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Abstract

Tau leptons serve as an important tool for studying the production
of Higgs and electroweak bosons, both within and beyond the Standard
Model of particle physics. Accurate reconstruction and identification of
hadronically decaying tau leptons is a crucial task for current and future
high energy physics experiments. Given the advances in jet tagging, we
demonstrate how tau lepton reconstruction can be decomposed into tau
identification, kinematic reconstruction, and decay mode classification in
a multi-task machine learning setup. Based on an electron-positron col-
lision dataset with full detector simulation and reconstruction, we show
that common jet tagging architectures can be effectively used for these
subtasks. We achieve comparable momentum resolutions of 2-3% with all
the tested models, while the precision of reconstructing individual decay
modes is between 80—95%. This paper also serves as an introduction to
a new publicly available Fuτure dataset and provides recipes for the de-
velopment and training of tau reconstruction algorithms, while allowing
to study resilience to domain shifts and the use of foundation models for
such tasks.

1 Introduction

Tau leptons (τ) serve as an important tool for tests of the Standard Model of
particle physics (SM) in the electroweak sector as well as for searches physics
beyond the SM (BSM) both at current and future high energy physics experi-
ments.

Due to its relatively high mass, the τ lepton couples strongly to the Higgs bo-
son (H), allowing to test the Higgs boson coupling to third generation fermions [1].
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As H → ττ decays have a rather clean signature, they allow to investigate also
other Higgs boson properties and rare Higgs processes. These include, for exam-
ple, Higgs boson pair production, directly probing the Higgs boson potential [2],
[3], and the Higgs bosons CP properties [4], [5].

Furthermore, studying τ lepton properties — such as its mass, lifetime and
branching fractions — allows us to test lepton universality of charged current
between different fermion generations, while spin polarization measurements of
the τ leptons allows us to probe neutral-current interactions [6], [7].

Next, the τ can also be used to search for lepton flavor violating processes
in τ lepton decays [6], [7] as well as in decays of Z bosons [8], [9] and Higgs
bosons [10], [11] into a τ lepton and an electron or muon, forbidden in the SM.

Measuring τ lepton properties enables one to test a variety of BSM theories
predicting new particles decaying into τ leptons. These theories include models
with additional heavy charged and neutral gauge bosons [12]–[14], models of
third generation leptoquarks [1], supersymmetric models [15]–[23], and models
with an extended Higgs sector [24]–[28].

τ leptons have a very short lifetime of only 2.9 × 10−13 seconds [29], short
enough to decay before interacting with the detector material or before under-
going any radiative processes. In about a third of the cases, the τ decays into
another, lighter lepton (electron or muon) and a neutrino. As the neutrino does
not interact with the detectors used in high energy physics experiments, it can
not be reconstructed and thus, leptonically decaying taus (τℓ) leave a signature
in the detector that is mostly indistinguishable from an electron or muon, and
therefore don’t need dedicated reconstruction algorithms.

More interesting for the context of this paper are hadronically decaying
taus (τh). In two thirds of the cases the τ lepton decays into a neutrino, an
odd number of charged (typically pions π± or kaons K±) hadrons (h±) and a
number of neutral pions (π0). The latter particles decay almost instantly into a
pair of photons. Most dominant τh decay modes feature up to three h± and two
or fewer π0. An overview of the relative branching fractions for the different τh
decays is given in Fig. 1.

Correctly reconstructing the τh and identifying it from other particle signa-
tures represents a significant combinatorial problem, that eluded a fully machine
learning based solution for many years. Instead, it relied on a combination of
more classical algorithms, such as the hadron-plus-strips (HPS) [30], [31] for re-
construction, and machine learning-based methods for the τh identification. As
a system of multiple final state particles, τh decays are on first glance especially
difficult to differentiate from jets produced by other high energy processes such
as the hadronization of a gluon or a quark. Thus, the problem of identifying
a τh [30]–[40] lies in the realm of ”jet-tagging” which in recent years has been
thoroughly explored with machine learning techniques, usually focusing on the
differentiation of heavy quarks, such as b– and c–quarks, from lighter (u, d, s)
quarks and gluons with examples given in Refs. [41]–[43].

The substantial advances in jet-tagging have been made by exploiting deep
learning techniques from other fields, such as the use of transformers, originally
developed for language modeling. As seen previously in [44], these techniques
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Figure 1: Overview of the branching fraction for various τ decay modes. The
numbers are taken from the particle data group [29].

can also be used to effectively identify τh, with the two tested architectures,
LorentzNet [45] and ParticleTransformer [46], outperforming more typical, heav-
ily optimized approaches such as HPS + DeepTau [38] without any fine-tuning
done by domain experts. Here, we show that such models can also be used for
reconstructing the properties of the τh.

