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Abstract
We introduce a new approach for training jet taggers based on multivariate methods, where the mass
and transverse momentum are input variables, along with jet substructure observables, varying over wide
ranges. Known as Mass Unspecific Supervised Tagging (MUST), this strategy allows the development of
taggers that are sensitive to different types of signal and efficient across large kinematical regions. Ad-
ditionally, it provides an optimal solution to the mass correlation problem that affects other supervised
taggers. We build MUST-inspired generic taggers using neural networks which, when tested with various
multi-pronged signals, perform much better than variables commonly used in experiments to discriminate
signal from background. These taggers can also spot signals not used in training with a good efficiency.
Taggers built upon MUST can be designed to identify the prongness of a jet, which could be extremely
useful in a scenario where a new phisics signal is discovered.
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1. INTRODUCTION
As the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) continues to push the high energy frontier of particle physics, the development of new
methods and tools for identifying boosted jets is of utmost importance. Consisting in collimated sprays of hadronised quarks
and gluons, jets are abundantly produced at proton-proton colliders such as the LHC. While most of them arise from Quantum
Chromodynamics (QCD) processes, some may be initiated by heavy Standard Model (SM) particles like the W, Z and Higgs bosons
and the top quark, as well as by new particles that are predicted in a lot of theoretical frameworks beyond the SM. In fact, when
these particles are produced with large boosts, their hadronic decay products become highly collimated, merging into single jets
with a wider radius than QCD jets. This invaluable insight that jets can provide into the observed collision events lead to the
creation of several techniques that aim to distinguish QCD jets (background) from those produced in collimated decays of heavy
particles (signal). These techniques have been extensively used, not only in new physics searches [1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 9, 8, 5, 10, 11, 12,
13, 14, 15], but also in SM measurements [16, 17].

The procedure for identifying jets comprises two tasks: The first one is to quantify their mass mJ , usually after applying some
’grooming’ [18, 19, 20, 21] to remove soft collinear radiation; the other one, known as tagging, is to infer the number of quarks
and gluons clustered inside them (prongs). To accomplish the second task, some tools rely on a single jet substructure variable
like a N-subjettiness [22] or energy correlation function [23, 24], whereas others are built upon multivariate methods that receive
a set of those variables [25] or jet images [26] as input. In general, the latter are based on machine learning algorithms that can be
classified as supervised when their training data is obtained from Monte Carlo (MC) simulations of signal and background events,
or unsupervised if taggers are trained directly on data. Despite the strengths and weaknesses of either approach, supervised taggers
would certainly be needed to claim a discovery of a new physics signal, since the identification of its origin requires comparison
with MC predictions.

When building a tagger, one must have in mind the issues raised by the correlation between jet substructure observables and
kinematic variables such as mJ and the transverse momentum, pT . Decorrelating those variables is crucial in many experimental
searches, as it prevents artificial peaks from appearing in the mJ distribution of the SM background after imposing jet substructure
constraints, and provides a way of improving its normalisation by imposing sidebands. Several methods to achieve mass decorrela-
tion were already proposed [27, 28, 29, 30, 31], but so far, their implementation in taggers have been leaving a residual dependence
on the mJ and pT training ranges. As a result, the performance of taggers drop when applied to kinematical regions different from
those used to train them. One possible solution for this issue could be to assemble an array of taggers in a two-dimensional grid
of mJ and pT to cover larger ranges of those variables. However, that solution is quite complex to develop and it could lead to
potential problems with boundary effects.

Up to now, taggers relying on jet substructure have not taken mJ as input variable or have fixed it around some value suitable
to tag a specific particle. We adopt a different strategy in this work, in which mJ and pT become input variables varying over wide
ranges. This new approach that we designate by Mass Unspecific Supervised Tagging (MUST) [33] provides a great performance
across wide ranges of mJ and pT , solving simultaneously the mass correlation problem in the best possible way by preserving the
shape of the mJ distribution. Moreover, like other supervised taggers [31, 32], those based on MUST can be generic, in the sense that
they can discriminate multiple types of signal from background. The most challenging aspect of these tools is generating signal
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multi-pronged jets with continuous mJ and pT distributions. As we will see in the next section, this is accomplished by means of a
dedicated MC generator.

To fully demonstrate the benefits MUST can bring, we apply it to the training of NNs. Using these powerful multivariate
algorithms, it is possible to design taggers for identifying multi-pronged jets, which outperform those based on single variables
used frequently in experiments. The performance of MUST taggers discriminating signals for which they have not been trained
is also tested. Finally, we build a prongness selection tagger inspired on the concept of MUST that could be used to identify new
physics signals.

