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Abstract

Searches of new signals in particle physics are usually done by training a supervised
classifier to separate a signal model from the known Standard Model physics (also
called the background model). However, even when the signal model is correct,
systematic errors in the background model can influence supervised classifiers and
might adversely affect the signal detection procedure. To tackle this problem, one
approach is to use the (possibly misspecified) classifier only to perform a preliminary
signal-enrichment step and then to carry out a bump hunt on the signal-rich sample
using only the real experimental data. For this procedure to work, we need a classifier
constrained to be decorrelated with one or more protected variables used for the signal
detection step. We do this by considering an optimal transport map of the classifier
output that makes it independent of the protected variable(s) for the background. We
then fit a semi-parametric mixture model to the distribution of the protected variable
after making cuts on the transformed classifier to detect the presence of a signal. We
compare and contrast this decorrelation method with previous approaches, show that
the decorrelation procedure is robust to moderate background misspecification, and
analyze the power of the signal detection test as a function of the cut on the classifier.

Keywords: Large Hadron Collider, bump hunt, model misspecification, high-energy physics,
mixture density fitting, semi-parametric hypothesis testing, algorithmic fairness.
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1 Introduction

Particle physics aims to understand the structure of matter at a fundamental level, that is,

to discern those particles that compose matter but cannot be decomposed. The Standard

Model (SM) of particle physics provides the theory behind all known fundamental particles

and their interactions. For a long time physicists have theorized the existence of multiple

new fundamental particles and are now searching for empirical evidence of the new particles

beyond those described by the SM [Evans and Bryant, 2008].

Experiments are conducted at particle colliders to search for these theorized particles.

Particle colliders are facilities in underground tunnels where particles are accelerated to

almost the speed of light and then made to collide. In the Large Hadron Collider (LHC),

the largest collider in the world (27 km long), two protons or heavy ions are accelerated

in opposite directions and made to collide within four underground detectors – ALICE,

ATLAS, CMS, and LHCb. When a collision occurs, the kinetic energy of the particles

transforms into mass, creating new particles [Lyons, 2008]. The new particles formed are

often unstable particles, called resonances, which almost instantly decay into other more

stable particles. The paths of these particles, along with their momenta and energies, are

recorded within the particle detectors. By measuring these, scientists can reconstruct the

properties of the unstable particles that gave rise to these more stable, observable particles.

Each collision is referred to as an event. Most collisions are considered uninteresting and

constitute what physicists call background events. However, some collisions might create

the theorized fundamental particles. Hence, the problem is to separate those collisions of

interest, called the signal events, from the background events.

Two examples of signal events that we discuss in the experiments of this paper are high-

momentum W-boson production and high-mass resonance production. Some theorized new
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massive particles are predicted to decay into a final state containing a W boson and other

heavy particles [ATLAS, 2018b]. The W boson itself is an unstable resonance and can decay

into two quarks, which produce collimated streams of particles, called jets. The presence

of the heavy particles causes the W boson to have an unusually high transverse momentum

(pT) and the two jets from the W-boson decay to merge into a single large-radius “W-jet”.

This is an example of new physics searches where the task is to discriminate the hadronically

decaying W bosons (signal events) from the large group of events that produce non-resonant

jets (background events). For W boson, the invariant mass of the resulting large-radius jet

is a good discriminator from the non-resonant background since the signal is localized in

mass, whereas the background is smooth [ATLAS, 2018b]. Finding a mass peak on top of a

smooth background has been one of the main techniques in particle physics for discovering

new particles. While the W boson itself is a known SM particle, studied in great detail in

experiments, the detection of highly boosted W bosons via their mass peak signal can be

a strong indirect hint for the presence of new resonances with much higher mass.

However, it is well-established that W-jets have a rich jet substructure. Training boosted

decision trees and neural network classifiers on these jet substructure variables (see Table 1

in ATLAS [2018b]) has proven to be particularly successful in increasing the power of de-

tecting the signal events [ATLAS, 2017a,b]. However, these classifiers are trained on Monte

Carlo simulations from the hypothesized models, with access to the simulated true labels,

but evaluated on unlabelled experimental collision data. Since simulating jets accurately

is difficult, there might be systematic differences between the training and the test data.

Additionally, the data generation process might not be uniquely specified, with the pres-

ence of nuisance parameters, which would also cause differences between the training and

test data, affecting the trained classifiers [Louppe et al., 2017].
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For the second example, we study production of a high-mass resonance where an exotic

high-mass particle decays into two Higgs bosons. The Higgs boson is an unstable particle

that decays roughly within 10−22 seconds, making it impossible to directly detect it. In-

stead, the SM predicts that the Higgs boson decays into a pair of bottom quarks (b-quarks)

60% of the time, experimentally shown by ATLAS [2018a] and CMS [2018], which can be

used to detect the original resonance. To detect this, one needs to investigate the events

where four b-quarks are observed and detect in which events the four b-quarks originate

from the resonance (signal events) versus events where the four b-quarks were produced

by a different process (background events). The background process is dominated by jet

production via strong interactions of quarks and gluons from the colliding protons. The

b-quarks themselves hadronize to form streams of other particles and their final stable

decay products can be reconstructed in the detectors as so-called b-jets. The kinematic

properties of the four b-jets (e.g., momentum, energy, angles, etc.) can then be used to

detect if a particular event is likely to be a high-mass resonance event. Similar to W-boson

production, the invariant mass can also be used to identify signal events from background

events.

The distribution of the signal in this case can be approximated accurately, however,

simulating the background distribution in this case suffers from being computationally

intractable due to the presence of large higher-order perturbative corrections in strong

interactions [Di Micco et al., 2020]. Previous research has assumed that there are auxiliary

events that are related to the background distribution via a distributional shift and can

be used to estimate the background distribution [Bryant, 2018, Manole et al., 2022]. An

example of such auxiliary events would be events that result in less than four b-quarks,

making them impossible to have come from a signal event, but having similar kinematic
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properties as the background [Bryant, 2018]. Since the background distribution is now being

estimated, the background samples might not be entirely accurate, and hence, similar to

W-boson production, a signal detection test based on a classifier trained on these samples

might be affected.

Distribution of Mass Distribution of Mass after Cut

Figure 1: Evidence of sculpting in the shape of the background distribution of the invariant

mass (protected variable) after a classifier-based filtration, where a cut is performed on

the jet substructure (auxiliary variables) classifier output (h) at h > 0.5. The grey bars

represent the background, and the blue bars represent the signal. Cutting on the classifier

output sculpts the background distribution of the protected mass variable, creating an

artificial bump that could be confused with the signal mass peak.