In addition to the correct identification of the τh candidates from jets, ex-
isting τh reconstruction chains found in experiments such as Compact Muon
Solenoid (CMS) and A Toroidal LHC Apparatus (ATLAS) aim to determine
the exact decay mode of the τh decay and to precisely reconstruct the τh mo-
mentum.

Only the τh decay modes with the largest branching ratio (BR) are targeted
by the state-of-the-art (SOTA) algorithms. These decay modes include h±;
h± + π0; h±+ ≥ 2π0; h±h∓h± and h±h∓h±+ ≥ π0, with the rest of the τh
decays being usually classified into the “Rare” or “Other” category. Similarly to
electron-positron (e+e−) experiments, where the decay modes are usually clas-
sified by boosted decision trees (BDTs) [47] or a neural network (NN) [48], the
classification in proton-proton (pp) experiments is done either with a combinato-
rial [31], [49] approach or using BDTs on top of reconstructed τh candidates [50].
The classification precision for h± and h±h∓h± is ≥ 90% for both pp as well as
e+e− collider experiments. However, as reconstructing multiple π0s in pp col-
lider experiments is a more challenging task, with the precision for such decay
modes featuring π0s being < 60% [31], [49]–[51] The corresponding precision for
e+e− collider experiments is ≥ 85% [47], [48], [52].
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In pp experiments, the τh kinematic reconstruction is done both in a com-
binatorial approach [31], [34] and a mixture of combinatorics and boosted re-
gression trees (BRTs) [34], [35], [50], [53]. The performance of such approaches
is comparable, achieving an average energy resolution of ∼ 14% [31], [34] for
the energies ranging from 30 GeV to 300 GeV, with the resolution degrading at
higher energies for up to 20% for higher energies. The energy resolution is better
in the core region of the jet, being in the order of 5—7%, while the tail resolution
is 18—30% [34], [35], [50], [53]. Despite the τh kinematic reconstruction being
done for energy, then, similarly to jet reconstruction, we are regressing the pT
of the τh.

In addition to the above mentioned tasks of τh identification, kinematic re-
gression and its decay mode reconstruction, ML methods have also been studied
for various other scenarios in τ physics. These include, for example, mass re-
construction of heavy gauge boson decaying into τ leptons [54] and boosted di-τ
system identification [55].

In this work, we aim to expand the applications of deep learning based jet
tagging algorithms to the problems of τh energy regression and decay mode
classification, with the ultimate goal of providing a recipe for a complete τh
reconstruction in an end-to-end approach with the detector of choice. To further
facilitate the development and studies of new τh reconstruction algorithms, we
also provide a well documented version of our Fuτure dataset.

The dataset and an overview of its features are given in Sec. 2 with further
details along with the dataset itself in Ref. [56]. We formulate τh reconstruction
as a set of machine learning tasks in Sec. 3 and demonstrate how three differ-
ent types of models with a varying degree of expressiveness and priors can be
employed for the tasks. We study the performance of the models on the tasks
in Sec. 4 and give a short summary and outlook to future work in Sec. 5.

2 The Fuτure dataset

With this paper, we provide the first version of the Fuτure dataset. This dataset
includes

√
s = 380 GeV e+/e− samples with Z/γ∗ → ττ, ZH → Zττ and

Z/γ∗ → qq processes with approximately 2 million events in each category.
For the simulation and reconstruction we used the Compact Linear Collider
(CLIC) detector [57] setup. The dataset is updated with respect to [44] with
higher statistics, and is now released with documentation for the first time.
The generation of the events is described in Sec. 2.1 with an overview and
description of the features available in Sec. 2.2. The public dataset along with
more technical information can be found in Ref. [56]. For the studies in this
paper, only τh jets in the Z/γ∗ → ττ and ZH → Zττ datasets were used.

2.1 Monte Carlo samples and event reconstruction

The Fuτure dataset is generated using Pythia8 [58] with the same generator
settings as in Ref. [44], [59]. After generation the events undergo a full de-
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tector simulation using Geant4 [60] with the CLIC like detector (CLICdet)
(CLIC o3 v14) [61] setup before being reconstructed using the Marlin recon-
struction code [62] and interfaced using the Key4HEP package [63]. The fea-
tures in our dataset are then extracted using the particle candidates found by
processing the reconstructed events with the PandoraPF algorithm [64]–[66].