2. BUILDING THE TAGGERS
Generating background and signal events for training our supervised taggers is the first step we take1. The background sample is
composed of QCD jets generated with MADGRAPH [34], in the inclusive process pp→ jj. Its events cover the range [200, 2200] GeV
for pT , while mJ ∈ [50, 250] GeV. Before proceeding, we should emphasise that the ranges we have chosen for the variables pT and
mJ are arbitrary and can be extended.

The generation of signal is more demanding and it is done with a dedicated MC generator. Considering S a scalar particle,
we implement in PROTOS [35] the process pp → ZS with Z → νν. Depending on the type of multi-pronged events that are being
generated, the scalar S may decay as follows:

2−pronged (2P) : S→ uu , S→ bb
3−pronged (3P) : S→ Fν ; F → udd , F → udb

4−pronged (4P) : S→ uuuu , S→ bbbb ,

(1)

with F being a colour-singlet fermion. Since we are interested in building generic taggers, it is important to make them as model-
agnostic as possible. For that reason, the decays of S and F are implemented with a flat matrix element, so that the decay weight of
different kinematical configurations correspond simply to the four, three or two-body phase space. Similarly to background events,
all those belonging to signal samples have pT ∈ [200, 2200]. The mass of S and F is randomly chosen for each event within the
interval [30, 400] GeV. In order to guarantee that all decay products are contained in a jet of radius R = 0.8, an upper limit is set for
the mass of S, namely MS ≤ pT R/2. The parton-level event samples generated with MADGRAPH and PROTOS are passed through
PYTHIA [36] for hadronisation and DELPHES [37] for a fast detector simulation, using the CMS card. Jets are reconstructed with
FASTJET [38] applying the anti-kT algorithm [39] with R = 0.8, and groomed with Recursive Soft Drop [40].

Given the training events described above, we develop the following supervised taggers:

• a fully generic tagger GenT, trained with all types of multi-pronged events labelled as signal;

• multi-pronged taggers GenT4P, GenT3P and GenT2P, in which the events labelled as signal are just four-, three- and two-
pronged jets, respectively;

• a prongness selection tagger, only trained with multi-pronged jet events. In contrast with the taggers mentioned above, the
goal of this jet tagger is not to distinguish signal from background events. Instead, four-, three- and two-pronged jet events
are assigned to different classes, allowing the tagger to learn to distinguish them.

As we said above, these taggers are built upon NNs where mJ and pT are input variables, varying over wide ranges. Together with
those two kinematical variables, we include 17 N-subjettiness observables,{
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which characterise jet substructure. They are computed for ungroomed jets and we have verified that including higher-order

τ
(β)
n does not improve the performance of taggers. A standardisation of the 19 inputs is performed, taking into account the SM

background distributions.
Regarding the architecture of the NNs, they all have two hidden layers with Rectified Linear Unit (ReLU) as activation function.

In the cases of GenT and the prongness selection tagger (GenT2P, GenT3P and GenT4P), those hidden layers have 2048 (1024) and 128
(64) nodes. No relevant performance improvements were found when using more hidden layers or layers with more nodes. All
taggers where the events are either signal or background, i.e. GenT, GenT2P, GenT3P and GenT4P, use the sigmoid activation function
in the output layer and their optimisation relies on the binary cross-entropy loss function. Since the prongness selection tagger
does not have a binary output, those settings cannot be applied to it. Instead, we use Softmax activation to its output layer and
categorical cross-entropy loss function to optimise it.

1In this paper we just present the most important properties of the datasets we use to train our taggers. For more details about their generation, refer to [33].
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FIGURE 1: Left: comparison of the performances of GenT and taggers pca100080 and pca1000200 trained on narrow jet mass and pT
intervals, for two examples of four-pronged jet signals. Right: comparison of the performances of GenT and GenT2P with a tagger
WT1000, specifically designed for W bosons.

3. PERFORMANCE OF GENERIC TAGGERS ON MULTI-PRONGED JETS
Throughout this section, our MUST taggers are tested with multi-pronged jet signals produced by W bosons, top quarks and new
scalars with various masses. Namely,

• two-pronged, with W → qq; new scalars A→ bb with MA = 80 GeV and A→ uu with MA = 200 GeV;

• three-pronged, with t→Wb→ qqb;

• four-pronged, with new scalars S → AA → bbbb / uuuu with MS = 80 GeV and MA = 30 GeV [41, 42]; S → WW → qqqq
with MS = 200 GeV.