The solution in these cases is to use a variable in which the signal detection test can

be performed without having access to reliable background samples. A common choice is

a variable in which the signal is localized and the background is smooth, so that the signal

detection test can be performed as a bump hunt [CDF Collaboration, 2009, Choudalakis,

2011]. In the above examples, the invariant mass is such a variable. However, given the

additional information available in the form of supervised classifiers trained on auxiliary
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variables (e.g., jet substructure variables for W boson and kinematic variables for the high-

mass resonance event), we would ideally like to use these to perform a filtering step to

enhance the signal before using the invariant mass for the actual test. The output of

these classifiers exhibits non-linear dependence with the invariant mass, and therefore, a

filtration based on the classifiers causes a distortion to the shape of the invariant mass

distribution for the background events, making it hard to distinguish it from the signal

events. This phenomenon is called sculpting [ATLAS, 2018b] and is shown in Figure 1.

This will be discussed in more detail in Section 1.2. The objective is to find a classifier

given the constraint that it is decorrelated (in fact, what we want is independence, but

decorrelation has become the standard term in high-energy physics) with invariant mass

[ATLAS, 2018b]. More generally, we want to produce a classifier that is decorrelated with

respect to one or more protected variables in which the bump hunt will be performed.

The main objective of this paper is, thus, to present a data analysis pipeline consisting

of a decorrelation algorithm and a signal detection test and show the robustness of the

framework to systematic mis-modeling of the background data. We also show through

our experiments that using the decorrelated classifiers to incorporate auxiliary information

does indeed increase the power of the signal detection test, while filtering using correlated

classifiers yields unreliable tests due to sculpting. In the rest of the introduction, we

introduce in greater detail the signal detection test using the invariant mass, the idea of

decorrelation, and our contributions.

1.1 Introduction to bump hunting

The detection of new physical phenomena in high-energy physics has historically relied on

the search for resonances causing a bump in the invariant-mass spectrum of their daughter
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Figure 2: Pictorial representation of bump hunting. (a) Unlabeled mixture data of back-

ground and signal events. (b) Background estimation from control region. (c) Background

interpolation into signal region. (d) Signal detection.

particlesu. The shape of the bump is driven by the natural width of the resonance as well as

by detector resolution effects. Physical background processes are known to usually produce

smooth mass distributions. Thus, the presence of deviations from this pattern can provide

evidence for the existence of undiscovered phenomena. Although physicists might not know

the exact background or signal distributions, they can often pinpoint regions of the invariant

mass spectrum where they expect to observe a resonance if it exists. These are called signal

regions. These two assumptions, smoothly decaying background and known signal regions,

can be used to perform signal detection. To make the ideas concrete, consider figure 2a,

which presents an idealized scenario in which we have data from a mixture of background

and signal events and a predefined signal region. First, the background is estimated while

censoring the signal region; see Figure 2b. Second, the fitted background is interpolated to

the signal region; see Figure 2c. Finally, the interpolated fitted background and observed

distribution in the signal region are compared to check if they differ significantly; see

Figure 2d. Informally, physicists look for bumps on the interpolated background.

This methodology is called bump hunting [CDF Collaboration, 2009] and goes back at
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least to the discovery of the ρ meson [Button et al., 1962]. A successful improvement has

been the BumpHunter algorithm [Choudalakis, 2011] that searches the entire invariant mass

spectrum using a moving signal region while accounting for performing multiple hypothesis

tests, called the look elsewhere effect in the physics literature [Gross and Vitells, 2010]. The

algorithm has been widely used together with parametric and non-parametric background

estimation [ATLAS Collaboration, 2010, CDF Collaboration, 2009]. Modern developments

have focused on using machine learning both to estimate the background and to improve

the sensitivity of signal tests through classifiers [Kasieczka et al., 2021]. For instance,

Collins et al. [2019] uses classifiers to enrich the signal region, and then proceeds to per-

form a likelihood ratio test with a parametric background and model-free signal using the

asympotic formulae proposed by Cowan et al. [2011]. Although asymptotically valid, such

an approach is not necessarily optimal. In this work, we prove the asymptotic optimality of

the proposed via the semi-parametric framework. That is, the proposed test asymptotically

makes the most efficient use of the available data while allowing for an arbitrarily complex

signal contained in the signal region.

1.2 Introduction to decorrelation

Bump hunting requires a reasonably large signal strength in order to detect the presence

of signal events. However, in many scenarios for new physics searches, the expected signal

strengths are small compared to the SM background, leading to negligible power when

testing. As mentioned before, an approach taken by physicists is to use available auxiliary

variables to train a supervised classifier (h) on assumed background and signal samples, and

use the classifier to identify signal-rich regions where the background is most suppressed.

The bump hunt search is then performed on the data within this signal-rich region [AT-
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LAS, 2018b]. To find the signal-rich region, one just performs pre-determined cuts on the

classifier output, e.g., if the cut-off is t and the classifier is trained so that large values

correspond to signal events, the signal-rich region is given by {x : h(x) > t}. Note that

this is different from the signal region mentioned above and illustrated in Figure 2a, since

the signal-rich region is in the domain of the auxiliary variables whereas the signal region

is in the domain of the protected variable(s).

The problem is that since the detection is now performed conditional on the classifier

output, the distribution of the protected variable on which the signal detection is performed,

changes (sculpts). As shown in Figure 1, the distribution of the protected variable (mass)

for the background data (grey) before signal enrichment is a smoothly falling curve, whereas

after signal enrichment, the distribution of the background itself has a bump, making it

hard to distinguish it from the signal. This would make the bump-hunt test lose validity

since under the null case itself, the data has a bump.

So, we need to ensure that the distribution of the protected variable remains unchanged

for the background data after signal enrichment. This can be easily guaranteed if the classi-

fier output is independent of the protected variable. This can be achieved in three ways: (1)

Make the input variables of the classifier independent of the protected variable. (2) Enforce

the classifier to be independent of the protected variable during training. (3) Transform any

pre-trained classifier to be independent of the protected variable by composing the classifier

output with an additional mapping. Our algorithm CDOT (Classifier Decorrelated using

Optimal Transport) takes this approach using an optimal transport map.

For the first approach, early works solved the problem by using theoretical domain

knowledge to modify the auxiliary variables to be independent of the protected variable

before training the classifier. Designing Decorrelated Taggers (DDT) [Dolen et al., 2016],
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uses a simple parametric function to modify the auxiliary variable to avoid sculpting. The

Convolved SubStructure (CSS) approach [Moult et al., 2018] finds analytically a convo-

lution such that when it is applied on the auxiliary variables, they theoretically become

independent of the protected variable. Note that both of these methods are specific to

particular experiments (W-boson production) and do not utilize the full potential of all

available auxiliary variables.