The CLICdet design has been thoroughly studied over the recent years, and
its design is similar to the CLIC Like Detector (CLD), foreseen for the up-
coming FCC-ee detector providing a relevant benchmark scenario for physics at
future e+/e− experiments. Similarly to other contemporary detectors at hadron
colliders, the CLICdet detector features a layered design with a high precision
tracking system featuring a silicon pixel and tracking detector, a Si-W electro-
magnetic sampling calorimeter and and a steel hadronic sampling calorimeter
encased in a 4T solenoid and a dedicated muon system. The expected physics
performance with some preliminary studies is discussed in Ref. [67].

A potentially important background for the τh reconstruction from the over-
lay of γγ →hadrons is currently not included in our simulation. The study and
inclusion of this background is left for future iterations of this dataset.

2.2 Input features and validation

The basis of our dataset are particle flow candidates from PandoraPF with four
momenta, charge, and candidate labels for electrons (e), muons (µ), photons (γ),
charged hadrons (h±), and neutral hadrons (h0). These candidates are clustered
into jets using the generalized kT algorithm for e+/e− collisions (ee genkt) [68]
with parameters of p = −1, R = 0.4, and a minimum pT ≥ 5 GeV to serve as
the seeds for tau identification. The dataset contains the four momenta of these
reconstructed jets, and the four momenta, charge and the particle label of the
PandoraPF candidates within them.

As τ -leptons have a small but finite lifetime corresponding to a travel dis-
tance of a few mm in the detector, variables sensitive to this special topology
such as transverse (dxy) and longitudinal (dz) impact parameters of the tracks
of charged particles have long been used for τh identification. Such impact pa-
rameters are currently not part of the Key4HEP format and are thus calculated
by us. In the context of this work, we use the same linear approximation in this
calculation as in Ref. [44], with more details to be found in Ref. [69].

The ground truth is based on stable particles at the generator level, before
detector simulation. These particles are clustered into generator-level jets with
the same algorithm as used for the clustering of the the reconstructed jets, but
without a cut on pT. The generator-level jets are matched to generator-level τ
leptons as well as reconstructed jets using ∆R < 0.3. For each reconstructed jet,
we can then define up to three target values related to τ lepton reconstruction:

• a binary flag isTau if it was matched to a generator-level hadronically
decaying τ lepton (τh),

• if matched, the categorical decay mode of the τh in terms of the number
of charged and neutral hadrons DMtrue ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 15},
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• if matched, the visible (neutrinoless) and reconstructable transverse mo-

mentum pvis,trueT of the τh lepton.

Thus, the dataset consists of reconstructed jets, with a variable number
of reconstructed particles per jet, and with up to three target labels for each
reconstructed jet. While the models we subsequently study are invariant to
particle ordering within the jet, we sort the particles in each jet in pT descending
order in the interest of reusability.

The dataset has been extensively investigated and tested for consistency and
can be validated with the provided software found in Ref. [70] and Ref. [56]. As
an example, Fig. 2 and Fig. 3 show illustrate the two research problems at hand:
the first figure shows the jet substructure for two different τh decay modes in the
ZH sample — decays into a single charged hadron and three charged hadrons.
The second figure shows the truth-level energy of the visible τh decay products
we regress from the jets.
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Figure 2: Average pT of particle flow candidates per bin in the ∆η −∆ϕ plane
around the jet axis, aggregated for jets in the ZH dataset, matched to a single
prong and three-prong, more than one neutral pion τh decay modes.

3 Tau reconstruction with ML

Reconstructing hadronically decaying tau leptons using ML can be defined as a
multi-task machine learning problem:

Φ(jet features,particle features) → {isTau,DMtrue, pvis,trueT } ,

where Φ is a trainable model. Note that Φ may consist of a single model,
separate models, or even a single backbone model with fine-tuned output layers
for each task.

We addressed isTau classification in Ref. [44], finding that in this dataset, a
transformer-based approach performs well compared to the alternatives for τh
identification.
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Figure 3: Distribution of visible τ component of the τ transverse momentum of
the generator/truth-level for jets in the Z/γ∗ → ττ and ZH → Zττ datasets.

In this paper, we address reconstructing the hadronic τ decay modes (DMs),
as given in Fig. 1, from a τh candidate jet and regressing the visible momentum
of the τh lepton pvis,trueT .