All the particles mentioned above are assumed to be produced with a high boost from the decay of a heavy resonance Z′, for which
we choose the representative masses MZ′ = 1.1, 2.2, 3.3 TeV. The background sample used in our tests is composed of quark and
gluon jets generated in pp → Zq, pp → Zg, with Z → νν, in a 1:1 ratio. All these processes are generated in MADGRAPH and
passed through the simulation and reconstruction chain described in the previous section. The tagger performances are evaluated
by comparing the efficiencies for signal (εsig) and background (εbkg) within a narrow mJ interval and with a lower cut on pT , in
order to isolate the jet substructure discrimination power from the one obtained with any other variable, such as mJ and pT . More
specifically,

• For signals with MZ′ = 1.1, 2.2, 3.3 TeV, we set pT ≥ 0.5, 1.0, 1.5 TeV, respectively, for both signal and background;

• For W bosons and new scalars decaying as A → bb / uu and S → AA → bbbb / uuuu with MA,S = 80 GeV, we use
mJ ∈ [60, 100] GeV; for top quarks, we consider mJ ∈ [150, 200] GeV; when A → bb and S → qqqq with MA,S = 200 GeV, we
take mJ ∈ [160, 240] GeV.

To analyse the discriminant power for each signal, we show its receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curves and we calculate
the area under the ROC curve in the (εsig , εbkg) plane. Vertical lines at signal efficiency of 0.5 and horizontal lines at background
rejection of 100 are drawn in all our plots to visualise better the intersection of the ROC curves with these reference values.

To confirm that our taggers discriminate well multi-pronged signals from background across large intervals of mJ and pT , we
compare their performances with those that supervised taggers trained in narrow kinematical regions achieve. For one of these
tests, we use the four-pronged signals S→ AA→ bbbb (MS = 80 GeV and MA = 30 GeV) and S→WW → qqqq (MS = 200 GeV).
We consider in both cases that the resonance Z′ initiating those decays has MZ′ = 2.2 TeV. Following [31], we build the PCA-
decorrelated taggers pca100080 and pca1000200, for pT ≥ 1 TeV and mJ ∈ [60, 100] GeV, mJ ∈ [160, 240] GeV, respectively. The
corresponding ROC curves are plotted in Fig. 1 on the left, together with those obtained for the same signals using GenT. By
looking at the AUCs shown in the plot, we conclude that taggers trained on a narrow interval of mass close to the signal mass
perform slightly better than GenT, but are much less efficient when applied to signals with mJ outside of the training region.

Another comparison we make involves GenT, GenT2P and a PCA-decorrelated tagger we specifically design for identifying W
bosons, named WT1000. For this purpose, we generate a sample of Z′ → WW with MZ′ = 2.2 TeV and the W bosons decaying
hadronically. We train WT1000 using this sample as signal and QCD jets as background, with pT ≥ 1 TeV and mJ ∈ [60, 100] GeV.
The NN architecture is the same as the one used for the taggers in [31]. The three taggers used in this study are then applied to
Z′ → WW (W → qq) signals with MZ′ = 1.1, 2.2, 3.3 TeV. The results are shown in Fig. 1 on the right panel. As expected, they
reveal that
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FIGURE 2: ROC curves for two-pronged jet signals (see the self-explanatory legends and the main text for more details).
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FIGURE 3: ROC curves for top quark jet signals (see the self-explanatory legends and the main text for more details).

(i) WT1000 performs slighly better than GenT and GenT2P in the kinematical region where it is trained, namely pT ≥ 1 TeV and
mJ ∈ [60, 100] GeV;

(ii) WT1000 performs slighly worse than GenT2P for other momenta, pT ≥ 0.5 TeV and pT ≥ 1.5 TeV. In the former region of pT ,
it also performs slightly worse than GenT.

At this point, we should note that a W tagger could also be built upon MUST to cover W jets in a wider range of pT . However, we
expect little differences between such tagger and GenT2P. According to the results observed in Fig. 1, a dedicated W tagger would
have a more uniform presence across all pT ranges, at the expense of some overall degradation.

