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ABSTRACT: The Higgs potential is vital to understand the electroweak symmetry breaking
mechanism, and probing the Higgs self-interaction is arguably one of the most important
physics targets at current and upcoming collider experiments. In particular, the triple Higgs
coupling may be accessible at the HL-LHC by combining results in multiple channels, which
motivates to study all possible decay modes for the double Higgs production. In this paper,
we revisit the double Higgs production at the HL-LHC in the final state with two b-tagged
jets, two leptons and missing transverse momentum. We focus on the performance of various
neural network architectures with different input features: low-level (four momenta), high-level
(kinematic variables) and image-based. We find it possible to bring a modest increase in the
signal sensitivity over existing results via careful optimization of machine learning algorithms
making a full use of novel kinematic variables.
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1 Introduction

The discovery of the Higgs boson at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) launched a compre-
hensive program of the precision measurements of all Higgs couplings. While the current data
shows that the Higgs couplings to fermions and gauge bosons appear to be consistent with
the predictions of the Standard Model (SM) [1], the Higgs self-couplings are yet to be probed
at the LHC and at future colliders. The measurement of the Higgs self-couplings is vital to
understand the electroweak symmetry breaking mechanism. In particular, the triple Higgs
coupling is a guaranteed physics target that can be probed at the high luminosity (HL) LHC
and the succeeding experimental bounds on the self-couplings will have an immediate and
long-lasting impact on model-building for new physics beyond the SM.

The Higgs (h) self-interaction is parameterized as

2
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V= 7’%2 + r3ASMoh3 + ZMAEMI#, (1.1)
where my, is the Higgs mass, and v is the vacuum expectation value of the Higgs field. )\?S);M =
2
MM = ?TZ are the SM Higgs triple and quartic couplings, while k; (i = 3,4) parameterize the



deviation from the corresponding SM coupling. In order to access the triple (quartic) Higgs
coupling, one has to measure the double (triple) Higgs boson production. In this paper we
focus on probing the triple Higgs coupling at the HL-LHC, which is likely achievable when
combining both ATLAS and CMS data [2-5] with a potential improvement on each decay
channel.

Double Higgs (hh) production has been extensively discussed in many different chan-
nels, such as bbyy [21-38|, bbrT [23-25, 27, 39-43], bbbb (24, 44-50|, bW W~ /ZZ [51-59),
WHW-W*W~ (60, 61|, WTW 77 [60], and 7777 [60] (see also Refs. [2, 5] and references
therein). On the other hand, less attention was given to the final state with two b-tagged
jets, two leptons and missing transverse momentum, as it suffers from large SM backgrounds,
primarily due to the top quark pair production (¢t). Therefore several existing studies in this
channel made use of sophisticated algorithms (e.g. neural network (NN) [54], boosted decision
tree (BDT) |55, 62|, and deep neural network (DNN) [63, 64]) to increase the signal sensitivity,
although they lead to somewhat pessimistic results, with a significance much smaller than 1o
at the HL-LHC with 3 ab™! luminosity. More recent studies claim that the significance can
be greatly improved by utilizing novel kinematic methods [56], or by adopting more complex
NNs such as convolutional neural networks (CNN) with jet images [65] and message passing
neural networks (MPNN) with four-momentum information [66].

In particular, Ref. [56] introduced two new kinematic variables (Topness and Higgsness)
and investigated their impact on the reduction of ¢t background, along with M7o and 3pyip.
They showed that the substantial improvement on the signal significance was due to the use
of the kinematic variables which contain the mass information. In their follow-up study, Ref.
[65], authors performed more dedicated analysis using Delphes simulation, and included ¢tW
background which was missing in the previous study. Ref. [65] utilized a simple convolutional
neural network with those newly introduced kinematic variables along with existing ones
(16 variables in total) to improve the signal significance. They also studied jet images (with
charged and neutral hadrons only) in double Higgs production and showed that the additional
improvement was possible.

The goal in this article is to extend the scope of the existing studies on the double Higgs
production at the HL-LHC in the final state with (h — bb)(h — WEW*T — (Tul'"1y), by
studying performance of various NN architectures. In particular, we would like to address the
following important points, which were not answered properly in Refs. [56, 65].

1. The performance of NNs with different types of input features: low-level (four momenta),
high-level (kinematic variables), and image-based inputs.

2. Ref. [65] used CNN with the jet images, which are the energy deposits of charged and
neutral hadrons in the hadronic calorimeter. How robust are these results? How much

error do we make due to different choice of hyper-parameters?

!See Refs. [6-17] for the quartic Higgs coupling at future colliders, and Refs. [18-20] for the triple Higgs
coupling at future colliders.



3. In principle, the lepton momenta are correlated with the momenta of two b-quarks (and
therefore their hadronic activities), so that one could consider the image of leptons
simultaneously. Can the image-based NNs catch the non-trivial correlation between
leptons and b-quarks?

4. Ref. [56] introduces two novel kinematic variables (Topness and Higgsness), which pro-
vide a good signal-background separation. As a byproduct, one obtains the momentum
of two missing neutrinos. What would be the best way to utilize the neutrino momen-
tum information along with visible particles? Would the “image” of neutrinos provide
an additional handle for the signal-background separation?

5. What are the signal efficiency and background rejection rate of different NN algorithms?

6. How much improvement does the bbW W channel bring in the combination of individual
channels?

This paper is organized as follows. We begin in section 2 our discussion on the event
generation for the signal and backgrounds, followed by data preparation for NN analysis in
section 3. In section 4, we examine several NN architectures including deep neural networks
(DNNs), convolutional neural networks (CNNs), residual neural networks (ResNets), graph
neural networks (GNNs), capsule neural networks (CapsNets) and matrix capsule networks.
We will study their performances with the low-level (four momenta), high-level (kinematic
variables), and image-based input data, which is summarized in section 5. Section 6 is reserved
for a discussion and outlook. We provide a brief review on various kinematic variables in
appendix A.

2 Theoretical setup and simulation

The signal (hh with k3 = 1) and backgrounds are generated for a center-of-mass energy of
/s =14 TeV, using the MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO [67, 68] which allows for both tree- and
loop-level event generations. We use the default NNPDF2.3QED parton distribution functions
[69] using dynamical renormalization and factorization scales. We normalize the double Higgs
production cross section to 40.7 fb at the next-to-next-to-leading order (NNLO) accuracy
in QCD [70]. The dominant background is t¢ production whose tree-level cross section is
rescaled to the NNLO cross section 953.6 pb [71]. We consider only the leptonic decays of
tops tt — (bf*v) (b0~ ) with £ being e, u, 7, that includes off-shell effects for the top and the
W. The next dominant background is tW + j production matched (five-flavor scheme) up to
one additional jet in order to partially include the next-to-leading order (NLO) effects 2. Both

2The NLO tW process mixes with LO ¢, which requires a careful treatment to avoid a double-counting.
Several methods have been presented in the literature [72-75] to resolve the issue, including the diagram
removal (DR) adopted in the ATLAS [64] and CMS [76] analyses. In this paper, we have followed the same
DR scheme where the tW background is generated up to one additional j excluding diagrams that overlap
with ¢ process.



’ ‘ Cross sections [fb] ‘

hh (k3 = 1) 2.81 x 1072
tt 2.52 x 102
tW + 5 5.73
tth 2.53 x 1071
ttV 3.18 x 1071
00bj 1.61
T7bb 1.49 x 1072

Table 1. Signal and background cross sections after the baseline selection described in section 2,
including appropriate k-factors as well as taking into account the improved b-tagging efficiency and
fake rates.

top and W are decayed leptonically as for the ¢t sample. The sub-dominant backgrounds
consist of tth and ttV (V = W%, Z) whose cross sections are normalized to 611.3 fb [77]
and 1.71 pb [78] at the NLO, respectively. We also include Drell-Yan backgrounds ¢¢bj and
77bb, where j denotes partons in the five-flavor scheme. The NNLO k-factor of the Drell-Yan
production [79] is close to unity (k-factor ~1). The hard scattering events are decayed (unless
mentioned otherwise), showered, and hadronized using PYTHIA8 [80]. Detector effects are
simulated with DELPHES 3.4.1 [81] based on modified ATLAS configurations [65].

Jets are reconstructed by FASTIET 3.3.1 [82] implementation using the anti-kp algorithm
[83] and a cone radius of r = 0.4. We take advantage of the improved b-tagging efficiency
reported by ATLAS, associated with the central tracking system for the operation at the HL-
LHC [84]. We use a flat b-tag rate of €, = 0.8, and a mistag rate that a c-jet (light-flavor
jet) is misidentified as a b-jet, €., = 0.2 (€5 = 0.01). Events with exactly two b-tagged jets
which pass minimum cuts pr(b) > 30 GeV and |n(b)| < 2.5 are considered. Two b-tagged jets
are further required to satisfy a proximity cut ARy, < 2.5 and an invariant mass cut 70 GeV
< my, < 140 GeV.

A lepton is declared to be isolated if it satisfies pr(€)/(pr(¢) + >, pr,) > 0.7 where
>, pr; is the sum of the transverse momenta of nearby particles with py; > 0.5 GeV and
ARy < 0.3. Events with exactly two isolated leptons which pass minimum cuts pp(¢) > 20
GeV and |n(f)] < 2.5 are selected. Two leptons are further required to pass a proximity
cut ARy, < 1.5 and an invariant mass cut my < 70 GeV. Events are required to pass the
minimum missing transverse momentum (defined as in Ref. [65]) Pr = | Pp| > 20 GeV. After
this baseline selection, the signal and background cross sections are summarized in Table 1,
including appropriate k-factors and taking into account the improved b-tagging efficiency and
fake rates. The dominant background is tt (97%), followed by tW (2%). The background-
to-signal cross section ratio is about 9250 after the baseline selection. Throughout the study
in this paper, we will assume £ = 3 ab~! for the integrated luminosity, unless otherwise
mentioned.



3 Pre-processing input data

Data preparation or preprocessing is an important part of ML analysis. In particular, to fully
understand performance of NNs with different types of inputs, we categorize input features
used in this paper as follows. The most basic information (low-level features) is four-momenta
of four visible particles (two leptons and two b-jets)

‘/;:iS) = {pﬂ(€1)7pu(£2)vpu(bl)vpu(bZ)}, (3.1)

where the dimension is dim(Vp(: iS)) = 16.

There are various kinematic methods which provide approximate momenta of missing
neutrinos. In this paper, we adopt Topness (in Eq.(A.5)) [56, 85| and Higgsness (in Eq.(A.8))
[56], which are proposed for the double Higgs production in particular. As a result of mini-
mization procedures, these momenta carry some kinematic features of the missing neutrinos
approximately. For example, the neutrino momenta obtained using Topness are consistent
with the top and W mass constraints, while those obtained using Higgsness are consistent
with the double Higgs production. Therefore we include them in our input variables as

Vi) = {pu(v"), pu ()}, (3.2)
Ve = {p, (M), pu (@)}, (3.3)

Note that dim(‘/;f!fT)) = dim(‘/},(:H)) =8.
With those basic four-momenta information, we can construct 11 and 15 low-level kine-
matic variables as

Vitkin = {p7 (1), p1(l2), Pr, mee, mpp, ARee, ARpp, Db, PT00s Dbt 00, MIn[ARy]}, (3.5)
Viskin = Vitkn U {ARE mi ARY ml 3},

where min[ARy| denotes the smallest angular distance between a b-jet and a lepton, ARHZ,
(ARL) and mll, (m])) represent an angular distance and an invariant mass between two
neutrinos reconstructed using Higgsness (H) or Topness (T) variables. We confirmed that
distributions of the first 10 variables in Vj1.k, are similar to those in Ref. [65]. Although Ref.
[65] did not utilize the last 5 variables in Eq.(3.6) ({min[ARy], AR, m ARL ml}), the
min[ARyy] delivers a direct angular information between a b-jet and a lepton, and the other
4 variables provide additional information on the neutrino sector. Therefore we include them
in our analysis (see Fig. 17 for their distributions). Note that some kinematic variables in
Vis.kin are strongly correlated with each other due to the pencil-like event shape of the hh
production, as compared to the isotropic dominant background (¢t) [56, 65]. See Appendix for
more details on the event shape variables for the signal and backgrounds. Once a few cuts are

imposed, the effect of remaining cuts is significantly diminished. Therefore, it is important to



investigate new kinematic variables, which are less correlated to those introduced in the early
literatures.