We use the ParticleTransformer [71] and LorentzNet [72] architectures as
the main models due to their expressiveness on jet tasks. As a cross-check,
we also test a simpler algorithm based on deep sets [73]. While expressive,
transformer-based models can be resource-intensive and challenging to run in
real time on constrained hardware such as field programmable gate arrays (FP-
GAs), or to introduce physics-informed priors. The LorentzNet architecture
allows to establish how much of the performance is based purely on kinematic
information, while using a strong inductive bias based on Lorentz symmetry.
The DeepSet-based architecture serves as a simple cross-check model, which
tests how much the previous, more expressive models add on top of a very sim-
ple baseline. Moreover, DeepSet-type models are straightforward to deploy on
constrained hardware such as FPGAs, and may represent a practical trade-off
where accuracy needs to be balanced with inference throughput and latency [74],
[75].

We thus use the Fuτure dataset to compare three model architectures on two
different tasks. We use the same set of input features for all models and tasks,
consisting of the particle kinematics px, py, pz, E and the additional features:

• particle charge q ∈ {−1, 0,+1},

• particle labels isChargedHadron, isNeutralHadron, isPhoton, isElectron,
isMuon based on particle flow reconstruction,
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• log pT, logE of the particles,

• ∆η, ∆ϕ of the particle with respect to the jet,

• relative log pT/p
jet
T , logE/Ejet with respect to the jet.

Currently no τ lifetime information was used for the momentum and decay
mode reconstruction as their impact on the performance in the current set-
ting will be rather modest. However, the inclusion of these variables will more
important in future studies with the inclusion of the γγ → hadrons overlay back-
ground, that similarly to “pileup” from simultaneously occurring collisions at
hadron colliders, could contaminate the jets with additional low energy particles
spoiling the momentum reconstruction.

We pick the first 16 particles in pT-descending order from each jet for the
subsequent studies for efficient transformer training, which introduces a negligi-
ble fraction of data loss. The models we study are invariant to particle ordering
in the jet.

For the training we use the Z/γ∗ → ττ sample, while the final result is
evaluated on ZH → Zττ , never used in training, to ensure the models are able
to generalize across datasets.

Similarly to Ref. [76] we use log [pvis,trueT /pjetT ] as the target for momentum
reconstruction, since the logarithm of the ratio of the total visible transverse
momentum of the τ components compared to the jet pT is distributed approxi-
mately normally. We use the Huber loss [77] for the regression task, as it is less
sensitive to outliers than the mean squared error. For the decay mode classifi-
cation task we one-hot encode DMtrue and use the standard cross-entropy loss
for the multi-classification task.

The trainings are performed over a maximum of 100 epochs with a batch
size of 1024 using the AdamW [78] optimizer. We cross-validate the training
by redoing the it 3 times on different subsets of the training dataset and using
different neural network initializations. Each training runs for approximately 8
hours on a single 8GB Nvidia RTX 2070S GPU. No hypertuning is performed
at this stage, as our goal is not to find the most optimal configuration for this
specific dataset, but rather to demonstrate generically that such ML algorithms
can be used for end-to-end τh reconstruction.

The top part of Fig. 4 shows the loss curves for all three algorithms for both
tasks. As can be seen, more expressive ParticleTransformer and LorentzNet
architectures converge both faster than the simpler DeepSet algorithm and also
achieve overall lower ultimate validation losses as shown in the bottom part of
the same figure.
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Figure 4: Training and validation loss curves for the DeepSet, LorentzNet and
ParticleTransformer algorithms in the τh momentum regression task (Top-Left)
and the τh decay mode classification task (Top-Right). Bottom: Comparison
of the best achieved validation losses for the three different algorithms in both
the τh momentum regression and τh decay mode classification task.

4 Results

To quantify the performance of the three algorithms in the τh momentum re-
gression it is useful to look both at the scale and resolution of the resulting
τh-momentum distribution. The former is given by the median of the ratio of
the predicted and the true visible τh-momentum pvis,predT /pvis,trueT . A median of
one means that on average momentum is predicted correctly, while values above
(below) one mean that the momentum on average is over(under)-predicted. The

resolution is given by the width of the pvis,predT /pvis,trueT distribution. For our
results we use the interquartile range (IQR) instead of the standard deviation
as a measure for the width as it is less sensitive towards outliers. The IQR
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is given by the difference in the position of the 25% and 75% quantile of the
distribution, normalized by the 50% quantile, giving the width of the central
part of the distribution relative to its median. Fig. 5 shows both the scale as
well as the resolution of the regressed pT distribution as a function of the truth
level τh pT for all three algorithms.
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Figure 5: Scale (Left) and resolution (Right) of the τh momentum response

distribution given by the mean and the IQR of the pvis,predT /pvis,trueT distribution.
Both scale and response are displayed as a function of the truth level visible τ
pT for the ZH → Zττ sample for all three algorithms. As a comparison, the
scale and resolution are also shown when using the input jet pT directly as the
tau momentum without applying any regression.

