natural choice for the peak region bound
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is σpeak = 4 to ensure that all relevant data points are
accounted for. The upper bound for the background el-
lipsoidal shell can be varied, but we found that σbkgr =

3σpeak is the adequate choice.

3.2. Optimization problem

The prior p(λ) encodes any available knowledge
about the peak shape prior to actual fitting. An exam-
ple of information that is usually known is given by the
physical constraints on the possible size of the peak.
Given this information, we arrive at the constrained op-
timization problem with box constraints for the intensity
λ(p) with parameters pi, i = 1, . . . , 11,

max
p
L(Hs|λ) + p(λ|Hs−1) s.t. p := {pi : li ≤ pi ≤ ui},

where not all bounds are necessarily given.

3.3. Integration box

The sizes of Bragg reflections within the same dataset
can vary substantially but always have a hard upper
bound imposed by physical constraints. The choice of
the integration box must respect these constraints but
also should account for the peak size variation in order
to keep the ratio of the peak vs background data compa-
rable for all peaks.

Given the ellipsoidal parameterizarion of the j-th
peak shape, we select the integration box with the size

|box| j = min
(
|box|max, 2∥µ j − µnn∥, σbkgr ·max

i

√
Dii

)
to ensure the box is large enough to contain both the
peak and the background shell of exactly one peak. The
distance ∥µ j − µnn∥ measures the distance from the cur-
rent peak to the center of the closest peak.

3.4. Detector mask

TOPAZ detector arrays do not provide full coverage
of the Q-space. This means that not all the points in the
integration box correspond to the actual region on the
detector plates. Moreover, the binned data will produce
zero counts for the voxels outside the detector. Without
explicitly masking out such regions, both the fit and in-
tegration results will be biased towards zero hindering
reliability of the proposed technique. Fortunately, every
location in Q-space can be checked to be inside or out-
side of the detector region. However, this requires solv-
ing an expensive ray-tracing problem with cubic com-
plexity in terms of the histogram size which quickly be-
comes the computational bottleneck.

Algorithm 2 Estimate enclosing sphere

Given: histogram H0, peak center µ, number of
threshold radii n
{a, b} ← {min

x
H0[x],max

x
H0[x]} ▷ Threshold bounds

for i← 0, n do
ti ← a + i(b − a)/n ▷ Calculate threshold value
ri ← max

H0[x]≥ti
∥x − µ∥ ▷ Largest enclosing sphere

end for
i∗ ← arg max

i∈[1,n−1]
|ri − ri−1| ▷ Largest drop in radius

r∗ ← ri∗ ▷ Estimated radius of enclosing sphere

Instead, we employ a hierarchical probing technique
summarized in Figure 4. The method starts with a very
coarse histogram, e.g., of size 83 bins, and checks every
voxel with a ray tracing approach. Given this estimate,
the boundary of the detector region is determined as the
voxels that have neighbors both inside and outside of
the detector, or at the integration box boundary. At the
next step, the higher resolution histogram is generated
and only the boundary voxels from the previous itera-
tion are checked. The method proceeds iteratively until
the required resolution is achieved. The method also
fits perfectly into the proposed hierarchical integration
framework since the detector mask needs to be refined
only when the relevant resolution has been reached.

3.5. Initialization

To initialize the parameters of the model, we employ
a simple and computationally cheap heuristic. It starts
with the intensity filtration of the histogram H0 to esti-
mate the voxels with intensities above the uniform back-
ground, see Algorithm 2. Given positions xi of such
voxels, we approximately solve the minimum volume
enclosing ellipsoid (MVEE) problem given by

minimize − log det C

subject to xT
i Cxi ≤ 1, ∀i,

where C = P−1 is the covariance matrix of the ellipsoid.
Other algorithms for estimating ellipsoids can be also
used, but MVEE is well suited for the relatively small
number of voxels at level H0. It also doesn’t tend to
underestimate the size of the ellipsoid since the method
is non-statistical and no voxels are assumed to stay out-
side the detected ellipsoid. Also, we solve MVEE only
approximately using a small (< 10) number of iterations
of an appropriate solver [41].

Given the covariance matrix C = P−1, the back-
ground intensity b2 is initialized to the mean of H0 in

9



8 bins 16 bins 32 bins 64 bins

Figure 4: Hierarchical probing of the detector mask. Transparent and blue voxels are inside and outside of the detector region respectively.

the region outside the σpeak ellipsoid. This estimate is
in fact an MLE of the uniform background model

λ(x) = b2 → logL(H0|b2) =
∑

i

ni log b2 − b2

which attains its minimum at the mean intensity. Given
the background estimate, the scale parameter s2 is set to
the background corrected intensity of the histogram at
the center of the ellipsoid.

3.6. Background filtering
Figure 5 illustrates an important issue that needs to be

resolved before applying any of the steps above. Specif-
ically, the depicted histogram has a true peak in the mid-
dle and two diffuse scattering artifacts at the top and the
bottom. If these artifacts are not removed, the true peak
size will be overestimated unavoidably corrupting the
integrated intensity.

We approach this problem by considering a sequence
of shells around the peak region as demonstrated in Fig-
ure 6a. In each shell, we adopt the conventional stan-
dard deviation test to mask out the voxels with intensi-
ties above three standard deviations from the mean in-
tensity of the shell. In each shell, we use this rule recur-
sively with increasing number of passes, e.g., one pass

for the first shell, two passes for the second shell, and
so on. Figure 6b shows the result of applying this pro-
cedure to the aforementioned peak.

The recurrent filtering in outer shells allows to penal-
ize strong artifacts far from the peak while reducing the
possibility of incorrectly removing important data from
the actual peak. This method requires an estimate of the
peak shape and should be performed iteratively starting
from the spherical approximation at the initialization
step, followed by MVEE approximation, and iterative
fits during the hierarchical optimization. It should be
noted, however, that this method must be applied only to
sufficiently coarse histograms that preserve spatial cor-
relations in data. In practice, it is save to use this method
for the first two resolution levels, i.e., H0 and H1, and
use the obtained mask for higher resolution histograms.

4. Preliminary results

Figure 7 illustrates the result of applying the proposed
method to the weak and strong peaks. One can clearly
see from the comparison with Figure 8, that hierarchical
approach is consistent across the scales while the direct
approach fails for weak peaks at higher resolutions.
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Figure 5: Filtration of the histogram by intensity values.
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Figure 7: Hierarchical fitting for weak (top) and strong (bottom) reflections.

Figure 8: Direct fitting for weak (top) and strong (bottom) reflections.

13


	Introduction and background
	Mathematical model
	Data model and likelihood
	Hierarchical prior
	Coarsest scale

	Algorithm
	Rate parameterization
	Optimization problem
	Integration box
	Detector mask
	Initialization
	Background filtering

	Preliminary results