Among the low-level kinematic variables defined in Vis5.yin, the invariant mass is the only
mass variable. For more efficient background suppression utilizing mass information of top
quark and Higgs, we use the following six high-level kinematic variables introduced in Refs.
[56, 65]:

~(bvel) - ~(Le) ¢
V%)-kin = {\/gmin ) \/gmina M’j("bg)v M’j(“Q)a H7 T} ) (37>
~(bbee) ~(££) .. . . .
where v/5,.~ and v/3, " are the minimum energy required to be consistent with the produced

events in the specified subsystem, M:(Fl;), M%) are the stransverse mass variables, and T/H
denote Topness and Higgsness. These six high-level variables are defined in Appendix A. It
has been shown that these high-level variables allow neural networks to learn key features of
the processes faster and more accurately. We will use these 6 high-level kinematic variables
along with Vi5.xin,

Voi1kin = Viskin U Vikin - (3.8)

A great breakthrough for deep neural networks in the image recognition opens up a
possibility for a better background rejection when the energy and momentum of the final
state particles are converted into image pixels. Jet images [86] are based on the particle flow
information [87] in each event. We divide the particle flow into charged and neutral particles.
The charged particles include charged hadrons, while the neutral particles consist of neutral
hadrons as well as non-isolated photons. Leptons are removed from the both samples. Since
these particles are spread over the (1, ¢) plane, it is challenging to identify key features such
as color-flows and associated hadronization patterns of the signal and backgrounds. It is
therefore instructive to rearrange them to make these features more accessible and allow for
a robust identification. Here we define the origin of the (7, ¢) coordinate to be the center of
the reconstructed b-tagged jets. All particles are translated accordingly in the (7, ¢) plane.
Jet images are discretized into 50 x 50 calorimeter grids within a region of —2.5 < n < 2.5
and —m < ¢ < w. The intensity of each pixel is given by the total transverse momentum of
particles passing through the pixel. The final jet images have a dimension of (2 x 50 x 50)
where 2 denotes a number of channels, charged and neutral particle images, which are shown
in the first and second columns in Fig. 1 for the signal and backgrounds. In the case of
the signal (hh in the first row), the two b-tagged jets decayed from the color-singlet Higgs.
Therefore their hadronization products are in the direction of the two b-tagged jet (toward
the center). The empty region around the origin is due to ARy, > 0.4 requirement. On the
other hand, the dominant background (¢t in the second row), the jet images tend to be wider
than the signal, as two top quarks are color-connected to the initial states. The cumulative
distributions clearly demonstrate their differences.

In order for neural networks to fully take into account the spatial correlation between
images of final state particles, we project two isolated leptons into the discretized 50 x 50
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Figure 1. The cumulative average of various particle images for the signal and the different back-
ground processes after the baseline selection. The particles images are shown in the order from left
to right: charged hadrons (1st column), neutral hadrons (2nd), isolated leptons (3rd), reconstructed
neutrinos using Higgsness (4th), and reconstructed neutrinos using Topness (5th) for the signal (hh
in the first row), ¢t (2nd), tW + j (3rd), tth (4th), t£V (5th), £¢bj (6th), and 77bb (7th). The origin
of the (n, ¢) is taken to be the center of the reconstructed two b-tagged jets.



calorimeter grids as well. Combined with the jet images, we have a set of images for visible
particles whose data structure is represented by

VENE — (3% 50 x 50) | (3.9)

image

where 3 denotes charged (C), neutral (N) particle images, and lepton (¢) images, which are
shown in the third column in Fig. 1 for the signal and backgrounds. In the case of the signal
(first row), leptons are scattered around ¢ &~ 4, which is opposite to the direction of the
two b-tagged jets (origin), while for the dominant background (¢t in the second row), leptons
are more spread. This is consistent with the observation made in Refs. [56, 65| using the
Smin variable or invariant mass. The double Higgs production resembles the pencil-like (two
leptons and two b-quarks are back-to-back approximately), while ¢t production is more or
less isotropic. The lepton image also explains a shadow in the (0,+7) region of two hadron
images (first and second column) in the signal and backgrounds. See the Appendix for more
information on the event shapes.

Similarly, one can create images of the two reconstructed neutrinos using Topness and
Higgsness, which are shown in the fourth and fifth columns in Fig. 1. As expected from
the kinematics, the neutrino images resemble lepton images, which would help the signal-
background separation, in principle. To assess importance of these neutrino images in the
signal sensitivity, we consider a complete set of images for all final state particles whose data
structure is represented by

(C,N,tyy,vr)

image

= (5 x 50 x 50) , (3.10)

where 5 denotes a number of channels including all jet, lepton, and neutrino images. As clearly
shown in Fig. 1, the kinematic correlation among the decay products are mapped onto these
images, including the missing transverse momentum. To catch the non-trivial correlations,
more complex and deeper NNs will be considered. Each neural network takes a different set of
input features for a classification problem between the signal and backgrounds. More details
of NN architectures will be described in the next section.

4 Performance of machine learning algorithms

With the increasing collision rate at the LHC, a task in collider analysis requires the significant
dimensional reduction of the complex raw data to a handful of observables, which will be used
to determine parameters in Lagrangian. Deep learning-based approaches offer very efficient
strategies for such dimensional reduction, and have become an essential part of analysis in
high energy physics.

However, important questions still remain regarding how to best utilize such tools. Specif-
ically we ask i) how to prepare input data, ii) how to design suitable neural networks for a
given task, iii) how to account for systematic uncertainties, and iv) how to interpret results. In
this section, we scrutinize some of these questions by exploring various neural networks in the
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Figure 2. A schematic architecture of the fully-connected NN (FC or DNN) used in this paper.

context of double Higgs production. Here, we discuss the essence of each network and summa-
rize results briefly, leaving more detailed comparison in Section 5. Implementations of neural
networks used in this paper are based on Pytorch Framework [88] and can be found from
https://github.com/junseungpi/diHiggs/. The events, which pass the baseline selection
described in Section 2, are divided into 400k training and 250k test data sets.

To make a fair comparison of different NN structures, we consider the discovery reach of
the signal at the LHC by computing the signal significance (04;5) using the likelihood-ratio [89]

_ L(B|S+B)
Ogis = \/—2 In (L(S—I—B|S+B)> , (4.1)

where L(z|n) = %e‘fc, and S and B are the expected number of signal and background

events, respectively.

4.1 Deep Neural Networks

A fully-connected layer (FC or DNN) is the basic type of neural networks where every neuron
in each layer is connected to all neurons in two consecutive layers. An input layer is composed
of the combination of four-momenta of reconstructed particles in Eqgs. (3.1-3.4), or kinematic
variables in Egs. (3.5-3.8). It is followed by 8 hidden layers with the decreasing number of
neurons from 2400 to 300 as shown in Fig. 2, and ReLU (Rectified Linear Unit) function
[90] is used to activate each neuron. The final hidden layer is connected to the output layer
that contains two neurons with each representing a label of 1 for the signal and 0 for the
backgrounds. A softmax activation function is used for the output layer. We use Adam
optimizer [91] and a learning rate of 10~% to minimize the binary cross entropy loss function.
To prevent overfitting, we add the Lo regularization term to the loss function by setting
weight_decay=5 x 1074 in Pytorch implementation. When training the DNN, we use a
mini-batch size of 20 and the epochs of 30 3.

3There are some common features used for all NNs in this paper. Except for CapsNets, we use the Lo
regularization for all NNs, which shifts the loss function, L — L + 3A||W/||?, where W represents all weights,
and the A denotes weight_decay. Throughout this paper, DNN hidden layers will appear repetitively in most
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Figure 3. Significance of observing double Higgs production at the HL-LHC with £ = 3 ab™! for
DNNs with bare inputs (left) and DNNs with normalized inputs (right).

Fig. 3 shows the final significance as a function of the number of signal events (N) with
bare inputs (left) and normalized* inputs (right) for various combinations of input features.
First observation is that DNN with the normalized input features lead to a slightly higher
significance than that with the bare input for most NNs. The variation in the significances
for different input is slightly narrower with the normalized features(. ’S)econdly7 it is clear that
V V1s

when the DNN is trained with four-momenta of visible particles (V},, ), its performance does

not stand out (see cyan-solid curves). Even when additional four-momenta of reconstructed
neutrinos (V;.@(: H)) are supplemented, there is no clear impact on the significance (see magenta-
dashed curves). This result indicates that the simple DNN is unable to efficiently identify
features of the signal and backgrounds with the primitive input data, given a finite number of
training samples and the depth of DNN. On the other hand, addition of the human-engineered

kinematic variables plays a very important role. Vii_kin, Vis-kin and Voikin are introduced in

Ref.[62] Ref.[63]
Vio—kin and Vg

[63], respectively. Note that the performance of DNN increases, when using more kinematic
variables. We find that when the DNN is trained with 11 kinematic variables (V1.yi,) the sig-
nificance increases up to 10%-50% compared to the results using the four-momenta for a wide

section 3. are sets of kinematic variables used in Ref. [62] and Ref.

range of signal number of events (see the green dotted curve in the left panel.). Interestingly,
15 kinematic variables (Vi5.kin), which include the kinematic variables using the momentum of
the reconstructed neutrinos, provide an additional steady ~ 10% improvement on the signifi-

of neural networks. For each layer, we apply the ReLU activation function. Also the configuration of the
output layer is the same for all other neural networks throughout this paper, unless otherwise mentioned.
4We perform the linear transformation, z; — x} = ax; + b for each input x; such that z} € [0,1].

,10,
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Figure 4. A schematic architecture of the convolutional neural network (CNN) used in this paper.
The separate DNN chain in the right-upper corner is used only when the kinematic variables are
included.

cance (see the red and green curves in the left panel). It is worth noting that the 6 high-level
variables (Vs.in) adds the orthogonal set of information to Vi5iin, which enables the DNN
to better disentangle the backgrounds from the signal and brings additional ~ 10% improve-
ment. Finally, as mentioned previously, while the relative improvement is diminished with
the normalized input features (as shown in the right panel), the importance of the kinematic
variables still remain.

4.2 Convolutional Neural Networks

When the final state is fully represented by a set of images as in Eq.(3.9-3.10), deep neural
networks specialized for the image recognition provide useful handles. One of the most com-
monly used algorithms is a convolutional neural network (CNN) as shown in Fig. 4. The
input to the CNN is the 3D image of Vh(ié\é’é’yH’VT) (Vh(ri’é\é’ﬁ)

5 x 50 x 50 (3 x 50 x 50 ) where 5 (3) denotes a number of channels. In order to exploit

) whose dimension is given by

the spatial correlation among different channels, we first apply the 3D convolution using the
kernel size of 5 x 3 x 3 (3 x 3 x 3), the stride 1, the padding size 1, and 32 feature maps
% Next, we apply the max-pooling using the kernel size of 2 x 2 x 2 without the stride and
padding, which subsequently reduces the image dimension down to 32 x 25 x 25.

Since this is effectively the same dimension as the 2D image with 32 feature maps, in
what follows, we apply the 2D convolution using the kernel size of 3 x 3, the stride of 1, and
32 feature maps, followed by the max-pooling with the kernel size of 2 x 2. We repeat this
procedure until the image dimension is reduced to 32 x 6 x 6. Each of these neurons are
connected to 3 hidden DNN layers with 600 neurons, and the final DNN layer is connected to

SFor all 2D and 3D convolutional layers, the padding size is fixed to 1. After each convolutional layer, we
apply the batch normalization and ReLU activation function.

— 11 —
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Figure 5. Significance at the HL-LHC with £ = 3 ab~! for CNNs and ResNets.

the output layer. To study the effect of the kinematic variables along with the image inputs,
we slightly modify the NN structure, in which case these 3 hidden DNN layers are not used.
Instead we construct the separate DNN consisting of 6 hidden layers with the decreasing
number of neurons from 1200 to 600 (as shown in the right-upper corner in Fig. 4). The last
layer with 600 neurons for the kinematic variables are combined with the output of CNN of
dimension 32 X 6 x 6. When training the network, we use Adam optimizer, the learning rate
of 1074, regularization term of weight_decay—=5 x 10~*, mini-batch size of 20, and epochs of
24.

Fig. 5 shows the performances of CNNs with various inputs. First, we roughly reproduce

(C,N)
Vvimage
check this, as all event generations and simulations are performed completely independently.

Adding lepton images, the overall significance of 0.9 ~ 1 can be achieved with Vifi’é\é’é) image

information without kinematic variables (red, dotted), which is substantially larger than that
. C,N C,N/lvy,
with ‘/ir(nage)' V;r(nage o VT))
helps improve the significance up to ~ 5% (red, solid). Finally, addition of V51 ki, kinematic
(C,NL,vg,vr)
Vimage as

results (green, solid) presented in Ref. [65], taking as input. It is important to

Albeit not a substantial impact, addition of neutrino images (

variables increases the significance substantially, making CNN with Vo1 +
the best network in terms of the signal significance (blue, solid).

- 12 —



Conv3d, 5x3x3, str=1
‘32@505(50

. ( Conv2d, 3x3, str=1 | [ Conv2d, 3x3,st=1 |
Charged | _
Particles . ( Conv2d,3x3,st=1 ] | [ Conv2d,3x3,st=1 |
32@50x50
= Deasis| [ Convad,3x3,str=1_]
Neutral | 32@13x13
Particles <
-l
/[ Conv2d, 3x3, st=2 |
Isolated . [ Conv2d, 3x3, str=2 |
Leptons . ( Conv2d, 3X3 str=1 ]
aE 32(,25x25
Reconstructe: P@13x13
Neutrinos ( Conv2d, 3x3 str=1 32@C7§7
(Higgsness) N X 3
( Conv2d, 3x3 str=1
- 32(,25)(25
Reconstructed
Neutrinos - 32613)(13
(Topness) P@IXT
( Conv2d, 3x3, st=1 |
;[ Conv2d, 3x3, str=1 32@25x25
R@13x13
32@7x7
®

( Conv2d, 3x3, str=2 |

iE

( Conv2d, 3x3, str=2

( Conv2d, 3x3, str=1 DNN (1200)x 2

M v i DNN (800) x 2

2@4x4 .

DNN (600) x 2

Figure 6. A schematic architecture of the residual neural network (ResNet) used in this paper. The
separate DNN chain in the right-bottom corner is used only when the kinematic variables are included.