It can be seen that in the bulk of the τh pT between 15 and 100 GeV all three
algorithms predict the scale of the τh momentum very well, within 0.5%. This
compares to an over-prediction of about 1.5% when using the input jet directly
as a τh without any further regression. Similarly, all three algorithms achieve a
resolution of 2.5% to 3% in the same τh pT range with the ParticleTransformer
giving the best results. This compares to a resolution of about 5% when using
the input jet directly as a τh. At high τ pT where the number of jets in the
Z → ττ sample used for training drops, the performance of all three algorithms,
but in particular the ParticleTransformer and LorentzNet, is reduced, under-
predicting the τh momentum by up to a few percent while the resolution worsens.

Quantifying the quality of the τh decay mode classification is a more difficult
task as the fraction of taus for the different decay modes varies, with the most
likely decay into one charged hadron and one neutral pion at about 26% of all
tau decays, and decays into three charged hadrons and one neutral pion at only
about 5%. On the other hand, depending on the underlying physics analysis,
the identification of the right number of charged hadrons, and subsequently
the correct charge of the τh, might be physically more interesting than the
differentiation of decay modes with zero, one or two neutral hadrons. Hence the
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overall precision of the decay mode classification might not present the most
accurate picture. Instead, in Fig. 6 we show the precision broken down by
decay mode for all three algorithms and the confusion matrix of true/predicted
decay modes for the ParticleTransformer algorithm in Fig. 7. The latter does
not only break down the precision of the algorithm as a function of the decay
mode, but also helps us judge the migration of misidentified decay modes to
other classes. We have chosen the ParticleTransformer algorithm as it shows
the best overall loss as can be seen in Fig. 4.
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Overall a precision of 80% to 95% is achieved for decay mode classification,
with the most difficult decay modes being the ones with a multitude of neutral
pions as well as rare decays. In general, the ParticleTransformer algorithm
performs the best for these difficult cases with a high number of final state
particles. Notably, the performance of the ParticleTransformer algorithm is
significantly worse for the overflow category (“Rare”). We hypothesize that
the ParticleTransformer approach is affected more significantly than the other
networks by the limited training statistics. Nevertheless, given the broadly
comparable overall precision of the models on the decay mode reconstruction
task, the choice in a particular experiment should be driven by the available
computational budget.

5 Summary and Outlook

In this paper we define τh reconstruction as a multi-task machine learning prob-
lem consisting of binary classification for τh identification, momentum regres-
sion, and decay mode multi-classification, create a realistic benchmark dataset
for this task and compare the performance of several architectures on the re-
construction subtasks. The Fuτure dataset is available in Ref. [56] and contains
samples to test machine learning algorithms for τh reconstruction. This paper
builds on previous work [44] showing how transformer based architectures can
be used to reliably reconstruct and identify hadronic τ decays. Here, we demon-
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strate that these architectures also perform well in regressing the τh momentum
as well as identifying the τh decay mode, thus allowing to treat τh lepton iden-
tification and reconstruction as a single machine learning problem. For the
momentum regression a resolution of about 3% with a momentum scale about
0.5%-1% within the true tau momentum could be achieved for the bulk of the
τ momentum distribution. Depending on the specific decay mode a precision
between 80% and 95% could be achieved for the the classification task, with Par-
ticleTransformer outperforming other architectures for the more difficult decay
mode with a higher number of final state particles.

Thus far, we have trained separate models for each subtask from scratch,
while recent work in the direction of foundation models has shown promise that
using pretrained backbone models with task-specific fine-tuning can reduce the
amount of required training samples, as well as the required inference bud-
get [79], [80]. In future work, it may be useful to investigate the dependence of
the architectures on available training statistics and sample composition to en-
sure robustness under domain shift scenarios. This dataset also allows to study
the trade-offs between bias and variance in terms of using physics-inspired net-
works such as LorentzNet on a limited set of input features, vs. using a wide va-
riety of input features in more generic architectures such as ParticleTransformer,
to identify the relative feature importances for the subtasks. The dataset and
training and validation setup can be generalized in a straightforward way to
FCC-ee and other future collider scenarios.
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