Our next goal is to check whether our taggers produce better results than those obtained with N-subjettiness ratios, τmn ≡
τm/τn, commonly used in experiments. Starting by the analysis of two-pronged events, Fig. 2 shows the performance of GenT and
GenT2P for two signals: on the left panel, A→ bb with MA = 80 GeV, and on the right one, A→ uu with MA = 200 GeV. The ROC
curves for τ21, used as a discriminator by the CMS Collaboration in [11, 8, 2], are also included in these plots. The results we get
with MUST taggers are very good, ouperforming τ21 in the discrimination of both signals from background. Another interesting
conclusion we can take from Fig. 2 (and also from the right plot in Fig. 1) is that the performance of our taggers improve with jet
momenta pT , i.e. with increasing M′Z.

The results for the top quark signal are shown in Fig. 3 for a couple of Z′ masses, and compared with the ratio τ32, often used
as discriminant [1, 12, 13, 14]. GenT and GenT3P perform well on top quark jets, even though fully-dedicated taggers [43] achieve
better results. Nevertheless, generic searches using either GenT or GenT3P would not miss top quark signals, which is the point we
want to verify here.

Finally, in Fig. 4, some results involving four-pronged signals are shown. For comparison, we show the ROC curves for τ42, since
it is the ratio τ4n with highest AUC. The left (right) panel corresponds to the signal S → AA → uuuu (bbbb) with MS = 80 GeV
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FIGURE 4: ROC curves for four-pronged jet signals (see the self-explanatory legends and the main text for more details).
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FIGURE 5: Jet mass distribution for the SM background and two injected signals, after applying increasingly tighter cuts on GenT’s
NN score.

and MA = 30 GeV. The performance of GenT and GenT4P is great, showing (again) better results than the N-subjettiness ratio we
have chosen to compare. In contrast with τ42, the performance of MUST taggers improves with increasing MZ′ , as we have also
observed in Fig. 2 with two-pronged jets.

All the tests we have shown in this section reveal, as expected, that multi-pronged taggers (GenT2P, GenT3P and GenT4P) provide
a higher discrimination power than the more generic one (GenT) for their corresponding multi-pronged signals. However, it is
worth to note that their scope of usability is not as broad as the one that GenT has.

4. MASS DECORRELATION
We have shown throughout the previous section that MUST taggers are sensitive to multi-pronged jet signals across the whole
range of mJ and pT . This means that the SM background shape can be preserved using the varying-threshold scheme employed,
for example, by the CMS Collaboration in [7]. We will now demonstrate this with an example, in which we take into account
the NN score of GenT for background, as well as for a two-pronged (W) and a four-pronged (S) signal. Considering the variable
ρ = 2log mJ/pT , we build a two-dimensional grid (ρ, pT) with ρ ∈ [−9, 0] in bins of width 0.2 and pT ∈ [0.25, 2.2] TeV in bins
of 50 GeV. Within each bin, we calculate the 5%, 25% and 50% percentiles of the NN score X, labelled as X0.05, X0.25 and X0.50,
respectively. Fig. 5 shows the jet-mass distribution of the SM background for pT ≥ 1 TeV plus the two and four-pronged signals
that were injected, after applying event selections X ≤ X0.05, X0.25, X0.50. The uncut distribution is also shown in the plot and it is
represented by X1.0. This method keeps the background distribution after each selection and the injected signals show up when the
cut is sufficiently tight. Then, we may conclude that our generic taggers provide a perfect solution to the mass correlation problem.
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FIGURE 6: ROC curves for complex jet signals not used to train MUST taggers (see the self-explanatory legends and the main text
for more details).

5. TAGGER PERFORMANCE FOR JETS NOT USED IN TRAINING
At this point, it is worth to remind that our taggers were trained with multi-pronged jet events containing two or more quarks. All
signals used so far to evaluate their performance have that same property, so one might wonder if MUST taggers are capable of
discriminating other types of complex signals not used in their training.

In order to address that question, we perform two tests using the following signals:

• jets containing two quarks and a hard electron, resulting from a heavy neutrino decay N → eqq mediated by an off-shell W ′

boson, with MN = 80 GeV;

• jets containing two quarks and two hard photons [44], resulting from the decay S → AA → bbγγ with MS = 200 GeV and
MA = 80 GeV.