A standard way to perform decorrelation during the training stage is to add a penalty

term to the classification loss function when fitting the classifier. Multiple penalty terms

have been considered in past literature, e.g., DisCo [Kasieczka and Shih, 2020] uses the

distance correlation. Adversarial Neural Networks (ANN) [Shimmin et al., 2017, Louppe

et al., 2017] use as penalty the accuracy of a second adversary neural network that predicts

the protected variable from the classifier output, maximizing classification accuracy while

minimizing the dependence of the classifier output on the protected variable. Moment

Decomposition (MoDe) [Kitouni et al., 2021], on the other hand, argues that we do not need

independence, instead they ensure that the trained penalized classifier does not introduce

a localization (bump) in the background by adding a penalty based on the moments of the

protected variable’s CDF. Outlier exposure variational autoencoders (OE-VAE) [Cheng

et al., 2023] use a variational autoencoder in place of a classifier to find a latent space

where they perform anomaly detection to tag anomalous jets. The penalty they use is

the loss of a second classifier that separates out-of-distribution events from in-distribution

events where the out-of-distribution events are resampled such that the protected variable’s

distribution is the same as that of the in-distribution events.

For the last approach, both our approach and the one taken in a parallel body of work

CNOTS [Algren et al., 2024] is to find a transformation of a pre-trained classifier that
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makes it independent of the protected variable using an optimal transport map [Villani,

2021]. However, the methods diverge in the way they estimate this optimal transport

map. While in our work we find a closed-form solution to the optimal transport problem

and estimate it using conditional kernel density estimators, CNOTS uses the Kantorovich

dual formulation of the optimal transport problem to show that the optimal transport

map can be written as the gradient of a convex neural network, resulting in a map that

is monotonic. The authors then fit two partially input convex neural networks (PICNNs)

to estimate this. CNOTS [Algren et al., 2024] additionally handles multivariate classifiers

whereas we address univariate classifiers. We however note that while our method can be

extended to the multivariate classifier case, the optimal transport problem does not have

a closed-form solution in that case (except for when they are normally distributed), which

would make it computationally expensive.

A previous work, Klein and Golling [2022], uses a conditional normalizing flow that finds

a map between the distribution of the classifier conditioned on the protected variables and

a known distribution using a neural network and uses this to transform the classifier to

a decorrelated classifier. Another similar method [Moreno et al., 2020] takes a slightly

different approach. Instead of transforming the classifier, they change the cut threshold

such that the distribution of the protected variable after the cut remains unchanged for

the background. They perform quantile regression of the classifier output on the protected

variable to estimate the threshold as a function of the protected variable corresponding to

a particular quantile t. In theory, this is identical to finding a transformed classifier and

fixing the threshold at t, but the way the estimation is performed in practice is different.

Additionally, in this case the threshold is a random variable that varies with the protected

variable.
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1.3 Contributions

In this paper, our main contribution is to present a complete pipeline for signal detection

using a decorrelated classifier and provide a statistical analysis of the entire pipeline. We

study—to the best of our knowledge, for the first time—how implementing a classifier

filtration and a decorrelation algorithm before performing a bump hunt affects the power

and validity of the signal detection test compared to not implementing them. The pipeline

consists of the following steps:

1. Training Classifier: Train a classifier to separate signal from the background using

auxiliary variables.

2. Signal Enrichment: (a) Apply the proposed decorrelation algorithm based on optimal

transport to the trained classifier. (b) Filter data using the decorrelated classifier.

3. Signal Detection: Use a semi-parametric bump-hunt test on the filtered data to per-

form signal detection.

The entire proposed pipeline is demonstrated in Figure 3.

The decorrelation algorithm we propose and discuss in this paper though similar to Al-

gren et al. [2024] (as mentioned above), differs in the way we estimate the optimal transport

map. Both methods are applicable to multivariate protected variables. The Algren et al.

[2024] method is additionally applicable to multivariate classifiers as well. We additionally

show that the proposed decorrelation algorithm can be extended via geodesic morphing to

give rise to a range of decorrelated classifiers with varying degrees of decorrelation. The

intermediate stages provide higher signal vs. background separation than the completely

decorrelated classifier and higher decorrelation than the original classifier. We further com-

pare our proposed decorrelation method with previous decorrelation methods as a function
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Figure 3: Flowchart of the signal detection process. The process can be divided into three

stages - training, signal enrichment, and signal detection stages. In the training stage, we

use the Monte Carlo (MC) simulated background and signal data to train the supervised

classifier h as well as the optimal transport map TM to get the classifier decorrelated through

optimal transport (CDOT), TM(h(·)). In the signal enrichment stage, we threshold the

trained CDOT on the real experimental data. Finally, in the signal detection stage we use

the protected variable for the selected real data to perform bump-hunt signal detection.

of the degree of decorrelation and demonstrate the superiority of the method for high levels

of decorrelation.

Regarding bump hunting [CDF Collaboration, 2009, Choudalakis, 2011], for flexible

parametric background distributions and arbitrary signal distributions, we propose a test

based on the protected variable and prove its optimality in the semi-parametric framework

[van der Vaart, 1998]. Informally, the optimality guarantees that the proposed test makes

the best of use of the available information when the signal can be arbitrarily complex but

contained in the signal region. The test is based on computing the maximum likelihood
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estimator while censoring the signal region, and can be connected to previous work on

counting experiments and interpolating the background distribution on the signal region

[Behnke et al., 2013]. Since the test is performed after the signal enrichment step, we pro-

pose a simple model selection procedure based on sample splitting to empirically calibrate

the test under the null distribution.

Finally, we perform a thorough study of the robustness of the signal detection pipeline to

systematic mismodeling in the background. To the best of our knowledge, such robustness

study has not appeared in previous decorrelation literature. Furthermore, we study the

power and validity of the signal detection test with and without decorrelation and with

and without signal enrichment, and conclude that decorrelation and signal enrichment help

produce a stable, robust, valid and more powerful test. Lastly, one of our objectives is to

introduce the idea of decorrelation to statisticians since it has potential applications in

algorithmic fairness.

2 Methods

As discussed in the introduction in Section 1, we have three sources of data at hand

MC Background (B) : X1, . . . , Xmb ∼ pb

MC Signal (S) : Y1, . . . , Yms ∼ ps

Experimental/Real data (E) : W1, . . . ,Wn ∼ q = (1− λ) · pb + λ · ps

Here pb, ps and q are the densities of the simulated background, the simulated signal and

the experimental data, respectively. λ ∈ [0, 1] is the signal strength which represents the

probability of a signal event in the experimental data. Furthermore, we have data on

the protected variable M , for all the three samples, i.e., MXi
∼ pbM , MYi

∼ psM and
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MWi
∼ qM . Henceforth, we will drop the M from the density notation to interchangeably

use pb, ps and q for the protected variable as well, since from context it should be clear

which density we mean. We want to perform a signal detection test, i.e., test H0 : λ = 0.

As discussed in Section 1, since the signal is localized in the protected variable M , the test

is performed on the protected experimental data MWi
∼ q = (1−λ)pb+λps. Additionally,

as explained in the introduction, we do not entirely trust the background simulations. So,

it is important to note that we do not use the background or signal simulations for the

actual test. Hence, the test is able to robustly detect any signal that is localized in the

protected variable, even if the background simulation is mis-specified.