4.3 Residual Neural Networks

The image sets that we feed into CNNs contain only few activated pixels in each channel. Given
the sparse images, the performance of the CNNs could greatly diminish. One of possibilities to
ameliorate this problem is to design neural networks at much deeper level. As the CNN goes
deeper, however, its performance becomes saturated or even starts degrading rapidly [92].
A residual neural network (ResNet) [93, 94| is one of the alternatives to the CNN which
introduces the skip-connections that bypass some of the neural network layers as shown in
Fig. 6.

The input to the ResNet is the 3D image of v (ONbvr) (V(C’N’@). We apply the 3D

image image
convolution using the kernel size of 5x3x3 (3x3x3), the stride of 1, and 32 feature maps. Note
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that we apply the batch normalization and ReLLU activation function after each convolutional
layer, but we do not use the max-pooling. We introduce the three-pronged structure: i) three
series of 2D convolutions using the kernel size of 3 x 3, the stride of 1, and 32 feature maps, ii)
two series of 2D convolutions using the same configurations, and iii) the skip-connection. All
three paths are congregated into the single node, which enables the ResNet to learn various
features of convoluted images, while keeping the image dimension unchanged. One way to
reduce the dimensionality of the image is to change the striding distance, and we consider the
two-pronged structure: i) the 2D convolution using the stride of 2, and ii) the 2D convolution
using the stride of 2 followed by another 2D convolution using the stride of 1. Both layers are
congregated again into the single node. These are basic building blocks of our ResNet, and
repeated several times in hybrid ways, until the image dimension is brought down to 32 x4 x 4.
In parallel to the ResNet pipeline, we construct the DNN consisting of 6 hidden layers with
the decreasing number of neurons from 1200 to 600. The inputs to the DNN are the kinematic
variables. This step is similar to what has been done in CNN when including the kinematic
variables in addition to the image inputs. The final neurons of two pipelines are congregated
into the same layer, and subsequently connected to the output layer. We use the learning rate
of 1074, the regularization term of weight_decay—5 x 10~%, the mini-batch size of 20, and
the epochs of 11.

We obtain the overall significance of ~ 1 —1.25 can be achieved as shown in Fig. 5, which
marks very high significance along with CNNs. The impact of neutrino images turns out
to be mild, when including kinematic variables. This is partially because the reconstructed
momentum of neutrinos (and the corresponding images) are byproducts of the Higgsness and
Topness variables, which are already included in the variables of Vg.ii,. Additional neutrino
images, therefore, are redundant information in the ResNets and CNNs.

4.4 Capsule Neural Networks

The max pooling method in the CNN selects the most active neuron in each region of the
feature map, and passes it to the next layer. This accompanies the loss of spatial information
about where things are, so that the CNN is agnostic to the geometric correlations between the
pixels at higher and lower levels. A capsule neural network (CapsNet) [95, 96| was proposed
to address the potential problems of the CNN, and Fig. 7 shows the schematic architecture
of the CapsNet used in our analysis.

The input to the CapsNet is the 3D image of Viﬁé\é,&m,w) (Vilgl’é\é’e)). We apply the 3D
convolution using the kernel size of 5 x 3 x 3 (3 x 3 x 3), the stride of 1, and 32 feature
maps. Note that we do not use the max-pooling. We apply the series of 2D convolution using
the kernel size of 3 x 3, the stride of 1, and 256 feature maps, until the image dimension is
reduced to 256 x 40 x 40. The output neurons of 2D convolution are reshaped to get a bunch
of 8-dimensional primary capsule vectors, which contain the lower-level information of the
input image. For each feature map, there are 40 x 40 arrays of primary capsules, and there
are 32 feature maps in total. To sum up, there are Negps = 40 x 40 x 32 = 51200 primary
capsules formed in this way. We denote primary capsule vectors as u; where the index ¢ runs
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Figure 7. A schematic architecture of the capsule network model (CapsNet) used in this paper.

from 1 to Negps. Each primary capsule is multiplied by a 16 x 8 weight matrix W;; to get a

16-dimensional vector u;; which predicts the high-level information of the image

[W5]16x1 = [Wijliexs[Wlsx1 (4.2)

where j denotes a class label, 0 or 1. To construct a digital capsule vector (v;), we first take

the linear combination of prediction vectors 1i;; from all capsules in the lower layer and define

jli
capsules s; in the higher-level,

Ncaps

[sjl16x1 = Z cij[y)i]16x1 5 (4.3)
i=1

where the summation runs over the index 4, and ¢;; denote routing weights
exp bi]’
1 9

> =0 €XP bij

where all coefficients b;; are initialized to 0. The digital capsule vector is defined by applying

(4.4)

Cij =

a squash activation function to s;

Is;I1* s;
v, = sl 8 (4.5)
T+ (]2 (s

where j again denotes a class label, 0 or 1. The final length of each digital capsule vector ||v;||
represents a probability of a given input image being identified as a class of j. The CapsNet
adjusts the routing weights c;; by updating the coefficients b;; such that the prediction capsules
u;; having larger inner products with the high-level capsules v; acquire larger weights

bij < bij + [Wjpilix16 - [Vjli6x1 - (4.6)

The procedure from Eq. (4.2) to Eq. (4.6) is referred to as the routing by agreement algorithm
[95], which we repeat three times in total to adjust the routing weights ¢;;. The output digital
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Figure 8. Significance at the HL-LHC with £ = 3 ab~! for CapsNets/Matrix CapsNets (left) and
EdgeConv/MPNN (right).

capsule vectors v; are used to define the margin loss function
2 2
Ly = Tj max(O,mJr - |]v]|]> + A1 -1Tj) max((), [Vl — m‘) , (4.7)

where T} = 1 and Ty = 0 for the signal and backgrounds respectively, m™ = 0.9, m~ = 0.1,
and A = 0.5.

Another parallel routine, called a decoder, attempts to reconstruct the input image out
of the digital capsule vectors v;. The digital capsule vectors are fed into 3 DNN hidden layers
with increasing number of neurons from 512 to 12500 (7500), and reshaped into the input
image size of 5 x 50 x 50 (3 x 50 x 50). The reconstruction loss function for the decoder
is defined by the sum of squared differences in pixel intensities between the reconstructed
(I,S,reco)) and input (I,Snpm)) images

Laieeo = 3 ST — )2 (48)
k=1
where the index k runs from 1 to the total number of pixels in the image, and N is a normal-
ization factor defined by the total number of pixels times the total number of training events.
In order for capsule vectors to learn features that are useful to reconstruct the original image,
we add the reconstruction loss into the total loss function

L =L;+ aLgeco (4.9)

which is modulated by the overall scaling factor of «. Following the choice of Ref. [95], we
set & = 5.0 x 1074, When training the network, we used Adam optimizer, the learning rate
of 10™*, regularization term of weight_decay—0, mini-batch size of 20, and epochs of 11.
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Figure 9. A schematic architecture of the matrix capsule network model (Matrix CapsNet) used in
this paper.

Fig. 8 shows the performances of the CapsNet where the overall significance of 0.8 ~ 0.9
can be achieved, which is slightly lower than CNN with the same image inputs but better than
CNN with V(©N) (see Fig. 5). Albeit not a substantial impact, additional neutrino images
help to improve the significance up to ~ 5%.

4.5 Matrix Capsule Networks

Regardless of the progress made in the CapsNet, there are a number of deficiencies that need to
be addressed. First, it uses vectors of length n to represent features of an input image, which
introduces too many n? parameters for weight matrices. Second, in its routing by agreement
algorithm, the inner products are used to measure the accordance between two pose vectors
(cf. Eq.(4.6)). This measure becomes insensitive when the angle between two vectors is small.
Third, it uses the ad hoc non-linear squash function to force the length of the digital vector
to be smaller than 1 (cf. Eq.(4.5)).

The aim of the Matrix CapsNet [97] is to overcome the above problems by generalizing
the concept of the capsules. The major difference with the original CapsNet is that here
each capsule is not a vector, but it is the entity which contains a n x n pose matrix M and
an activation probability a. The utility of the pose matrix is to recognize objects in various
angles, from which they are viewed, and it requires a smaller number of hyper-parameters in

its transformation matrix.%

5The same number of components in the vector of length n can be contained in the \/n X \/n matrix. The
former requires the n X n weight matrix, but the later requires the /n X y/n weight matrix giving rise to a
significant reduction in the amount of hyper-parameters.
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Fig. 9 shows the architecture of the Matrix CapsNet used in our analysis. The input is
the 3D image of Kﬁg’e’m’yﬂ (Vigé\é’@). We apply the 3D convolution using the kernel size
of 5 x 3 x 3 (3 x3x 3), the stride of 1, and 64 feature maps. It is followed by a series of 2D
convolutions using the kernel size of 3 x 3, the stride of 1 or 2, and 64 feature maps, until
the image dimension is reduced to 64 x 22 x 22. Next, we apply the modified 2D convolution
using the kernel size of 1 x 1 and the stride of 1 where each stride of the 1 x 1 convolution
transforms the 64 feature maps into 8 capsules. As a result of this operation, we obtain the
layer L of capsules whose dimension is denoted as 8 x 22 x 22 in unit of capsules.

Each capsule i in the layer L encodes low-level features of the image, and it is composed
by the 2 x 2 pose matrix M; and the activation probability a;. To predict the capsule j in
the next layer L 4 1, which encodes high-level features, we multiply the pose matrix M; by a

2 x 2 weight matrix W;;
[Vijlaxa = [Mi]2x2[Wijlax2 (4.10)

where V;; is the prediction for the pose matrix of the parent capsule j. Since each capsule ¢
attempts to guess the parent capsule j, we call V;; the vote matrix.

On the other hand, the 2x2 pose matrix of the parent capsule j is modeled by 4 parameters
of ,u? (with h = 1,2,3,4), which serve as the mean values of the 4 Gaussian distribution
functions with standard deviations of 05?. In this model, the probability of V;; belonging to
the capsule j is computed by

h (Vi?_“?>2> 7 (4.11)

1
Pl = i /zm &P ( oot
o2 2(0)?

where V;;L denotes the A" component of the vectorized vote matrix. Using this measure, we
define the amount of cost C to activate the parent capsule j
h h
Cij = *hl(Pi\j)a (4.12)

so that the lower the cost, the more probable that the parent capsule j in the layer L + 1 will
be activated by the capsule 7 in the layer L. We take the linear combination of the costs from
all the capsules ¢ in the layer L

C]h = Z i CZ , (4.13)

where each cost is weighted by an assignment probability r;;. To determine the activation
probability a; in the layer L + 1, we use the following equation

4
a; = sigmoid (A(bj - c})) , (4.14)
h=1

where b; and A are a benefit and an inverse temperature parameters, respectively.
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Hyper-parameters such as W;; and b; are learned through a back-propagation algorithm,
while u;‘, a?, rij, and a; are determined iteratively by the Expectation-Maximization (EM)
routing algorithm.” The inverse temperature parameter \, on the other hand, is fixed to 1073,
After repeating the EM iteration 3 times, the last a; is the activation probability, and the
final parameters of u? (with h = 1,2,3,4) are reshaped to form the 2 x 2 pose matrix of the
layer L + 1.

The above prescription of computing the capsules in the layer L + 1 from the layer L can
be systematically combined with the convolutional operation. Recall that we ended up with
the capsule layer with the dimension of 8 x 22 x 22. Here, we apply the convolutional capsule
operation using the kernel size of 5 x 5, the stride of 2, and 16 feature maps. This operation
is similar to the regular CNN, except that it uses the EM routing algorithm to compute
the pose matrices and the activation probability of the next layer. It is followed by another
convolutional capsule operation until the image dimension is brought to 16 x 7 x 7 in unit of
capsules. These capsules in the last layer are connected to the class capsules, and it outputs
one capsule per class. The final activation value of the capsule of a class j is interpreted as
the likelihood of a given input image being identified as a class j.

The final loss function is defined by

> (maX(O, m — (ay — aj)))2

7t 2
L="1 —m?, 4.15
Ntrain ( )

where a; denotes a true class label, and a; is the activation for class j, Nirqin denotes a
number of training events. If the difference between the true label a; and the activation for
the wrong class j(# t) is smaller than the threshold of m, the loss receives a penalty term of
(m — (ar — a;))? [97]. The threshold value m is initially set to 0.1, and it is linearly increased
by 1.6 x 1072 per each epoch of training. It stops growing when it reaches to 0.9 at the
final epoch. When training the network, we used Adam optimizer, the learning rate of 1074,
regularization term of weight_decay=>5 x 10~°, mini-batch size of 20, and epochs of 20.

Fig. 8 shows the performances of the Matrix CapsNet where the overall significance of
0.7-0.8 can be achieved. It is slightly lower than that for CapsNet. We find that performance
of CapsNet and Matrix CapsNet is comparable or slightly worse than those using CNN with
the same image inputs (see Fig. 5).

4.6 Graph Neural Networks

Instead of using the image-based neural networks that could suffer from the sparsity of the
image datasets, one could encode the particle information into the graphical structure which
consists of nodes and edges. Graph neural networks (GNNs) [98, 99] take into account topo-
logical relationships among the nodes and edges in order to learn graph structured information
from the data. Each reconstructed object (in Eq.(3.1)) including neutrinos obtained from the

"It is the algorithm based on the series of steps described in Eq.(4.10-4.14). The algorithm is repeated
several times to determine the hyper-parameters iteratively. More details can be found in Ref. [97].
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Figure 10. A schematic architecture of the edge convolutional neural network (EdgeConv) used in
this paper.