In Fig. 6, we present on the left plot the ROC curves for GenT and GenT3P, as well as the ratio τ32 for neutrino jets. MUST taggers
perform quite well for this kind of signal and their inclusion in experimental searches would improve their sensitivity to new
physics. It should also be noted that in this case, AUC is not a good metric for evaluating the performance of taggers. Although τ32
performs considerably worse in the region where the signal efficiency is lower, its AUC is still bigger than those we get for GenT
and GenT3P because it performs marginally better in the region where εsig ∼ 1. The plot on the right in Fig. 6 presents the ROC
curves that correspond to GenT, GenT4P and τ42 for jets with two quarks and two hard photons. The results show that MUST taggers
can detect those ’unseen’ signals with a good efficiency. However, simpler multivariate methods like logistic regression [32] may
perform better for this kind of jets and taggers trained with them would provide even better discrimination from the background.
It is also interesting to observe that the performance of τ42 for these complex jets is quite good, in contrast with the results shown
in Fig. 4 for true four-pronged jets.

6. PRONGNESS SELECTION TAGGER PERFORMANCE
Assuming that a new physics signal is found and it is related to a boosted particle with multi-pronged jet signature, it might be
difficult to discriminate it if the jet was produced by a purely hadronic decay. In this context, a tagger that is capable of identifying
the prongness of a jet might be extremely useful. This is the goal of the prongness selection tagger we have built, which is designed
to distinguish four, three, and two-pronged jets.

For simplicity, and since we have already shown that MUST taggers can separate multi-pronged jets from background very
well, our prongness selection tagger is only trained with the three types of multi-pronged signals that we have also used to train
GenT. However, each type of signal belongs now to a different class and consequently, the NN output for each event are the
probabilities P2P, P3P and P4P of the jet being two, three, and four-pronged, respectively. The event is naturally assigned to the
class with highest probability, Psel = max(P2P, P3P, P4P). By requiring that Psel is larger than a threshold Pmin, one may improve the
accuracy of the tagger. Thus, in our tests, we make Pmin = 0.5 and the events where Psel < Pmin are labelled as Undefined.

To evaluate the performance of the prongness selection tagger, we observe the following benchmarks:

1. Four-pronged jets produced by a boosted 80 GeV particle: Z′ → SS, S → AA → bbbb , with MZ′ = 2.2 TeV, MS = 80 GeV,
MA = 30 GeV;

2. Two-pronged jets produced by a boosted 80 GeV particle: Z′ → AA, A→ bb , with MZ′ = 2.2 TeV, MA = 80 GeV;
3. Four-pronged jets produced by a boosted 200 GeV particle: Z′ → SS, S→WW → qqqq , with MZ′ = 3.3 TeV, MS = 200 GeV;
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FIGURE 7: Fraction of jets that are classified as 2P, 3P and 4P, or remain undefined, for the four benchmark examples described in
the text.

4. Two-pronged jets produced by a boosted 200 GeV particle: Z′ → AA, A→ uu , with MZ′ = 3.3 TeV, MA = 200 GeV;

The pie charts drawn in Fig. 7 show the percentage of events classified as 2P, 3P and 4P, as well the percentage of those that
remain undefined. The identification of four-pronged jets is excellent, with an overwhelming fraction of jets correctly assigned and
a minor fraction of jets for which Psel ≥ Pmin is not verified. The identification of two-pronged jets is quite good as well, with
the fraction of correctly identified jets being still several times larger than that of misidentified ones. We also checked that in all
benchmarks, it is possible to reduce the mistag rates even further by increasing the value of the threshold Pmin.

7. CONCLUSIONS
In this work we introduced the method of Mass Unspecific Supervised Tagging (MUST) for identifying multi-pronged signals.
Since taggers built upon this method achieve great performances across wide ranges of mJ and pT , we no longer have the need to
build multiple taggers for narrower kinematical regions. They can also spare us from developing taggers that are sensitive to very
specific types of jets. In fact, a single generic tagger GenT is able to discriminate four, three and two-pronged jets over the whole
range of mJ and pT , outperforming variables that are often used in experiments. Another great advantage of MUST to keep in
mind is the simple solution that it provides to the mass correlation problem. Using the varying-threshold method, it is possible to
implement mass decorrelation in MUST-inspired taggers.

We have also verified that our taggers keep a good performance on signals for which they have not been trained, namely jets
initiated by heavy neutrinos and jets with energetic photons in the final state. As the possible manifestations of new physics at
colliders remain unknown, tools with such a broad sensitivity are extremely valuable. Furthermore, their performance for those
signals can be further improved by simply including them in the training set.

Finally, we have built a prongness selection tagger that is able to determine if a signal jet is two, three or four-pronged, with a
large likelihood. In a scenario where a new physics signal is found, having a tool with this ability can be crucial to unveil its origin.
It is unllikely that discrimination tasks like these may be performed using unsupervised methods. Then, in this respect, MUST
taggers could (and hopefully will) play a leading role.
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