Let S ∈ 0, 1 be an indicator for a signal event. Now, let Z = h(W ) = P̂(S = 1|W )

denote the output of a probabilistic classifier that separates background and signal data.

The joint density of (Z,M) can be written as:

p(z,m) = p(z)p(m|z)

= p(z)[p(m|z, S = 0)P(S = 0|z) + p(m|z, S = 1)P(S = 1|z)]

= p(z)[(1− λ(z))p(m|z, S = 0) + λ(z)p(m|z, S = 1)],

where λ(z) = P(S = 1|Z = z). Now, λ = P(S = 1) =
∫
λ(z)dP (z). We want to

perform a signal detection test, i.e., test H0 : λ = 0. But as described in Section 1, we

want to perform the test after performing signal enrichment. So, we perform the test on

experimental data that passes the cut: h(W ) > t, where t > 0 is some fixed threshold.

That is, instead of λ we are now interested in λ(z) for z > t. Note that under the null,

H0 : λ = 0, we also have λ(z) = 0 for all z. Also, note that we expect λ(z) to increase as z

increases since the classifier is trained to detect signal, so higher classifier output indicates

a higher chance of the event being a signal event.

The selected data are now conditional on Z = h(W ) > t. Considering the density
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p(z,m|Z > t), this has two effects: we are now interested in λ(z) for z > t which is larger

than λ, so it increases the signal strength in the test data (good) but it replaces pb(m) and

ps(m) with pb(m|Z > t) and ps(m|Z > t) which are closer together (bad) causing sculpting.

Ideally, we want the optimal classifier subject to the condition: pb(m|z) = pb(m) and

ps(m|z) = ps(m). It is impossible to satisfy both of these conditions at once but in practice,

it is sufficient to have Z = h(W ) such that pb(m|z) = pb(m), i.e., h is constructed so that

h(X) is independent of m(X), given that X is from the background distribution pb. It is

also important to note that as the amount of enrichment increases, i.e., t increases, while

λ(z) increases, the sample size decreases and hence too much enrichment could potentially

reduce power. So there is a trade-off between sample size and increasing λ(z) and one

needs to be careful when choosing t. So, now the joint density of (Z,M) becomes:

p(z,m) = p(z)[(1− λ(z))p(m|z, S = 0) + λ(z)p(m|z, S = 1)]

= p(z)[(1− λ(z))pb(m|z) + λ(z)ps(m|z)]

= p(z)[(1− λ(z))pb(m) + λ(z)ps(m|z)] due to decorrelation.

As mentioned in the introduction, the proposed signal detection workflow has three

steps:

(Step 1): Training and Decorrelation: Train a probabilistic classifier (h) on the simulated signal

and simulated background data to identify signal events. Then apply a transforma-

tion (TM(h)) to decorrelate it, i.e., make it independent of the protected variable

(M) for the background. We present the decorrelation procedure where we find the

transformation TM using optimal transport in more detail in Section 2.1.

(Step 2): Signal Enrichment: Filter the experimental data (W ’s) using the classifier selecting

a signal-rich sub-sample Et = {i : TMi
(h(Wi)) > t} for some threshold 0 < t < 1.
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(Step 3): Signal Detection: We perform a bump-hunt on the protected variable for the selected

experimental data, i.e., on MWi
for i ∈ Et. Let M be distributed as:

q(m) = (1− λ) · pb(m) + λ · ps(m) (1)

Here, pb(m) is a smooth background model, and ps(m) is a bump-like function.

We additionally have for the selected experimental data:

q(m|Z > t) = (1− λt) · pb(m) + λt · ps(m|Z > t) (2)

where Z = TM(h(W )) is the new transformed classifier and λt = P(S = 1|Z > t).

We fit q(m|Z > t) using the selected experimental data, MWi
for i ∈ Et, and test

H0 : λt = 0 versusH1 : λt > 0. We discuss the signal detection in detail in Section 2.2.

For the implementation of Step 1, we split the simulated background data into a train-

ing data set and a validation data set, where the training data set is used to train the

probabilistic classifier and the validation data set is used to train the decorrelation algo-

rithm. We train a random forest classifier as the probabilistic classifier h that separates

the signal from the background. But, one could use any pre-trained probabilistic classifier

and then decorrelate it for the background using the decorrelation algorithm presented in

this paper.

2.1 Decorrelation via Optimal Transport

As mentioned above, the goal of the decorrelation procedure is to construct h so that h(X)

is independent of m(X), given that X is from the background distribution pb. In this

section, we discuss a few options of the ways in which this decorrelation can be done and

discuss our proposed algorithm in detail.
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One option is to transform the data X itself to make it independent of M subject to

making the transformed data as close to the original data as possible while keeping the

marginal distribution of X intact. If X itself is independent of M , then any classifier

applied to it is also independent of M , and hence any classifier can be used. However, if

X is high-dimensional, this is computationally expensive due to the lack of a closed-form

expression for optimal transport maps in high-dimensions.

As a more practical alternative, we consider transforming the classifier h(X) to be in-

dependent of M for the background data X ∼ pb, such that the transformed classifier

output is as close to the original as possible, while keeping the marginal distribution the

same. Note, without loss of generality, one could choose any distribution for the new

marginal distribution. We decided to keep the marginal distribution unchanged. One

way to achieve this transformation is by solving the optimal transport problem given by:

minimize E [(TM(Z)− Z)2] subject to TM(Z) independent of M and pbTM (Z)(z) = pb(z),

where Z = h(X) and pbTM (Z) and pb are the marginal densities of TM (Z) and Z, respec-

tively. The solution to this optimization problem is given by the optimal transport map

Tm from pb(z|m) to the marginal pb(z). This is shown in Lemma 3 in Appendix A. Addi-

tionally, as our classifier Z = h(X) is univariate, Tm has a closed-form solution given by

Tm(z) = F−1
z (Fz|m(z)) where Fz is the marginal cdf of Z = h(X) and Fz|m is the conditional

cdf of Z given M = m for X ∼ pb.