Higgsness (in Eq.(3.3)) is represented as a single node. Each node i has an associated feature
vector x; which collects the properties of a particle. The angular correlation between two
nodes ¢ and j is encoded in an edge vector e;;.

The first type of GNN architectures that we consider is a modified edge convolutional
neural network (EdgeConv) [100], which efficiently exploits Lorentz symmetries, such as an
invariant mass, from the data [66, 101]|. Its schematic architecture is shown in Fig. 10. All
nodes are connected with each other, and the node ¢ in the input layer is represented by
a 4-momentum feature vector of X! = (pz, py, Pz, E);, while leaving the edge vectors e;;
unspecified. The EdgeConv predicts the features of the node in the next layer as a function
of neighboring features. Specifically, each feature vector of a node ¢ in the layer n is defined

by

=S W (e (T ox e (T oxi T @ (x
Jje&€

= —X?_1)> . (4.16)

where the symbol @ denotes a direct sum and £ stands for the a set of feature vectors j in the
layer n—1 that are connected to the node i. o and W" denote the element-wise multiplication
and a weight matrix, respectively. We do not include the bias vector and the ReLu activation
function. This completes one round of the graph convolution, and we repeat it N = 3 times.

In the output layer, all feature vectors are concatenated and multiplied by a weight matrix,
leading to a vector of dimension 2

p=wW"PHx\. (4.17)
i
We apply the sigmoid activation function on each component of p
1
= — 4.18
Pk= T (4.18)

where k stands for the class label, 0 or 1, and pj represents a probability which is used to
classify the signal and backgrounds. We use the cross entropy as the loss function

Ly = —yrlogpr — (1 — yx) log(1 — pr) , (4.19)

where y; = 1 and yg = 0 for the signal and backgrounds respectively. When training the
network, we adopted Adam optimizer with the learning rate of 9.20 x 107 and the momentum
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Figure 11. A schematic architecture of the message passing neural network (MPNN) used in this
paper.

parameters 51 = 9.29 x 107! and £y = 9.91 x 10~Y. We used the regularization term with
weight_decay—3.21x 102, a multiplicative factor of the learning rate decay v = 1, mini-batch
size of 130, and epochs of 70.

The second type of GNN architectures is a message passing neural network (MPNN)
[102] as shown in Fig. 11. The node ¢ in the input layer is represented by a feature vector
of x? = (Iy, Iy, I,, m, pr, E);, where m, pr, and E denote the invariant mass, transverse
momentum, and energy of a particle, respectively. The default values for I; are set to zero.
Iy = 1 for the hardest lepton and I, = —1 for the second hardest lepton, I, = 1 for the
hardest b-jet and I, = —1 for the second hardest b-jet, and I, = 1 for the hardest neutrino
and I, = —1 for the second hardest neutrino (note that we are using reconstructed neutrino
momenta from Higgsness). All nodes are connected to each other, and a single component
edge vector e;; is represented by the angular separation (ARx, x;) between two particles in
the node i and j. The MPNN preprocesses each input node i, multiplying the x? by a weight
matrix W

m) = W9 . (4.20)
Each feature vector of a node i in the layer n is defined by

my =Y W (my—l & (W m" ' e eij))), (4.21)
jeE
where W” and W'” denote weight matrices. This completes one round of the graph convolu-
tion, and we repeat it N = 3 times.

In the output layer, each feature vector of node ¢ is multiplied by a weight matrix to
become the vector of length 2

p; = W¥mY . (4.22)

We apply the sigmoid activation function on each component of p;

1

= Trede (423)

DPik
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where k stands for the class label, and p;1 represents a probability of a node i being identified
as the signal. To identify the signal, we require the graph to pass the cut

> pa > pi (4.24)
7

where p{“ is optimized to yield a best significance. We use the cross entropy as the loss
function

Ly =3 (= yelogpu — (1 - yi) log(1 — par)), (4.25)

i

When training the network, we used Adam optimizer, the learning rate of 1.44 x 1075, regular-
ization term of weight_decay—9.67x1072, 1 = 9.16x107!, Bo = 9.92x107 !, v = 9.81x 107,
mini-batch size of 164, and epochs of 21.

We find that the EdgeConv and MPNN show a very good performance with the basic
momentum input, and show their signal significance in the right panel of Fig. 8, which clearly
surpasses the performance of FC with the same input features (shown in Fig. 3). Moreover,
before combining kinematic variables and image-based input features, the performance of the
EdgeConv and MPNN is comparable to or slightly better than those based on NN with image
only such as CapsNet, Matrix CapsNet, or CNN (see Fig. 5 and the left panel in Fig. 8.).
This comparison illustrates a couple of important points. First, one can further improve
vanilla DNN with basic four momenta input introducing evolution of nodes and edges in
MPNN /EdgeConv. Second, to bring additional improvement in the signal significance, it
is crucial to consider different types of inputs such as image-based features and high-level
kinematic variables in addition to basic four momenta, and develop NN architecture suitable
for the corresponding input features.

5 Comparison of different networks

In this section, we summarize our results of exploration of different NN structures. We have
tried (i) fully connected NN with four momenta and kinematic variables, (ii) CNN, ResNet,
CapsNet and Matrix CapsNet with kinematic variables and image data, and (iii) EdgeConv
and MPNN with four momentum.

In the left panel of Fig. 12, we summarize the signal significance of double Higgs pro-
duction at the HL-LHC with £ = 3 ab™! for various NNs (left, top), taking the best model
for each type. We find that CNN performs the best, followed by ResNet with 21 kinematic
variables and image inputs. ResNets result is very comparable to DNN with 21 kinematic
variables (no image data used for fully connected NNs). These three different NNs algorithms
lead to the similar performance with the signal significance 1.2-1.3 for the signal number of
events around 20. As shown in Fig. 5 and in Table 2, addition of lepton-image (V(C€:N-4)
to charged and neutral hadrons (V(©M) helps improve the significance (see green-solid and
red-dotted). Moreover, the full set of images (V(©:N£¥n+7)) including neutrino momentum
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Figure 12. (left) Significance of observing double Higgs production at the HL-LHC with £ = 3 ab™!
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Network Input ‘ ‘ hh ‘ tt ‘ twW ‘ tth ‘ A% ‘ 0lbj ‘ TTbb ‘ o ‘

Varin + V(GNLrivr) 0.006651 | 0.039796 | 0.016461 | 0.014426 | 0.002860 | 0.005352 | 0.000446 | 1.28

ResNet
Vot + V(ENO 0.006525 | 0.039796 | 0.018608 | 0.011389 | 0.003177 | 0.006690 | 0.000595 | 1.25
Varin + V(GNLrmvr) 0.006568 | 0.031837 | 0.017176 | 0.012908 | 0.003495 | 0.007359 | 0.000298 | 1.31
Variin + V(ENO 0.006686 | 0.037143 | 0.014314 | 0.012908 | 0.003177 | 0.006690 | 0.000446 | 1.32
CNN V(ON Lopr) 0.006731 | 0.062347 | 0.036500 | 0.019488 | 0.006037 | 0.009367 | 0.000446 | 1.00
V(€N 0.006806 | 0.076938 | 0.039362 | 0.020501 | 0.005402 | 0.012043 | 0.000595 | 0.94
y(CN) 0.006829 | 0.169795 | 0.115224 | 0.029359 | 0.011121 | 0.005352 | 0.000744 | 0.65
V(CN by vr) 0.006645 | 0.091530 | 0.034353 | 0.021766 | 0.006355 | 0.004683 | 0.000446 | 0.91

CapsNet
V(NG 0.006640 | 0.110101 | 0.031490 | 0.017717 | 0.006355 | 0.011374 | 0.000149 | 0.86
V(ON by vr) 0.006580 | 0.103469 | 0.048666 | 0.020248 | 0.006673 | 0.012712 | 0.000595 | 0.82

Matrix CapsNet

V(NG 0.006792 | 0.112754 | 0.053676 | 0.019741 | 0.008579 | 0.009367 | 0.000595 | 0.82

Varsan + V™ + V2% 1| 0.006685 | 0.042449 | 0.025049 | 0.015439 | 0.003813 | 0.007359 | 0.000298 | 1.18

Vi kin 0.006624 | 0.042449 | 0.018608 | 0.014680 | 0.003495 | 0.005352 | 0.000446 | 1.23
Vis kin 0.006802 | 0.042449 | 0.024333 | 0.016198 | 0.003177 | 0.011374 | 0.000298 | 1.18
Vilkin 0.006626 | 0.054387 | 0.022186 | 0.017210 | 0.003813 | 0.011374 | 0.000149 | 1.09
FC /0 0.006832 | 0.120714 | 0.071568 | 0.025563 | 0.006990 | 0.016057 | 0.000446 | 0.76
Vo) 4y 0.006766 | 0.114081 | 0.057970 | 0.024803 | 0.006673 | 0.018064 | 0.000446 | 0.78
Vet [62) 0.006550 | 0.053061 | 0.033637 | 0.022810 | 0.004448 | 0.014719 | 0.000149 | 1.01
Vel (53] 0.006804 | 0.083571 | 0.030059 | 0.021766 | 0.005402 | 0.015388 | 0.000149 | 0.94
Voraan + V™ + V20 || 0.006556 | 0.045102 | 0012167 | 0.016529 | 0.003813 | 0.008698 | 0.000149 | 1.23
Va1 kn 0.006742 | 0.047755 | 0.015745 | 0.016859 | 0.003177 | 0.004683 | 0.000298 | 1.25
Vis kin 0.006749 | 0.047755 | 0.022186 | 0.023471 | 0.003495 | 0.006021 | 0.000446 | 1.17
Vit kin 0.006714 | 0.051734 | 0.012882 | 0.018223 | 0.003813 | 0.012712 | 0.000149 | 1.15
FC @ Norm Vi) 0.006503 | 0.108775 | 0.078009 | 0.035041 | 0.007308 | 0.019402 | 0.000446 | 0.72
Vi) gy 0.006832 | 0.118061 | 0.090891 | 0.027334 | 0.009214 | 0.018064 | 0.000893 | 0.72
Vet [62] 0.006622 | 0.062347 | 0.021470 | 0.025454 | 0.003177 | 0.009367 | 0.000298 | 1.05
Vet {63 0.006574 | 0.067653 | 0.027912 | 0.024132 | 0.004131 | 0.006690 | 0.000446 | 1.01
EdgeConv 1/ H 0.008383 ‘ 0.122040 ‘ 0.072999 ‘ 0.029106 ‘ 0.006673 ‘ 0.018064 ‘ 0.000446 ‘ 0.91 ‘
PN Vi) 0.006522 | 0.075612 | 0.017892 | 0.019235 | 0.004766 | 0.009367 | 0.000149 | 0.99
AR A 0.006986 | 0.076938 | 0.051529 | 0.023032 | 0.005084 | 0.011374 | 0.000446 | 0.93

Table 2. Signal and background cross section (in fb) cutting on NN score for various combinations
of NN architectures and inputs. The NN score is chosen such that the signal number of events
is approximately 20 (Ng a 20.). The significance o is calculated using the log-likelihood ratio for a
luminosity of 3 ab™! at the 14 TeV LHC. Note that the efficiency of the NN score cut can be calculated
by taking the ratio of cross sections in this table and those in Table 1.
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information brings the further increase (see red-solid). This substantial improvement is at-
tributed to the inclusion of 21 kinematic variables along with all image inputs, which lead to
about 1.3 significance for the signal events Ng = 20. This remarkable gain in the signal signif-
icance over the existing results [65, 66| are due to the interplay between novel kinematics and
machine learning algorithms. It is noteworthy that one can form image data out of leptons
and reconstructed neutrinos, and obtain the improved result. We have checked that the CNN
with 21 kinematic variables and image input outperforms network structures used in litera-
ture, which are labeled as Vl%if,;[ff} and V;ie;fg} in Table 2. FC with more kinematic variables
lead to a higher significance, even without four momentum input, as illustrated in Table 2.
When using Vi1_kin, the significance drops, which indicates that it is crucial to choose the
right kinematic variables to reach the maximum significance, and V51 _yi, are the right choice.
The second class of algorithms include CapsNet, Matrix CapsNet and MPNN, which lead to
the signal significance around 0.8-1. With four momentum input only (without any kinematic
variables or images), we find that MPNN performs the best, reaching the significance of ~ 1.

In the right panel of Fig. 12, we show the variation of the final results for 10 independent
runs of the same NNs with different initial values of weights for various NNs (shown in the
left panel). This exercise serves as an estimation of uncertainties associated with NN. As
illustrated in Fig. 12, our results are stable under multiple runs, leading to similar results.

Taking 20 for the benchmark signal number of events, in Table 2, we summarize the signal
and background cross sections (in fb) as well as the significance for various combinations of
NN architectures and inputs by cutting on the NN score. The significance o is calculated using
the log-likelihood ratio (Eq. (4.1)) for a luminosity of 3 ab=! at the 14 TeV LHC. Note that
the signal and background efficiencies with respect to the cut on NN scores can be estimated
by taking the ratio of each cross section in this table and the one in Table 1.