So, to estimate the optimal transport map Tm, we first need to estimate Fz, the marginal

cdf of Z and Fz|m, the conditional cdf of Z given M = m, where Z = h(X) is the classifier

output on the background data X. To estimate Fz, we use the empirical cdf of the back-

ground data h(Xi) to obtain an estimate F̂z(t). Since we have sufficient background data,

this is a good estimate of the marginal cdf.
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Estimating the conditional cdf Fz|m poses a more challenging task. We use a kernel

conditional distribution estimator (using npcdist in R package np [Li and Racine, 2008,

Hayfield and Racine, 2008, Li et al., 2013]) to estimate the conditional cdf. The challenge

is that we need to find two optimal bandwidths for the kernel estimator, one along the z

dimension and one along the m dimension. We note in our experiments that a fixed band-

width works along the z dimension, however, the optimal bandwidth along them dimension

varies with the protected variable M . Finding an adaptive optimal bandwidth with M is

computationally expensive, so instead we take one of two approaches. The first simpler

approach is to assume that the optimal bandwidth along M changes as a step function of

M , where the points at which it changes are visibly observable from the distribution of M

and the optimal bandwidth along Z remains constant. The second approach is to assume

that a particular location-scale transformation of Z as a function of log(M) results in a

constant optimal bandwidth for the kernel estimator of Fz|m. Specifically, we assume

logit(Z) = µ(M) + σ(M)ϵ,

where µ(M) = E[logit(Z)| log(M)], σ2(M) = V ar(logit(Z)| log(M)), and the conditional

distribution estimator of ϵ|log(M) has a fixed optimal bandwidth. The intuition behind

taking the logit and log transformations comes from the context of Z = h(X) being a

classifier output and the protected variable M usually being the invariant mass, which is

a positively-skewed variable. Depending on the data set, the logit and log transformations

may or may not be necessary.

Using this assumption, we estimate η̂i = logit(h(Xi))− µ̂(MXi
), where µ̂ is an estimator

of µ derived using non-parametric regression of logit(h(X)) on log(M). Then we can esti-

mate σ̂2(MXi
)’s using a non-parametric regression of η̂2 on log(M). Now, we can estimate

ϵ using ϵ̂i = η̂i/σ̂(MXi
) and estimate Fϵ|m using a fixed-bandwidth conditional distribution
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estimator F̂ϵ|m. Then the conditional distribution of Z|M can be derived as

Fz|m(t) = P (Z ≤ t|M = m)

= P (logit(Z) ≤ logit(t)|M = m)

= P (µ(M) + σ(M)ϵ ≤ logit(t)|M = m)

= P

(
ϵ ≤ logit(t)− µ(M)

σ(M)

∣∣∣∣M = m

)
= Fϵ|m

(
logit(t)− µ(M)

σ(M)

)
.

Therefore,

F̂z|m(t) = F̂ϵ|m

(
logit(t)− µ̂(M)

σ̂(M)

)
. (3)

The CDOT (Classifier Decorrelated via Optimal Transport) procedure is detailed in Algo-

rithm 1 in Appendix A.

Remarks:

1. It is important to note that even though we call the classifier a decorrelated classifier

in accordance with standard terminology in HEP, in reality the transformed classifier

TM(h) is independent of M for the background data and not just uncorrelated.

2. The best approach to estimate the conditional distribution of Z|M (specifically the

optimal bandwidth along them-axis) in Step 3 of Algorithm 1 in Appendix A, depends

on the distribution ofM and Z|M for the background data. We can use the available

background validation data to decide which approach is better for a particular dataset.

The optimal transport map Tm(h) transports pb(z|m) to the marginal pb(z) for every

fixed m. An additional contribution of this paper is to consider the optimal path or

geodesic taken by the optimal transport map, i.e, to look at the intermediate steps of the

transport problem. Let F be the set of all distributions and gm : [0, 1]− > F is such

that gm(0) = pb(·|m) and gm(1) = pb(·). Then {gm(t) : 0 ≤ t ≤ 1} is a path connecting
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pb(z|m) and pb(z). The geodesic is the shortest path connecting pb(z|m) and pb(z) and

it can be shown that for the geodesic path {gm(t) : 0 ≤ t ≤ 1}, the transformation

corresponding to an intermediate point in the path gm(t) is given by th+(1− t)Tm(h), i.e.,

pb(th + (1 − t)Tm(h)|m) = gm(t) [Villani, 2021]. Hence, the geodesic gives rise to a range

of decorrelated classifiers with varying degrees of decorrelation.

2.2 Semi-parametric efficient test for signal detection

We propose an efficient test for the presence of a signal using only the protected variable

M , which is usually the invariant mass. We assume that the support of its distribution,

denoted by Ω, can be split into disjoint control and signal regions, denoted by C and S

correspondingly. Furthermore, we assume that the signal region is known. In the following,

we rewrite the conditional mixture after the signal enrichment step, see eq. (2), streamlining

the notation in order to simplify the presentation of this section. The model is:

M1, . . . ,Mn
iid∼ f(m) = (1− λ) · b(m) + λ · s(m) (4)

s.t. support(f) = Ω = S∪C , S∩C = ∅ and

∫
S
s(m) dm = 1 (5)

where f(m) = q(m|Z > t) is the mixture density, b(m) = pb(m) is the background density,

s(m) = ps(m|Z > t) is the signal density and λ = λt = P (S = 1|Z > t) is the signal

strength. Note that we have suppressed the dependence on the threshold t in all cases.

The above is a semi-parametric model [van der Vaart, 1998, Kosorok, 2008] because the

signal distribution is (except that it is supported on the signal region) but the background is

assumed to either be known or parametric. Formally, given the above n observations from

the previous mixture eq. (4), we propose a test that decides between the null hypothesis,

ie no signal present H0 : λ = 0, and the alternative hypothesis H1 : λ > 0. Recall that a

test is a function of the data Ψα : support(f) → {0, 1} that returns 0 if it considers that
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the data support the null hypothesis and 1 otherwise. We say that a test is asymptotically

valid if it asymptotically controls the type I error, that is, limn→∞ P (Ψα(Fn, B) = 1) ≤ α.

Throughout this section, we adopt the following conventions: if b denotes a density,

then B(A) indicates its integral over the set A, i.e. B(A) =
∫
A
b. Analogously, let

Fn(m) = Fn ((∞,m]) = n−1
∑n

i=1 I(Mi ≤ m) denote the empirical CDF and Fn (A) =

n−1
∑n

i=1 I(Mi ∈ A) its integral over the set A.

To gain some insight, consider the case where the background is known. It can be

immediately observed that integrating the mixture density over the control region leads to

the identification of the signal strength as a ratio between the probability of observing an

event in the control region under the mixture and background distributions.

λ(F,B) = 1− F (C)
B(C)

(6)

Replacing F by its empirical estimate Fn leads to the plug-in estimator that compares the

observed counts on the signal region to the expected background. This estimator is usually

referred to as a counting experiment in the Physics literature [Behnke et al., 2013], and it

is the semi-parametric efficient estimator of λ.

Lemma 1. Under the model eq. (4) with known background, the plug-in estimator is

λ(Fn, B) = 1− Fn(C)
B(C)

(7)

is the semiparametric efficient estimator. A level α test based on this estimator is

Ψα(Fn, B) = I(T (Fn, B) > Z1−α) (8)

where T (Fn, B) =
√
n · Fn(S)−B(S)√

Fn(S)(1− Fn(S))
(9)

and Z1−α is the 1− α quantile of the standard normal distribution.
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The proof can be found in Appendix B.2. We remark that physicists do not usually know

the exact boundaries of the signal region, but they expect this contamination to be small.