As an illustration, in Fig. 13, we show the NN score distribution for CNN with Vo1 40 +
V(CNLrvar) which gives the best significance. We scan over the lower bound on the NN
score and count survived number of signal and background events. For the signal number of
events Ng = 20, we obtain 220 total background events, which comprises (96, 52, 39, 10, 22,
1) events for individual backgrounds (tt, tW, tth, ttV, £bj, TTbb), respectively. tt process
makes up about 44% of the total background after applying the cut on the NN score, while
tW and tth+ttV account for about 24% and 22%, respectively. ££bj+77bb background makes
up roughly 10%. After the baseline selection (before cutting on NN score), the ¢t contribution
was 97%, while tW was ~ 2%, as shown in Table 1. The signal efficiency for CNN is about
€5 = 23%, while the background rejection is 3500 = 1/ep, where eg = 2.8 x 10~%. Therefore
the background to signal ratio is reduced to opgnd/orn = 11 from opkna/onn = 9250 (see Table
1).

We show in Fig. 14 the receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve for selected NN
architectures evaluated on the same test sample, taking the signal efficiency eg for the z-axis
and the background rejection 1/ep for the y-axis. The area under the ROC curve (AUC)
is another commonly used quantity to test the performance of a classification model. Here
we quote a few sample AUC values in the (eg, 1 — ep) plane. As shown in Fig. 14, the
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Figure 14. ROC curves for selected NN architectures evaluated on the same test sample.

performance of CNN with Vay i+ V (EV:421:21) ig the best with the AUC value 0.959, followed
by ResNet with Vapiin + V(ENvar1) 0.956, FC with Vapkin 0.958, CNN with V(©:Nbvmvr)
0.952, CapsNet with V(C-N:Lrarr) 0948 Matrix CapsNet with V(CN:Lvarr) 0938 FC with
VS Ly 0,945, FC with VY™ 0.941, FC with Vs, 0.940, FC with Vip, 0.926, CNN
with V(@) 0.897, etc.

6 Discussion and outlook

In this paper, we investigated the discovery potential of the HL-LHC for the double Higgs
production in the final state with two b-tagged jets, two leptons and the missing transverse
momentum. We have utilized the novel kinematic variables and particle images (including
reconstructed neutrinos) along with various machine learning algorithms to increase the signal
sensitivity over the large backgrounds.

Our study provides a plenty of meaningful and interesting results. First, for the collider
kinematics point of view, we have shown the importance of high-level kinematic variables in
NNs. Without suitable kinematic variables, NNs with images only can not achieve optimal

results. We also showed the minor improvement in the final significance, when using kinematic
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Statistical only Statistical 4+ Systematic
Channel
ATLAS CMS ATLAS CMS
hh — bbbb 1.4 1.2 0.61 0.95
hh — bbr 7~ 2.5 1.6 2.1 1.4
hh — bbyy 2.1 1.8 2.0 1.8
hh — bbV'V (Llvv) - 0.59 - 0.56
hh — bbZ Z (4¢) - 0.37 - 0.37
combined 3.5 2.8 3.0 2.6
combined combined
4.5 4.0
combined with the new results on
_ ) i 3.8 3.0 3.2 2.8
hh — bbV'V (£lvv) in this study
combined combined
4.8 4.2

Table 3. Summary of significance of the individual channels and their combination at the HL-LHC.
Results for the first 5 channels and their combinations are taken from Ref. [5], while last two rows
are combined results, replacing the existing result with new results presented in this paper. We use
1.3 for the significance for hh — bbVV (£fvv) from this study, and assume that the systematics brings
about 10% reduction in the significance. As in Ref. [5], we assume that ATLAS and CMS would have
the same significance, as the results in the b0V V (£fvv) and bbZ Z(4¢) are only performed by the CMS
collaboration.

variables constructed with neutrino momenta, which are obtained via Topness and Higgsness
minimization.

Second, for various machine learning methods, we have made a dedicated comparison
with different types of input features: low-level four momenta, high-level kinematic variables
and particle images. We have observed that CNN outperforms most other NNs, and are
comparable to or slightly better than DNN. We also illustrated the importance of high-level
kinematic variables in DNN as well as in CNN/ResNet. One of important results in our
study is that the signal significance is roughly stable around ~ 1 for various machine learning
algorithms with different choices of input features. We have checked that the variation in
the NN performance within each algorithm is also stable, when repeating the same training
with new random seeds. Finally, for physics point of view, we have shown that the expected
significance is ~ 1.3 for the number of the signal events of ~ 20 with the improved b-tagging
efficiency. This is due to the interplay of clever kinematic variables and flexible NNs.

Such a high and stable significance has a large impact on the double Higgs production. Es-
pecially, the dilepton channel would make a sizable contribution to the combined significance.
Our study also motivates a similar analysis in the semi-leptonic channel, whose significance
is known to be much smaller than that in the dilepton channel. Table 3 summarizes the
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r s

2 200 400 >
3n 3n
8 8
T T

4 4

r s

8 8

s 0 30
_z _z
8 8
_z _z
4 4
_3x _3x
8 8

...... bbbb + bbr*t™ + bbyy sesssasnaens ff(h — bb) dilepton
------ bbbb + bbt*t™ + bbyy + bbWW* ——  o(pp — hh) [tb]
bbWW# — bb{¢vv alone

Figure 15. Expected 30 significance of observing Higgs boson pair production (left) and 95% C.L.
exclusion (right) in the (k3, o) plane at the HL-LHC with 3 ab™!. We used the binned log-likelihood
analysis with statistical uncertainties only, assuming the same efficiencies for all (k3, ) values as one
for (k3,a) = (1,0) (SM point denoted by x). Contours of the double Higgs production cross section (in
fb) are shown in black-solid curves. The yellow shaded region is obtained using results in this study
for the dilepton channel (hh — bbWW* — bbllvir). The red dashed curve is obtained combining
three channels, bbbb + bbr 7~ 4 bbyy following Ref. [45], while the blue dashed curve includes all four
channels. The horizontal-black dotted line represents a sample 95% exclusion on the CP angle from
the dilepton channel of tth production with h — bb [103], |a < 35°.

signal significance of the five individual channels and their combination at the HL-LHC with
3 ab™!, taken from Ref. [5]. The significances are added in quadrature, and the channels
are treated as uncorrelated, assuming that the systematic uncertainties which are expected to
be correlated between the experiments, such as the theory uncertainties and the luminosity
uncertainty, have little impact on the individual results. Since the results in the bbV V (£fvv)
and bbZZ(4¢) are only performed by the CMS collaboration, the likelihoods for those two
channels are scaled to 6 ab™! in the combination of ATLAS and CMS, leading to 4.5 without
systematics and 4.0 with systematics. Similar results are found in Ref. [2].

In the two bottom rows, we show the updated combined results, replacing the existing
results (0.59 without systematics and 0.56 with systematics) with new results (1.3 without
systematics) presented in this paper. The total systematic uncertainties from current analyses
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are about 20% [63, 64|, while Ref. [54] considers somewhat optimistic scenarios and scans the
systematic uncertainty up to 5% for the expected relative uncertainty in the signal yield.
The estimation of the systematic uncertainty is beyond the scope of our study. Instead, we
simply consider 10% reduction in the signal significance, to take into account the systematics
in the bbV'V (#fvv) channel, which is not an unreasonable assumption, since the significance
reduction in the CMS study in the same channel is about 5%. This naive estimate of the
systematic uncertainty results in the reduction of ATLAS (CMS) significance from 3.8 to 3.2
(from 3.0 to 2.8). Considering both ATLAS and CMS, the expected significance including our
results in this study becomes 4.8 without systematics and 4.2 with systematics.

The double Higgs production exhibits a non-trivial interference between the box and
triangle diagrams. In Fig. 15, we show the production cross section of the double Higgs (black-
solid) in the 2 dimensional parameter space of (k3, «), where « is the CP angle in the ¢th
coupling (see Ref. [104] for the impact of the double Higgs production on the top quark Yukawa
coupling.). The % mark represents the hh production cross section corresponding to the SM
point (k3,a) = (1,0), which happens to be near the minimum cross section at (~ 2.5,0).
Although the signal cross section is too small to measure the double Higgs production with
this single channel alone, one could set an exclusion limit, as shown in the right panel of Fig.
15. A significance (0¢ze) for exclusion can be calculated using a different likelihood-ratio

_ L(S+B|B)
epel = \/—2 In <L<B|m> . (6.1)

For an exclusion at 95% C.L., we demand 0.5y > 2, leading to agg‘gW ~ 105 fb, which is

shown as the yellow shaded region in Fig. 15, which would be excluded at 95% C.L. at the
HL-LHC with 3 ab™!, assuming the efficiencies are the same as that for the SM production.

Although this is roughly a reasonable approximation, a dedicated study should be performed
to obtain more precise bounds. After reproducing the signal significances (1.4, 2.5 and 2.1)
for bbbb, bbr 7~ and bbyy channels as shown in Table 3 following Ref. [45], we have con-
firmed the individual 20 bounds on the double Higgs production cross section: aggﬁlz ~ 100
fb, 0227 ~ 95 fb, and aggg ~ 76 fb. Then we have calculated the combined 95% C.L. ex-

zgl;l?bbw%b” ~ 66 fb, using the binned likelihood ratio, which is shown as the red

dashed curve in Fig. 15. The addition of our results in bbWW* — bblfvi improves further,
bbbb-+bbyy+bbrT+bbW W
excl

on the Top-Higgs CP phase a can be obtained by studying tth production. As an illustration,

clusion, o
~ 64 fb, which is shown as the blue dashed curve. Independent bounds

we have added the horizontal-black dotted line, which represents 95% exclusion on the CP an-
gle from the dilepton channel of tth production with A — bb [103]. Similarly, the expected 3o

significance of observing Higgs boson pair production is shown in the left panel, corresponding

to O_gl;WW ~ 92 fb, O_gl;bb-i—bb’y’y—i-bbv"r ~ 34 fb, and O_gl;bb-i-bb’y’y-i-bbTT-&-bbWW ~ 31 fb.

The novel kinematic variables that we have introduced can be used in other channels. For
example, the semi-leptonic channel hh — bbBWW* — bblryjj is known to give a very poor
signal significance [62], although a somewhat promising result was obtained in Ref. [105] using
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jet substructure techniques. A recent study Ref. [52] applied the Topness and Higgsness to
hh — bbWW* — bblryjj and showed that a suitable cut leads to 69% of the signal surviving
fraction and 1.2% of the background surviving fraction. We expect that these new kinematic
variables could help improve the signal and background separation in the semi-leptonic channel
as well as other channels such as hh — YW W™* and hh — WW*WW*. Finally we note that
machine learning methods could help to study the semi-leptonic as well as the fully hadronic
channel, utilizing the effectiveness in resolving the combinatorial problems in these channels
[106-110].
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A A brief review on kinematic variables

In this appendix, we provide a short review on kinematic variables used in this paper. For
more details, we refer to Refs. [111, 112|. We consider the following 21 kinematic variables
in total (Egs. (3.5)-(3.6)), in addition to four momentum of all visible and invisible particles

(Egs. (3.1)-(3.3)),

Vor-kin = { pr(€1), pr(€2), prvy, pree, Pr, ARwp, ARge, Ay oo, e, Miph, (A1)
¢
min[ARbE] ARuw muw AREV’ Ew fn??ﬁ )’ \/>m1317 Mj(”b2)7 M’}KQ)? H,T } .

The distributions of 16 variables (out of 21 except for min[A Ry, AR, miL ARL m

vy 142 VI/’ ) m

Eq. A.1 are shown in Refs. |56, 65] and we obtained similar results.

e pr(¢1) and pr(¢3) are the transverse momentum of the hardest and the next hardest
leptons, respectively.

e prye and prp, are the transverse momentum of the two-lepton system and the two-b-
tagged jets, respectively.

e Pr is the missing transverse momentum.

o ARy and ARy, are the angular separation between two leptons, between two b-tagged
jets, respectively. The angular distance is defined by

AR;j = \/(Aqﬁij)z + (Anij)?, (A.2)

where A¢;; = ¢; — ¢; and An;; = 1; —n; denote the differences in the azimuthal angles

and rapidities respectively between particles ¢ and j.

— 30 —



Adpp ¢¢ is the angular separation between the bb system and the two lepton system.
mye and myy are the invariant mass of two leptons and two b-tagged jets, respectively.

min[A Ry is the smallest angular distance between a b-jet and a lepton out of 4 possible
combinations, which is shown in the left-upper corner in Fig. 17.

o \/gl(g?ﬁe) and \/gr(ﬁi)l are the minimum /3 for the (bbl/) subsystem and the (¢¢) subsystem,

respectively. The Sy, variable [113, 114] is defined as
s = +2 (V1P + it | ol = P Fr ) (A3)

where (v) represents a system of visible particles, and my, (]3%) is corresponding invari-
ant mass (transverse momentum). It provides a way to approximate the Mandelstam
variable § of the system (v) in the presence of the missing momenta. Here we consider
two systems, v = {bbll} and v = {¢¢}. First, \/Eg’ﬁz) represents a minimum energy
required to produce two Higgs bosons (two top quarks) in the signal (¢t) events. Second,

[24
\/gl(ml)1 represents a minimum energy required to produce two W bosons. In case of the
tt background, the peak of the distribution appears near 2my,. In case of the signal,
. (bber)

and

the peak appears around the Higgs mass. The distributions of the variables 5,

§1(ﬁigr)1 are shown in Refs. |56, 65].
M:%) and MQ(Q are the stransverse of (bb) and (¢+£7) subsystem, respectively. The My

[115] defined as
Mra(m) = min {max [Mrp, (Pry, M), Mrp,(Prs,m)]} (A.4)

where m is the test mass for the daughter particle, and the minimization over the
transverse masses of the parent particles Mrp, (i = 1,2) is performed by scanning the
unknown transverse neutrino momenta p,7 and ppr, under the P’T constraint. See
Refs. [112, 116-123| for more information and other variants of Mrs.