Consider the case where a ϵ fraction of the signal leaks into the control region
∫
S s = 1− ϵ.

Furthermore, assume that the amount of contamination ϵ is smaller than B(C). Then, we

have that λ(Fn) underestimates the signal strength

E[λ(Fn)] = λ ·
[
1− ϵ

B(C)

]
(10)

Consequently, the test eq. (8) is conservative whenever the signal leaks into the control

region.

Usually, researchers do not know the background distribution. One might be tempted

to replace T (Fn, B) for the estimate T (Fn, B̂) in the test eq. (8). However, the error

term introduced by such replacement is not asymptotically negligible; see Appendix B.3.

Fundamentally, this is due to the fact that the efficient estimator is robust to infinitesimal

perturbations of the signal in the signal region rather than perturbations of the background.

A natural next step is to consider the case where the background is parametric in eq. (4).

That is, b = bγ s.t. γ ∈ RK To avoid the data on the signal region severely affecting the

estimation of the background, a natural idea is to fit the background using only observations

in the control region. This intuition leads to the maximum likelihood estimator that censors

the signal region

(γ∗(Fn), λ∗(Fn)) = argmax
γ̃,λ̃

n∑
i=1

ℓ(Mi, λ̃, γ̃) s.t. Bγ(Ω) = 1 (11)

where ℓ(m,λ, γ) = I(m ∈ S) · log ((1− λ) ·Bγ(S) + λ) (12)

+ I(m ∈ C) · log ((1− λ) · bγ(m)) . (13)

The following lemma shows that this estimator is efficient when using a parametric back-

ground
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Lemma 2. Under the model eq. (4) with a parametric background, the censored MLE

estimator eq. (11) is efficient and induces an asymptotic 1− α level test.

Ψ(K)
α (Fn) = I(

√
n · λ∗(Fn)

τλ(Fn)
> Z1−α). (14)

The proof and the definition of τλ(Fn) are deferred to Appendix B.4. Although the censored

MLE does not provide a closed-form solution for γ∗(Fn), looking at the first order optimality

condition for the signal strength reveals that the efficient estimator is analogous to eq. (7)

but using the estimated parametric background

λ∗(Fn) = 1− Fn(C)
Bγ∗(Fn)(C)

(15)

Analogously to the test with known background eq. (8), if an ϵ amount of signal leaks

into the control region, the test eq. (14) loses power but retains validity. However, since

the background is estimated from the data, there is a trade-off with respect to the size of

the signal region. A small signal region implies substantial contamination of the control

region, leading to poor background estimators and, consequently, low-power tests. Con-

versely, a rather large signal region leads to background estimators that cannot capture the

background shape correctly, leading again to low-power tests. Finally, it is worth noting

the censored MLE is equivalent to maximizing the conditional likelihood over the control

region and extending it into the signal region, see Appendix B.7.

We remark that if the parametric form is taken to be a truncated series

b = bγ =
K∑
k=1

γk · ϕk(x) where γ ∈ Rk, (16)

an expectation-maximization algorithm Dempster et al. [1977] can be used to easily esti-

mate the background parameters, see Appendix B.5. The resulting algorithm can be seen

as a normalized version of the well-known D’Agostini iteration [Shepp and Vardi, 1982,

D’Agostini, 1995] used in the unfolding problem Adye [2011].
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In the experimental section, we use the K−th order Bernstein basis

ϕk(x) =

(
K

k

)
· xk · (1− x)K−k and

1

K + 1

K∑
k=0

γk = 1 (17)

where the restriction on γ guarantees that bγ integrates to one. Polynomials in Bern-

stein form have been routinely used in the background modelling for high-energy physics

[Rolandi, 2012, Harris et al., 2019] since they uniformly approximate any continuous func-

tion on Ω at a rate of O(1/
√
K) [Lorentz, 2013], and do not suffer from boundary bias

[Ghosal, 2001]. Furthermore, in order to accelerate computations, we discretize the data

before estimating the censored MLE, see Appendix B.6.

3 Simulation studies

In this section, we investigate the performance of our method for the detection of decaying

high-pT W-boson events, Section 3.1, and high-mass resonance events, Section 3.2.

In all experiments, the data is split into training, validation, and test datasets. The

training background and signal samples are used to fit a supervised probabilistic classifier.

Let h : X → [0, 1] denote the trained classifier. Conditioned on the training dataset, the

classifier is a deterministic function that predicts scores for each observation, with higher

scores indicating that an event is more likely a signal event.

The validation dataset is used for three purposes. First, if performing decorrelation, the

validation data is used to train the decorrelation algorithm by finding the optimal trans-

port map on the validation background data and computing the transformed decorrelated

classifier TM(h). Note that if decorrelation is not used, the transport map is defined as

the identity map TM(h) = h. Second, the validation dataset and the transformed classifier

output are used to find the cut-off point that filters t% of the background samples. To
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do this, we compute the score TM(h) of all background observations and find their t-th

quantile, denoted by q(t). Thus, the indicator function I (TM(h(X)) ≥ q(t)) filters t% of

the background observations in the validation dataset.

Third, the validation dataset is used to calibrate the test. Namely, it is used to specify

the signal region S in eq. (4) and the degree K of the basis, see eq. (17). The signal region

is fixed to be the interval between the 10% and the 90% quantiles of the empirical signal

distribution in the validation dataset. That is, we allow for 20% of signal contamination in

the control region. Inspecting the empirical distribution of the background, we find that

the ratio between contamination and background in the control region, see eq. (10), ranges

between 0.21-0.23 for the high-mass resonance experiments and 0.29-0.3 for the decaying

high-pT W-boson experiments. Thus, on average, we expect to underestimate the true

signal strength by 25%.

To fix the degree of the basis, we sub-sample N datasets of n background observations

from the validation dataset. That is, these datasets follow the null distribution. Given a

X1, . . . , Xn ∼ f , let Ψ
(K)
α denote test eq. (14), where the parametric background eq. (16) is

given by the Bernstein polynomial basis eq. (17). Then forK ∈ {5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30, 35, 40},

we compute the empirical type I error and choose K such that the corresponding test is

closest to the desired type I error. Concretely, we use the test Ψ
(K∗)
α where

K∗ = argmin
K

∣∣∣∣∣ α− 1

N
·

N∑
j=1

Ψ(K)
α

(
F (j)
n

) ∣∣∣∣∣ (18)

and F
(j)
n is the empirical distribution of

{
X

(j)
i

}n

i=1
. For all forthcoming experiments, we

set α = 0.05, n = 20000 and N = 500. Given the above test, a signal-enriched test can be

built by first filtering observations using the trained classifier and then applying the test.

Namely,

Ψ(K∗)
α (X, t) = Ψ(K∗)

α (X̃) where Xi ∈ X̃ if I(C(X) ≥ q(t)) (19)
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Thus, conditioned on the training and validation dataset Ψα(·, K∗, t) is a deterministic

function.