When Mrys is applied to the bb visible system we abbreviate it as M%) In this case,
the daughter particles are the W bosons, and hence we set m = my = 80 GeV. By
construction, M}bg) is bounded by the mass of the corresponding parent particle, so that
its distribution exhibits a sharp drop at around M:(sz) = my, for tt events. Double Higgs
production, on the other hand, does not obey this bound, which in turn can be used to

disentangle two different samples.

When Mrs is applied to the £t/ visible system, we abbreviate it as Mé@ In this

case, we set m = m, = 0. The M%) distribution for the di-leptonic 77bb events drops at

around ~ m.,. This suggests that M;ZQ) can be used to discriminate the 77bb background.
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e Topness measures a degree of consistency of a given event with ¢t production. Topness
itself is a minimized chi-square value constructed by using four on-shell constraints, my,
mg, myy+ and myy—, and 6 unknowns (the three-momenta of the two neutrinos, 7, and

Pr)

2 .
Xij = _ min 1 + 1
Pr=p,r+bor Oy Ow
( 2 22 2
m _-—m 2 2
bl t) my,__ —m
+ j - + ( v . W) ’ (A 5)

lop o

subject to the constraint, ﬁT = p,r + psr. Due to the twofold ambiguity in paring a
b-jet and a lepton, we define Topness as the smallest chi-square value

T = min (x75, X31) - (A.6)

e Similarly, Higgsness measures a degree of consistency of a given event with double Higgs
production defined by

2
2 2
(Tnl/l7 - mw?,peak)

4
v

H = min
Pr=p,r+Por

O-hg g

2
2 2 2
(m?_h/ — m%v) (mZ* 17 My« ,peak)

+min 1 + 1 , (A7)
w W,
2
9 2 9
(WL?,I7 — m%,v) (mﬁ‘u mW*,peak)
4 + 4 ’
g g
w W

where myy+ is bounded above my» < my — mpy and its location of the peak can be
estimated by

1
mbeak — 3\/2 (m3 +m?,) — \/mﬁ + 14m2Zm?, + mi, =~ 40 GeV.  (A.8)

The location of the peak in the invariant mass m,,; distribution of two neutrinos appears
at mP%"" ~ 30 GeV. The definitions of Topness and Higgsness involve o hyperparameters
which stand for experimental uncertainties and particle widths. In our numerical study,
we use 0y = 5 GeV, o = 5 GeV, o+ = 5 GeV, 0y, = 2 GeV, and 0, = 10 GeV.
Our results are not sensitive to these numerical values. The Topness and Higgsness are

shown in Fig. 16. See Ref. [124] for the heavy Higgs decaying to two W bosons.
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Figure 16. logT vs log H for signal (left) and all backgrounds (right).

e ARY (left-middle panel in Fig. 17) and AR}, (right-top panel in Fig. 17) are the
angular separations of the two neutrinos which are reconstructed using Higgsness and
Topness, respectively. It is expected that they resemble ARyy.

e m!l (left-bottom panel in Fig. 17) and mJ, (right-middle panel in Fig. 17) are the
invariant mass of the two neutrinos which are reconstructed using Higgsness and Topness,
respectively. It is expected that they resemble myy.

Finally we would like to comment on the use of the reconstructed neutrinos. Some of the 21
kinematic variables which are defined in the laboratory frame show the global properties of the
signal and background processes. For example, distributions of invariant masses (g and mpy)
and angular variables (AR, Agppy oo, min[ARy], etc) show that the pencil-like production of
hh and isotropic production of tt. These are better measured via shape variables in the CM
frame. Now that we have obtained approximate momenta of the missing neutrinos, we are
able to Lorentz-boost to the CM frame of the production event by event. Among many shape
variables, we consider the sphericity and thrust variables.

The thrust (7') is defined as

—

pi-n

2
T\

9y (A.g)

T = max

pi

with respect to the direction of the unit vector 7 which maximizes T, identified as the thrust
axis fp. This definition implies that for T = 1 the event is perfectly back-to-back while for
T = 1/2 the event is spherically symmetric. The sphericity (S) provides global information
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(left, bottom), myzs,; With reconstructed neutrino momenta using Higgsness (right, bottom).

about the full momentum tensor (M) of the event via its eigenvalues:

ZZ]: PiaPja
M;; = Z—njl 7 |92 , (A.10)
a=1 Fa
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Figure 18. Thrust (left), sphericity (middle) and thrust vs. sphericity (right) in the lab frame (top)
and CM frame (bottom) for the hh (red) and ¢ (blue) productions. The quantities with subscript ‘H’
(‘T’) are obtained using Higgsness (Topness).

where ¢, j are the spatial indices and the sum runs over all jets. The ordered eigenvalues \;
(A1 > A2 > A3) with the normalization condition ) ; A; = 1 defines the sphericity

S = g<)\2+>\3>. (A.11)

The sphericity axis 7ig is defined along the direction of the eigenvector of A\;. The sphericity
measures the total transverse momentum with respect to the sphericity axis defined by the
four momenta in the event. In other words, the sphericity of an event is a measure of how
close the spread of energy in the event is to a sphere in shape. The allowed range for S is
0 < 5 < 1. For a pencil-like production, S & 0, while S ~ 1 for isotropic production.

We obtain neutrino momenta using Higgsness and Topness, which in fact show similar
distributions statistically, as shown in the neutrino images. Fig. 18 shows the thrust (left),
sphericity (middle) and thrust vs. sphericity (right) in the lab frame (top) and CM frame
(bottom) for the hh (red) and ¢ (blue) productions. The numerical values of (THAB, SEAB,
T I(jM , SgM ) are obtained using Higgsness, while (7> %AB , S%AB , T rg M S:(Fj M) are obtained using

Topness. Two plots in the right panel show the correlation of the thrust and sphericity, taking
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Topness minimization for the neutrino momenta. We do not show results with Higgsness, as

they are very similar.

References

1

2]

3]

4]

[5]

[6]

7]

18]

19]

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

ATLAS, CMS collaboration, G. Aad et al., Measurements of the Higgs boson production and
decay rates and constraints on its couplings from a combined ATLAS and CMS analysis of the
LHC pp collision data at /s =7 and 8 TeV, JHEP 08 (2016) 045, [1606.02266].

J. Alison et al., Higgs boson potential at colliders: Status and perspectives, Rev. Phys. 5 (2020)
100045, [1910.00012).

ATLAS collaboration, Measurement prospects of the pair production and self-coupling of the
Higgs boson with the ATLAS experiment at the HL-LHC, ATL-PHYS-PUB-2018-053 (2018) .

CMS collaboration, Prospects for HH measurements at the HL-LHC, CMS-PAS-FTR-18-019
(2018) .

M. Cepeda et al., Report from Working Group 2: Higgs Physics at the HL-LHC and HE-LHC,
CERN Yellow Rep. Monogr. 7 (2019) 221-584, [1902.00134].

B. Fuks, J. H. Kim and S. J. Lee, Scrutinizing the Higgs quartic coupling at a future 100 TeV
proton—proton collider with taus and b-jets, Phys. Lett. B 771 (2017) 354-358, [1704.04298].

B. Fuks, J. H. Kim and S. J. Lee, Probing Higgs self-interactions in proton-proton collisions at
a center-of-mass energy of 100 TeV, Phys. Rev. D93 (2016) 035026, [1510.07697|.

A. Papaefstathiou and K. Sakurai, Triple Higgs boson production at a 100 TeV proton-proton
collider, JHEP 02 (2016) 006, [1508.06524].

C.-Y. Chen, Q.-S. Yan, X. Zhao, Y.-M. Zhong and Z. Zhao, Probing triple-Higgs productions
via 4b27 decay channel at a 100 TeV hadron collider, Phys. Rev. D93 (2016) 013007,
[1510 . 04013].

W. Kilian, S. Sun, Q.-S. Yan, X. Zhao and Z. Zhao, New Physics in multi-Higgs boson final
states, 1702.03554.

T. Liu, K.-F. Lyu, J. Ren and H. X. Zhu, Probing the quartic Higgs boson self-interaction,
Phys. Rev. D 98 (2018) 093004, [1803.04359].

W. Bizon, U. Haisch and L. Rottoli, Constraints on the quartic Higgs self-coupling from
double-Higgs production at future hadron colliders, JHEP 10 (2019) 267, [1810.04665].

S. Borowka, C. Duhr, F. Maltoni, D. Pagani, A. Shivaji and X. Zhao, Probing the scalar
potential via double Higgs boson production at hadron colliders, JHEP 04 (2019) 016,
[1811.12366].

A. Papaefstathiou, G. Tetlalmatzi-Xolocotzi and M. Zaro, Triple Higgs boson production to siz
b-jets at a 100 TeV proton collider, Eur. Phys. J. C' 79 (2019) 947, [1909.09166].

M. Chiesa, F. Maltoni, L. Mantani, B. Mele, F. Piccinini and X. Zhao, Measuring the quartic
Higgs self-coupling at a multi-TeV muon collider, JHEP 09 (2020) 098, [2003.13628|.

J. Chen, T. Li, C.-T. Lu, Y. Wu and C.-Y. Yao, The measurement of Higgs self-couplings
through 2 — 3 VBS in future muon colliders, 2112.12507.

— 36 —


https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2016)045
https://arxiv.org/abs/1606.02266
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.revip.2020.100045
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.revip.2020.100045
https://arxiv.org/abs/1910.00012
https://doi.org/10.23731/CYRM-2019-007.221
https://arxiv.org/abs/1902.00134
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2017.05.075
https://arxiv.org/abs/1704.04298
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.93.035026
https://arxiv.org/abs/1510.07697
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP02(2016)006
https://arxiv.org/abs/1508.06524
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.93.013007
https://arxiv.org/abs/1510.04013
https://arxiv.org/abs/1702.03554
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.093004
https://arxiv.org/abs/1803.04359
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2019)267
https://arxiv.org/abs/1810.04665
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2019)016
https://arxiv.org/abs/1811.12366
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-019-7457-1
https://arxiv.org/abs/1909.09166
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2020)098
https://arxiv.org/abs/2003.13628
https://arxiv.org/abs/2112.12507

[17] F. Maltoni, D. Pagani and X. Zhao, Constraining the higgs self-couplings at et e~ colliders,
JHEP 07 (2018) 087, [1802.07616].

[18] A. Adhikary, R. K. Barman and B. Bhattacherjee, Prospects of non-resonant di-Higgs searches
and Higgs boson self-coupling measurement at the HE-LHC using machine learning techniques,
JHEP 12 (2020) 179, [2006.11879].

[19] P. Agrawal, D. Saha, L.-X. Xu, J.-H. Yu and C. P. Yuan, Determining the shape of the Higgs
potential at future colliders, Phys. Rev. D 101 (2020) 075023, [1907.02078].

[20] J. Park, J. Chang, K. Cheung and J. S. Lee, Measuring the trilinear Higgs boson self-coupling
at the 100 TeV hadron collider via multivariate analysis, Phys. Rev. D 102 (2020) 073002,
[2003.12281].

[21] CMS collaboration, A. M. Sirunyan et al., Search for nonresonant Higgs boson pair production
in final states with two bottom quarks and two photons in proton-proton collisions at \/s = 13
TeV, JHEP 03 (2021) 257, [2011.12373].

[22] ATLAS collaboration, Measurement prospects of Higgs boson pair production in the bby~y final
state with the ATLAS experiment at the HL-LHC, Tech. Rep. ATL-PHYS-PUB-2022-001,
CERN, Geneva, 2022.

[23] ATLAS collaboration, Projected sensitivity of Higgs boson pair production combining the bbyy
and bbrt 1~ final states with the ATLAS detector at the HL-LHC, Tech. Rep.
ATL-PHYS-PUB-2022-005, CERN, Geneva, 2022.

[24] ATLAS collaboration, Combination of searches for non-resonant and resonant Higgs boson
pair production in the bbyy, bbrtr~ and bbbb decay channels using pp collisions at \/s — 13
TeV with the ATLAS detector, Tech. Rep. ATLAS-CONF-2021-052, CERN, Geneva, 2021.

[25] CMS collaboration, Higgs pair production at the High Luminosity LHC, Tech. Rep.
CMS-PAS-FTR-15-002, CERN, Geneva, 2015.

[26] ATLAS collaboration, Prospects for measuring Higgs pair production in the channel
H(— yy)H(— bb) using the ATLAS detector at the HL-LHC, Tech. Rep.
ATL-PHYS-PUB-2014-019, CERN, Geneva, Oct, 2014.

[27] J. H. Kim, Y. Sakaki and M. Son, Combined analysis of double Higgs production via gluon
fusion at the HL-LHC in the effective field theory approach, Phys. Rev. D98 (2018) 015016,
[1801.06093].