Using the test dataset, we study the power of the signal-enriched test and the perfor-

mance of the decorrelation algorithm (CDOT). To analyze the power of a signal detection

test we proceed as follows: given a signal strength λ, we sub-sample N datasets of n ob-

servations from the test dataset, such that λ% of those observations correspond to signal

events. Then, for each dataset, we compute the empirical probability of rejecting the null

hypothesis H0 : λ = 0. Note that for λ = 0, that probability is the empirical type I error,

while for λ ∈ {0.01, 0.02, 0.05} is the empirical type II error. In all cases, we report the

empirical errors with their corresponding Clopper-Pearson confidence intervals. Finally, to

understand the utility of the decorrelation algorithm, we study the power of the signal-

enriched test when using a correlated and decorrelated classifier to filter observations.

3.1 Detection of decaying high-pT W-boson events

In the following, we consider the identification of decaying high-pT W-bosons, which is

referred as W-tagging. W-tagging is one of the benchmark experiments used to compare

decorrelation methods in particle physics. There is a detailed study of some existing decor-

relation methods performed by the ATLAS collaboration [ATLAS, 2018b]. Hence, we use

the W-tagging dataset used in Kasieczka and Shih [2020] and Kitouni et al. [2021] to

compare our proposed decorrelation method to existing methods.

The SM background process in the dataset is considered to be events where gluons and

light-flavor quarks hadronise into jets (represented by pp → jj), and the signal process is

considered to be events with the SM production of two W-bosons (represented by pp →

WW), with both W-bosons decaying into jets. The processes are simulated using Pythia
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8.219 [Sjöstrand et al., 2008] with the condition that the initially produced particles have

momentum, pT > 250 GeV. The detectors are simulated using Delphes 3.4.1 [De Favereau

et al., 2014], and the jets are reconstructed using FastJet 3.0.1 [Cacciari et al., 2012]. More

details about the simulation can be found in Kasieczka and Shih [2020] and ATLAS [2018b].

The final selected dataset has jets that have mass m ∈ [50, 300] GeV and momentum

pT ∈ [300, 400] GeV. The protected variable is the scaled invariant mass, whose range is

∈ [0, 1]. Table 1 in ATLAS [2018b] has a list of all the jet sub-structure variables related

to the topology and structure of the jets that were used for training the auxiliary classifier.

Additionally ‘label’ provides whether a particular event is signal (0) or background (1).

The data in Kasieczka and Shih [2020] is further split into training (background: 110k,

signal: 250k), validation (background: 330k, signal: 80k) and test (background: 770k, sig-

nal: 80k) datasets. The training data is used to fit a supervised probabilistic random forest

classifier with 1000 trees and minimal node size at 800 samples. The validation data is used

to train the CDOT algorithm (1 using approach 1) with splits set at {0.2, 0.4, 0.6}, i.e., a dif-

ferent fixed optimal bandwidth is chosen for each of the intervals [0, 0.2], [0.2, 0.4], [0.4, 0.6],

and [0.6, 1] when training the kernel conditional distribution estimator.

Figure 4 shows the effect of sculpting on the background distribution when signal enrich-

ment cuts are applied on the classifier output without any decorrelation. The plots show

how the background distribution starts demonstrating a bump as the classifier output (h)

increases making it hard to detect the signal bump. Figure 5 shows the distributions of

both the background and the signal after decorrelating the classifier using CDOT, i.e.,

the signal enrichment cuts are now applied on the decorrelated classifier output (TM(h)).

As the decorrelated classifier output increases, the top row of the figure shows that the

background distribution’s shape remains the same while the bottom row demonstrates the
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increase in the signal proportion.

Figure 4: Density plots of the mass variable for the W-tagging data set after applying

various thresholds on the classifier (h) without any decorrelation. We observe sculpting

(changes in shape) in the background.

Figure 5: After decorrelation density plots (top row) and histograms (bottom row) of the

mass variable for the W-tagging data set, applying various thresholds on the transformed

classifier (TM(h)). We observe that cutting on the decorrelated classifier (TM(h)) instead

of the classifier (h) avoids sculpting.
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Figure 6: Decorrelation (1/JSD on log10 scale) versus background-rejection power (R50)

plot comparing CDOT to existing decorrelation methods.

Figure 6 compares the CDOT algorithm to existing state-of-the-art methods introduced

in section 1.2 namely, Disco, Adversarial Neural Networks (ANN), MoDe, and Planing

[El Naqa and Murphy, 2015]. We build on figure 7 presented in Kitouni et al. [2021] by

adding the comparison of CDOT on the same comparison metrics as used in the figure.

The plot compares the methods by looking at 1/JSD versus R50, where R50 is the back-

ground rejection power (inverse false positive rate) at 50% signal efficiency and JSD is

the Jensen Shannon divergence between the observations that are above the cut at 50%

signal efficiency and the observations that are below the same cut. Higher R50 values

represent good classifier performance in separating the signal from the background and

higher 1/JSD values represent higher decorrelation (independence) between the classifier

and the protected variable for the background data. Figure 6 shows that while Disco is

able to achieve higher decorrelation scores, at the expense of lower R50 values, looking at
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around R50 = 10 we see that CDOT is able to achieve higher decorrelation scores for a

higher amount of accuracy. We also note that 1/JSD as a metric is extremely sensitive

as estimating JSD requires calculating the ratio of counts in pre-determined bins and the

selection of the bins really influences the estimate. We choose the same binning that was

used in Kitouni et al. [2021] but changing the binning even slightly changes the 1/JSD

scores.
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Figure 7: Model selection using simulated datasets composed only of background obser-

vations from the W-tagging validation dataset. The target type I error is 0.05. However,

none of the asymptotic tests achieves it. The Bernstein basis of order 35 is selected, which

achieves an average type I error between 0.05 and 0.1.

Regarding signal detection, Figure 7 displays the empirical probability of rejecting the

null hypothesis under the null distribution. Based on it, we choose K∗ = 35 as the best-

calibrated test. The corresponding p-value plots can be found in Appendix C.2. Using the

test dataset, we perform a power analysis of the test as the correlated and decorrelated

classifiers are used to filter more data; see Figure 8. Looking at Figure 9 and Figure 10, it is
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clear that the decorrelated classifier does not produce sculpting under the null distribution,

whereas the correlated classifier does. Consequently, the estimated background includes a

bump in the signal region when using the correlated classifier. Hence, signal-enriched tests

that use a correlated classifier become more conservative, as shown by the near-zero type

I error, and lose power.
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Figure 8: Power analysis using simulated datasets from the W-tagging test dataset.

Clopper-Pearson intervals are shown for all estimates. The type I error (λ = 0) and

power (λ > 0), when using the correlated and decorrelated classifiers is displayed.