[28] F. Kling, T. Plehn and P. Schichtel, Mazimizing the significance in Higgs boson pair analyses,
Phys. Rev. D95 (2017) 035026, [1607.07441].

[29] U. Baur, T. Plehn and D. L. Rainwater, Probing the Higgs selfcoupling at hadron colliders
using rare decays, Phys. Rev. D69 (2004) 053004, [hep-ph/0310056].

[30] J. Baglio, A. Djouadi, R. Gréber, M. M. Miihlleitner, J. Quevillon and M. Spira, The
measurement of the Higgs self-coupling at the LHC: theoretical status, JHEP 04 (2013) 151,
[1212.5581].

[31] P. Huang, A. Joglekar, B. Li and C. E. M. Wagner, Probing the Electroweak Phase Transition
at the LHC, Phys. Rev. D93 (2016) 055049, [1512.00068].

— 37 —


https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP07(2018)087
https://arxiv.org/abs/1802.07616
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2020)179
https://arxiv.org/abs/2006.11879
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.075023
https://arxiv.org/abs/1907.02078
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.073002
https://arxiv.org/abs/2003.12281
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2021)257
https://arxiv.org/abs/2011.12373
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.015016
https://arxiv.org/abs/1801.06093
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.95.035026
https://arxiv.org/abs/1607.07441
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.69.053004
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0310056
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2013)151
https://arxiv.org/abs/1212.5581
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.93.055049
https://arxiv.org/abs/1512.00068

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

[46]

[47]

A. Azatov, R. Contino, G. Panico and M. Son, Effective field theory analysis of double Higgs
boson production via gluon fusion, Phys. Rev. D92 (2015) 035001, [1502.00539].

Q.-H. Cao, B. Yan, D.-M. Zhang and H. Zhang, Resolving the Degeneracy in Single Higgs
Production with Higgs Pair Production, Phys. Lett. B752 (2016) 285-290, [1508.06512].

Q.-H. Cao, G. Li, B. Yan, D.-M. Zhang and H. Zhang, Double Higgs production at the 14 TeV
LHC and a 100 TeV pp collider, Phys. Rev. D96 (2017) 095031, [1611.09336].

A. Alves, T. Ghosh and K. Sinha, Can We Discover Double Higgs Production at the LHC?,
Phys. Rev. D96 (2017) 035022, [1704.07395].

V. Barger, L. L. Everett, C. B. Jackson and G. Shaughnessy, Higgs-Pair Production and
Measurement of the Triscalar Coupling at LHC(8,14), Phys. Lett. B728 (2014) 433-436,
[1311.2931].

J. Chang, K. Cheung, J. S. Lee, C.-T. Lu and J. Park, Higgs-boson-pair production
H(— bb)H(— ~7) from gluon fusion at the HL-LHC and HL-100 TeV hadron collider,
1804.07130.

J. Chang, K. Cheung, J. S. Lee and J. Park, Probing the trilinear Higgs boson self-coupling at
the high-luminosity LHC via multivariate analysis, Phys. Rev. D 101 (2020) 016004,
[1908.00753].

CMS collaboration, Search for nonresonant Higgs boson pair production in final states with
two bottom quarks and two tau leptons in proton-proton collisions at /s = 13 TeV, Tech. Rep.
CMS-PAS-HIG-20-010, CERN, Geneva, 2020.

ATLAS collaboration, Projected sensitivity of Higgs boson pair production in the bbrT final
state using proton-proton collisions at HL-LHC with the ATLAS detector, Tech. Rep.
ATL-PHYS-PUB-2021-044, CERN, Geneva, 2021.

U. Baur, T. Plehn and D. L. Rainwater, Fzamining the Higgs boson potential at lepton and
hadron colliders: A Comparative analysis, Phys. Rev. D68 (2003) 033001, [hep-ph/0304015].

F. Goertz, A. Papaefstathiou, L. L. Yang and J. Zurita, Higgs boson pair production in the
D=6 extension of the SM, JHEP 04 (2015) 167, [1410.3471].

M. J. Dolan, C. Englert and M. Spannowsky, Higgs self-coupling measurements at the LHC,
JHEP 10 (2012) 112, [1206.5001].

CMS collaboration, A. Tumasyan et al., Search for Higgs boson pair production in the four b
quark final state in proton-proton collisions at \/s = 13 TeV, 2202.09617.

ATLAS collaboration, Measurement prospects of the pair production and self-coupling of the
Higgs boson with the ATLAS experiment at the HL-LHC, ATLAS Collaboration,
ATL-PHYS-PUB-2018-053 (2018) .

J. Amacker et al., Higgs self-coupling measurements using deep learning in the bbbb final state,
JHEP 12 (2020) 115, [2004.04240].

ATLAS collaboration, M. Aaboud et al., Search for pair production of Higgs bosons in the
bbbb final state using proton-proton collisions at \/s = 13 TeV with the ATLAS detector, JHEP
01 (2019) 030, [1804.06174].

— 38 —


https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.92.035001
https://arxiv.org/abs/1502.00539
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2015.11.045
https://arxiv.org/abs/1508.06512
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.095031
https://arxiv.org/abs/1611.09336
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.035022
https://arxiv.org/abs/1704.07395
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2013.12.013
https://arxiv.org/abs/1311.2931
https://arxiv.org/abs/1804.07130
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.016004
https://arxiv.org/abs/1908.00753
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.68.033001
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0304015
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2015)167
https://arxiv.org/abs/1410.3471
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2012)112
https://arxiv.org/abs/1206.5001
https://arxiv.org/abs/2202.09617
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2020)115
https://arxiv.org/abs/2004.04240
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2019)030
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2019)030
https://arxiv.org/abs/1804.06174

48]

[49]

[50]

[51]

[52]

[53]

[54]

[55]

[56]

[57]

[58]

[59]

[60]

[61]

[62]

[63]

D. E. Ferreira de Lima, A. Papaefstathiou and M. Spannowsky, Standard model Higgs boson
pair production in the ( bb )( bb ) final state, JHEP 08 (2014) 030, [1404.7139].

D. Wardrope, E. Jansen, N. Konstantinidis, B. Cooper, R. Falla and N. Norjoharuddeen,
Non-resonant Higgs-pair production in the bb bb final state at the LHC, Eur. Phys. J. CT5
(2015) 219, [1410.2794].

J. K. Behr, D. Bortoletto, J. A. Frost, N. P. Hartland, C. Issever and J. Rojo, Boosting Higgs
pair production in the bbbb final state with multivariate techniques, Eur. Phys. J. CT6 (2016)
386, [1512.08928].

ATLAS collaboration, M. Aaboud et al., Search for Higgs boson pair production in the
bOWW* decay mode at \/s = 13 TeV with the ATLAS detector, 1811.04671.

ATLAS collaboration, Higgsness and Topness plots for non-resonant HH production in the
single lepton bW W decay channel, Tech. Rep. ATL-PHYS-PUB-2019-040, CERN, Geneva,
2019.

CMS collaboration, Search for resonant and non-resonant Higgs boson pair production in the
bbluly final state at \/s = 13 TeV, CMS-PAS-HIG-17-006 (2017) .

CMS collaboration, Higgs pair production at the High Luminosity LHC, CMS Collaboration,
CMS-PAS-FTR-15-002 (2015) CMS-PAS-FTR-15-002.

CMS collaboration, Projected performance of Higgs analyses at the HL-LHC' for ECFA 2016,
CMS-PAS-FTR-16-002 (2017) .

J. H. Kim, K. Kong, K. T. Matchev and M. Park, Probing the Triple Higgs Self-Interaction at
the Large Hadron Collider, Phys. Rev. Lett. 122 (2019) 091801, [1807.11498|.

A. Papaefstathiou, L. L. Yang and J. Zurita, Higgs boson pair production at the LHC in the
boW W= channel, Phys. Rev. D87 (2013) 011301, [1209.1489].

T. Huang, J. M. No, L. Pernié, M. Ramsey-Musolf, A. Safonov, M. Spannowsky et al.,
Resonant di-Higgs boson production in the bbWW channel: Probing the electroweak phase
transition at the LHC, Phys. Rev. D96 (2017) 035007, [1701.04442].

CMS collaboration, Search for nonresonant Higgs boson pair production in the 4 leptons plus
2 b jets final state in proton-proton collisions at /s = 18 TeV, Tech. Rep.
CMS-PAS-HIG-20-004, CERN, Geneva, 2020.

CMS collaboration, Search for Higgs boson pairs decaying to WWWW, WWrr, and 7777 in
proton-proton collisions at \/s = 13 TeV, Tech. Rep. CMS-PAS-HIG-21-002, CERN, Geneva,
2022.

ATLAS collaboration, M. Aaboud et al., Search for Higgs boson pair production in the
WWSOWW® decay channel using ATLAS data recorded at \/s = 13 TeV, 1811.11028.

A. Adhikary, S. Banerjee, R. K. Barman, B. Bhattacherjee and S. Niyogi, Reuvisiting the
non-resonant Higgs pair production at the HL-LHC, JHEP 07 (2018) 116, [1712.05346].

CMS collaboration, A. M. Sirunyan et al., Search for resonant and nonresonant Higgs boson
pair production in the bblvly final state in proton-proton collisions at \/s = 13 TeV, JHEP 01
(2018) 054, [1708.04188].

-39 —


https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2014)030
https://arxiv.org/abs/1404.7139
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-015-3439-0
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-015-3439-0
https://arxiv.org/abs/1410.2794
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-016-4215-5
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-016-4215-5
https://arxiv.org/abs/1512.08928
https://arxiv.org/abs/1811.04671
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.091801
https://arxiv.org/abs/1807.11498
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.011301
https://arxiv.org/abs/1209.1489
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.035007
https://arxiv.org/abs/1701.04442
https://arxiv.org/abs/1811.11028
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP07(2018)116
https://arxiv.org/abs/1712.05346
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2018)054
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2018)054
https://arxiv.org/abs/1708.04188

[64] ATLAS collaboration, G. Aad et al., Search for non-resonant Higgs boson pair production in
the bblvly final state with the ATLAS detector in pp collisions at /s = 13 TeV, Phys. Lett. B
801 (2020) 135145, [1908.06765].

[65] J. H. Kim, M. Kim, K. Kong, K. T. Matchev and M. Park, Portraying Double Higgs at the
Large Hadron Collider, JHEP 09 (2019) 047, [1904.08549).

[66] M. Abdughani, D. Wang, L. Wu, J. M. Yang and J. Zhao, Probing the triple Higgs boson
coupling with machine learning at the LHC, Phys. Rev. D 104 (2021) 056003, [2005.11086].

[67] J. Alwall, R. Frederix, S. Frixione, V. Hirschi, F. Maltoni, O. Mattelaer et al., The automated
computation of tree-level and next-to-leading order differential cross sections, and their
matching to parton shower simulations, JHEP 07 (2014) 079, [1405.0301].

[68] V. Hirschi and O. Mattelaer, Automated event generation for loop-induced processes, JHEP 10
(2015) 146, [1507.00020].

[69] NNPDF collaboration, R. D. Ball, V. Bertone, S. Carrazza, L. Del Debbio, S. Forte,
A. Guffanti et al., Parton distributions with QED corrections, Nucl. Phys. B 877 (2013)
290-320, [1308.0598].

[70] J. Grigo, K. Melnikov and M. Steinhauser, Virtual corrections to Higgs boson pair production
in the large top quark mass limit, Nucl. Phys. B888 (2014) 17-29, [1408.2422].

[71] M. Czakon, P. Fiedler and A. Mitov, Total Top-Quark Pair-Production Cross Section at
Hadron Colliders Through O(a), Phys. Rev. Lett. 110 (2013) 252004, [1303.6254].

[72] S. Frixione, E. Laenen, P. Motylinski, B. R. Webber and C. D. White, Single-top
hadroproduction in association with a W boson, JHEP 07 (2008) 029, [0805.3067].

[73] A.S. Belyaev, E. E. Boos and L. V. Dudko, Single top quark at future hadron colliders:
Complete signal and background study, Phys. Rev. D 59 (1999) 075001, [hep-ph/9806332].

[74] C. D. White, S. Frixione, E. Laenen and F. Maltoni, Isolating Wt production at the LHC,
JHEP 11 (2009) 074, [0908.0631].

[75] T. M. P. Tait, The tW~ mode of single top production, Phys. Rev. D 61 (1999) 034001,
[hep-ph/9909352].

[76] CMS collaboration, Search for single top tW associated production in the dilepton decay
channel in pp collisions at sqrt s =7 TeV, Tech. Rep. CMS-PAS-TOP-11-022, CERN, Geneva,
2012.

[77] LHC Hicas CrOsS SECTION WORKING GROUP collaboration, S. Dittmaier et al., Handbook
of LHC Higgs Cross Sections: 1. Inclusive Observables, 1101.0593.

[78] LHC Hicas CRross SECTION WORKING GROUP collaboration, D. de Florian et al., Handbook
of LHC Higgs Cross Sections: 4. Deciphering the Nature of the Higgs Sector, 1610.07922.

[79] D. de Florian, M. Der and I. Fabre, QCD®QED NNLO corrections to Drell Yan production,
Phys. Rev. D98 (2018) 094008, [1805.12214].

[80] T. Sjostrand, S. Ask, J. R. Christiansen, R. Corke, N. Desai, P. Ilten et al., An introduction to
PYTHIA 8.2, Comput. Phys. Commun. 191 (2015) 159-177, [1410.3012].

— 40 —


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2019.135145
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2019.135145
https://arxiv.org/abs/1908.06765
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2019)047
https://arxiv.org/abs/1904.08549
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.056003
https://arxiv.org/abs/2005.11086
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP07(2014)079
https://arxiv.org/abs/1405.0301
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2015)146
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2015)146
https://arxiv.org/abs/1507.00020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2013.10.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2013.10.010
https://arxiv.org/abs/1308.0598
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2014.09.003
https://arxiv.org/abs/1408.2422
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.110.252004
https://arxiv.org/abs/1303.6254
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2008/07/029
https://arxiv.org/abs/0805.3067
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.59.075001
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9806332
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2009/11/074
https://arxiv.org/abs/0908.0631
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.61.034001
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9909352
https://arxiv.org/abs/1101.0593
https://arxiv.org/abs/1610.07922
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.094008
https://arxiv.org/abs/1805.12214
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2015.01.024
https://arxiv.org/abs/1410.3012

[81]

[82]

[83]

[84]

[85]

[36]

[87]

[83]

[89]

[90]

[91]

[92]

(93]

[94]

[95]

[96]

[97]

DELPHES 3 collaboration, J. de Favereau, C. Delaere, P. Demin, A. Giammanco,
V. Lemaitre, A. Mertens et al., DELPHES 3, A modular framework for fast simulation of a
generic collider experiment, JHEP 02 (2014) 057, [1307 .6346].

M. Cacciari, G. P. Salam and G. Soyez, FastJet User Manual, Eur.Phys.J. C72 (2012) 1896,
[1111.6097].

M. Cacciari, G. P. Salam and G. Soyez, The Anti-k(t) jet clustering algorithm, JHEP 0804
(2008) 063, [0802.1189).

ATLAS COLLABORATION collaboration, Technical Design Report for the ATLAS Inner
Tracker Pizel Detector, Tech. Rep. CERN-LHCC-2017-021. ATLAS-TDR-030, CERN,
Geneva, Sep, 2017.

M. L. Graesser and J. Shelton, Hunting Mized Top Squark Decays, Phys. Rev. Lett. 111 (2013)
121802, [1212.4495].

J. Cogan, M. Kagan, E. Strauss and A. Schwarztman, Jet-Images: Computer Vision Inspired
Techniques for Jet Tagging, JHEP 02 (2015) 118, [1407.5675].

CMS collaboration, Particle-Flow Event Reconstruction in CMS and Performance for Jets,
Taus, and MET, CMS Collaboration, CMS-PAS-PFT-09-001 (4, 2009) .

A. Paszke, S. Gross, F. Massa, A. Lerer, J. Bradbury, G. Chanan et al., PyTorch: An
Imperative Style, High-Performance Deep Learning Library. Curran Associates, Inc., 2019.

G. Cowan, K. Cranmer, E. Gross and O. Vitells, Asymptotic formulae for likelihood-based tests
of mew physics, Eur. Phys. J. C71 (2011) 1554, [1007.1727].

X. Glorot, A. Bordes and Y. Bengio, Deep sparse rectifier neural networks, Proceedings of the
14th International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statisitics (AISTATS) 2011 15
(01, 2011) 315-323.

D. P. Kingma and J. Ba, Adam: A Method for Stochastic Optimization, 1412.6980.

K. Simonyan and A. Zisserman, Very deep convolutional networks for large-scale image
recognition, arXiv:1409.1556 (2014) .

K. He, X. Zhang, S. Ren and J. Sun, Deep residual learning for image recognition, in
Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, pp. 770-778,
2016.

K. He, X. Zhang, S. Ren and J. Sun, Identity mappings in deep residual networks, in European
conference on computer vision, pp. 630-645, Springer, 2016.

S. Sabour, N. Frosst and G. E. Hinton, Dynamic routing between capsules, in Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems, vol. 30, Curran Associates, Inc., 2017,
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper /2017 /file/2cad8fad Tbbef282badbb8de5374b894-
Paper.pdf.

S. Diefenbacher, H. Frost, G. Kasieczka, T. Plehn and J. M. Thompson, CapsNets Continuing
the Convolutional Quest, SciPost Phys. 8 (2020) 023, [1906.11265].

G. E. Hinton, S. Sabour and N. Frosst, Matriz capsules with em routing, in International
conference on learning representations, 2018, https://openreview.net/pdf?7id=HJWLfGWRDb.

— 41 —


https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP02(2014)057
https://arxiv.org/abs/1307.6346
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-012-1896-2
https://arxiv.org/abs/1111.6097
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2008/04/063
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2008/04/063
https://arxiv.org/abs/0802.1189
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.121802
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.121802
https://arxiv.org/abs/1212.4495
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP02(2015)118
https://arxiv.org/abs/1407.5675
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-011-1554-0, 10.1140/epjc/s10052-013-2501-z
https://arxiv.org/abs/1007.1727
https://arxiv.org/abs/1412.6980
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2017/file/2cad8fa47bbef282badbb8de5374b894-Paper.pdf
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2017/file/2cad8fa47bbef282badbb8de5374b894-Paper.pdf
https://doi.org/10.21468/SciPostPhys.8.2.023
https://arxiv.org/abs/1906.11265
https://openreview.net/pdf?id=HJWLfGWRb

[98] M. Gori, G. Monfardini and F. Scarselli, A new model for learning in graph domains, in
Proceedings. 2005 IEEE International Joint Conference on Neural Networks, 2005., vol. 2,
pp- 729-734 vol. 2, 2005, DOI.

[99] F. Scarselli, M. Gori, A. C. Tsoi, M. Hagenbuchner and G. Monfardini, The graph neural
network model, IEEE Transactions on Neural Networks 20 (2009) 61-80.

[100] Y. Wang, Y. Sun, Z. Liu, S. E. Sarma, M. M. Bronstein and J. M. Solomon, Dynamic graph
CNN for learning on point clouds, CoRR abs/1801.07829 (2018) , [1801.07829].

[101] M. Abdughani, J. Ren, L. Wu and J. M. Yang, Probing stop pair production at the LHC with
graph neural networks, JHEP 08 (2019) 055, [1807.09088].

[102] J. Gilmer, S. S. Schoenholz, P. F. Riley, O. Vinyals and G. E. Dahl, Neural message passing
for quantum chemistry, CoRR abs/1704.01212 (2017) , [1704.01212].

[103] D. Goncalves, J. H. Kim, K. Kong and Y. Wu, Direct Higgs-top CP-phase measurement with
tth at the 14 TeV LHC and 100 TeV FCC, JHEP 01 (2022) 158, [2108.01083|.

[104] G. Li, L.-X. Xu, B. Yan and C. P. Yuan, Resolving the degeneracy in top quark Yukawa
coupling with Higgs pair production, Phys. Lett. B 800 (2020) 135070, [1904.12006].

[105] F. Goertz, A. Papaefstathiou, L. L. Yang and J. Zurita, Higgs Boson self-coupling
measurements using ratios of cross sections, JHEP 06 (2013) 016, [1301.3492].

[106] H. Alhazmi, Z. Dong, L. Huang, J. H. Kim, K. Kong and D. Shih, Resolving Combinatorial
Ambiguities in Dilepton tt Event Topologies with Neural Networks, 2202.05849.

[107] A. Shmakov, M. J. Fenton, T.-W. Ho, S.-C. Hsu, D. Whiteson and P. Baldi, SPANet:
Generalized Permutationless Set Assignment for Particle Physics using Symmetry Preserving
Attention, 2106.03898.

[108] M. J. Fenton, A. Shmakov, T.-W. Ho, S.-C. Hsu, D. Whiteson and P. Baldi, Permutationless
Many-Jet Event Reconstruction with Symmetry Preserving Attention Networks, 2010.09206.

[109] J. S. H. Lee, I. Park, I. J. Watson and S. Yang, Zero-Permutation Jet-Parton Assignment
using a Self-Attention Network, 2012.03542.

[110] A. Badea, W. J. Fawcett, J. Huth, T. J. Khoo, R. Poggi and L. Lee, Solving Combinatorial
Problems at Particle Colliders Using Machine Learning, 2201.02205.

[111] A. J. Barr and C. G. Lester, A Review of the Mass Measurement Techniques proposed for the
Large Hadron Collider, J. Phys. G 37 (2010) 123001, [1004.2732].

[112] A. J. Barr, T. J. Khoo, P. Konar, K. Kong, C. G. Lester, K. T. Matchev et al., Guide to
transverse projections and mass-constraining variables, Phys. Rev. D84 (2011) 095031,
[1105.2977].

[113] P. Konar, K. Kong and K. T. Matchev, Vmin : A Global inclusive variable for determining
the mass scale of new physics in events with missing energy at hadron colliders, JHEP 03
(2009) 085, [0812.1042].

[114] P. Konar, K. Kong, K. T. Matchev and M. Park, RECO level /s and subsystem /s
Improved global inclusive variables for measuring the new physics mass scale in Ep events at
hadron colliders, JHEP 06 (2011) 041, [1006.0653).

min min’

— 492 —


https://doi.org/10.1109/IJCNN.2005.1555942
https://doi.org/10.1109/TNN.2008.2005605
https://arxiv.org/abs/1801.07829
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2019)055
https://arxiv.org/abs/1807.09088
https://arxiv.org/abs/1704.01212
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2022)158
https://arxiv.org/abs/2108.01083
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2019.135070
https://arxiv.org/abs/1904.12006
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2013)016
https://arxiv.org/abs/1301.3492
https://arxiv.org/abs/2202.05849
https://arxiv.org/abs/2106.03898
https://arxiv.org/abs/2010.09206
https://arxiv.org/abs/2012.03542
https://arxiv.org/abs/2201.02205
https://doi.org/10.1088/0954-3899/37/12/123001
https://arxiv.org/abs/1004.2732
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.84.095031
https://arxiv.org/abs/1105.2977
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2009/03/085
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2009/03/085
https://arxiv.org/abs/0812.1042
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2011)041
https://arxiv.org/abs/1006.0653

[115]

[116]

[117]

[118]

[119]

[120]

[121]

[122]

[123]

[124]

C. G. Lester and D. J. Summers, Measuring masses of semiinvisibly decaying particles pair
produced at hadron colliders, Phys. Lett. B463 (1999) 99-103, [hep-ph/9906349].

D. Kim, K. T. Matchev, F. Moortgat and L. Pape, Testing Invisible Momentum Ansatze in
Missing Energy Events at the LHC, JHEP 08 (2017) 102, [1703.06887|.

W. S. Cho, J. S. Gainer, D. Kim, K. T. Matchev, F. Moortgat, L. Pape et al., On-shell
constrained Mo variables with applications to mass measurements and topology disambiguation,
JHEP 08 (2014) 070, [1401.1449].

P. Konar, K. Kong, K. T. Matchev and M. Park, Superpartner Mass Measurement Technique
using 1D Orthogonal Decompositions of the Cambridge Transverse Mass Variable Mpo, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 105 (2010) 051802, [0910.3679].

P. Konar, K. Kong, K. T. Matchev and M. Park, Dark Matter Particle Spectroscopy at the
LHC: Generalizing M(T2) to Asymmetric Event Topologies, JHEP 04 (2010) 086,
[0911.4126].

P. Baringer, K. Kong, M. McCaskey and D. Noonan, Revisiting Combinatorial Ambiguities at
Hadron Colliders with Mrpe, JHEP 10 (2011) 101, [1109.1563|.

D. Kim and K. Kong, Kinematic discrimination of tW and tt productions using initial state
radiation, Phys. Lett. B751 (2015) 512-524, [1503.03872].

D. Goncalves, K. Kong and J. H. Kim, Probing the top-Higgs Yukawa CP structure in
dileptonic tth with My-assisted reconstruction, JHEP 06 (2018) 079, [1804.05874].

D. Debnath, D. Kim, J. H. Kim, K. Kong and K. T. Matchev, Resolving Combinatorial
Ambiguities in Dilepton tt Event Topologies with Constrained My Variables, Phys. Rev. D96
(2017) 076005, [1706.04995].

A. Alves and C. H. Yamaguchi, Reconstruction of Missing Resonances Combining Nearest
Neighbors Regressors and Neural Network Classifiers, 2203.03662.

— 43 —


https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(99)00945-4
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9906349
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2017)102
https://arxiv.org/abs/1703.06887
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2014)070
https://arxiv.org/abs/1401.1449
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.105.051802
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.105.051802
https://arxiv.org/abs/0910.3679
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2010)086
https://arxiv.org/abs/0911.4126
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2011)101
https://arxiv.org/abs/1109.1563
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2015.11.010
https://arxiv.org/abs/1503.03872
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2018)079
https://arxiv.org/abs/1804.05874
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.076005
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.076005
https://arxiv.org/abs/1706.04995
https://arxiv.org/abs/2203.03662

	1 Introduction
	2 Theoretical setup and simulation
	3 Pre-processing input data
	4 Performance of machine learning algorithms
	4.1 Deep Neural Networks
	4.2 Convolutional Neural Networks
	4.3 Residual Neural Networks
	4.4 Capsule Neural Networks
	4.5 Matrix Capsule Networks
	4.6 Graph Neural Networks

	5 Comparison of different networks
	6 Discussion and outlook
	A A brief review on kinematic variables