Regarding the background estimation presented in Figures 9 and 10, we note that

although all the information outside the signal region is used to estimate the background,

the censored MLE test, see Figure 14, gives negligible weight to regions with low counts of

events. Thus, the right tail of the invariant mass spectrum does not introduce bias in the

background estimation.

32



0

50

100

150

200

Co
un

ts
 (

=
0)

Filtering 0% of the observations
Signal region
Data (Garwood CI)
K=35 (Garwood CI)

Co
un

ts
 (

=
0)

Filtering 50% of the observations
Signal region
Data (Garwood CI)
K=35 (Garwood CI)

Co
un

ts
 (

=
0)

Filtering 70% of the observations
Signal region
Data (Garwood CI)
K=35 (Garwood CI)

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Mass (projected scale)

0.8
0.9
1.0
1.1
1.2

Ob
s /

 P
re

d Signal region
Normal CI

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Mass (projected scale)

Ob
s /

 P
re

d

Signal region
Normal CI

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Mass (projected scale)

Ob
s /

 P
re

d Signal region
Normal CI

0

50

100

150

200

Co
un

ts
 (

=
0.

05
)

Signal region
Data (Garwood CI)
K=35 (Garwood CI)

Co
un

ts
 (

=
0.

05
)

Signal region
Data (Garwood CI)
K=35 (Garwood CI)

Co
un

ts
 (

=
0.

05
)

Signal region
Data (Garwood CI)
K=35 (Garwood CI)

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Mass (projected scale)

0.8
0.9
1.0
1.1
1.2

Ob
s /

 P
re

d

Signal region
Normal CI

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Mass (projected scale)

Ob
s /

 P
re

d

Signal region
Normal CI

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Mass (projected scale)

Ob
s /

 P
re

d

Signal region
Normal CI

Figure 9: Background estimates for the W-tagging test dataset as more observations are

filtered by a correlated classifier. The first row corresponds to the null hypothesis (no

signal). In the second row, 5% of the data comes from the signal distribution. Note that

the shape of the background distribution changes, producing a bump in the signal region.

3.2 Detection of high-mass resonance events

As mentioned in the introduction, high-mass resonance events are searched for where a high-

mass particle is produced in proton proton collisions and decays into two Higgs bosons.

Each of the two Higgs bosons subsequently decays hadronically into two b-quarks and hence

to detect the signal one needs to investigate events where four b-quarks are observed.

Additionally, in this case since the background simulations are not entirely reliable, we

use this experiment to demonstrate the robustness of our entire pipeline to a misspecified

background. For this purpose, we consider two kinds of background processes. The first

dataset is a “4b” background dataset that includes QCD multijet events that produce four

b-quarks. The second dataset is a “3b” background dataset which have four jets, of which
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Figure 10: Background estimates for the W-tagging test dataset as more observations are

filtered by the decorrelated classifier. The first row corresponds to the null hypothesis (no

signal). In the second row, 5% of the data comes from the signal. Note that the shape of

the background distribution does not change.

exactly three are b-jets. We generated the simulated collider data using the MadGraph

particle physics software [Alwall et al., 2011]. We generated a high-mass resonance which

result in four b-quarks (abbreviated X → HH→ 4b) with invariant mass of the resonance

set at m ≈ 400 GeV.

We generated 463,848 3b events, 62,993 4b events, and 44,196 signal events. This

was split into training data (3b: 50k, signal: 40k), validation data (3b: 120k) and test

data (3b ≈ 294k, 4b ≈ 63k, signal ≈ 4k). The 3b and signal training data is used to

fit a supervised probabilistic random forest classifier with 1000 trees and minimal node

size set to 100 samples. The 3b validation data is used to train the CDOT algorithm 1

using approach 2. Finally, the performance of the decorrelation algorithm and the bump-

hunting test are evaluated on the test data. To check the robustness of our procedure to
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background misspecification, the classifier and CDOT training are only performed on the

3b background and not the 4b background, whereas the signal detection test is performed

on the 4b background. Now, the kinematics of 3b events are similar, but not exactly

the same, as those of 4b background events [CMS, 2022] and hence this is a good test of

robustness of the pipeline.

Figure 11: Density plots of the invariant mass for the 4b data set with signal after applying

cuts on the classifier (h) without any decorrelation. We observe sculpting.

Figure 11 shows the effect of sculpting produced on the 4b background when signal

enrichment is performed using the correlated classifier. In contrast, Figure 12 displays the

distributions after decorrelating the classifier using CDOT. Note that even though CDOT

is trained on just the 3b background, it is robust to decorrelating both 3b test background

as well as the 4b background.

Finally, we turn to signal detection. The proposed test, see eq. (14), depends on fitting

the background with the Bernstein basis, see eq. (17), which is supported on the interval

[0, 1]. Since the data sets 3b and 4b are not supported on the unit interval, we project them.

A visual inspection of the 3b background data in the validation dataset indicates that it

decreases exponentially. Thus, we transform all data in this section using the inverse

CDF function of an exponential. Namely, given an observation, we apply the function
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m → 1 − exp {−r · (m− b)} where b is the minimum invariant mass of the 3b validation

background and r = 0.003, which provide an adequate fit to the data.

Figure 12: After decorrelation density plots of the invariant mass for the 4b data set

with signal (top) and the test 3b background (bottom), applying cuts on the transformed

classifier (TM(h)). We see that CDOT trained on 3b avoids sculpting 4b as well as 3b.

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
% of background observations rejected in validation

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Em
pi

ric
al

 p
ro

ba
bi

lit
y 

of
 re

je
ct

in
g 

=
0

Without Decorrelation
0.05
=0
=0.01
=0.015
=0.02
=0.03
=0.04
=0.05

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
% of background observations rejected in validation

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Em
pi

ric
al

 p
ro

ba
bi

lit
y 

of
 re

je
ct

in
g 

=
0

With Decorrelation

0.05
=0
=0.01
=0.015
=0.02
=0.03
=0.04
=0.05

Figure 13: Validity and power analysis on the 3b test dataset.
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Figure 14: Validity and power analysis on 4b test dataset.

Analogously to the previous analysis, using the 3b validation dataset we find that

K∗ = 20 provides the most calibrated test, the corresponding plots can be found in Ap-

pendix C.3. The power analysis with the 3b test dataset can be observed in Figure 13,

while the 4b test dataset is displayed in Figure 14. When there is no distribution shift

between the validation and test datasets, the intuition is the same as in the previous sec-

tion. The decorrelated classifier preserves the shape of null distribution; hence, tests remain

calibrated when enriched by a decorrelated classifier and increase their power. However,

when there is a distribution shift between the validation and test datasets, we observe that

the decorrelated classifier does not lead to an improvement in power, while the correlated

classifier decreases the power. The plots displaying the background estimation have been

deferred to Appendix C.3.
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4 Discussion

In this paper, we implement the entire pipeline of signal detection in particle physics

using bump hunting after performing signal enrichment using a decorrelated transformed

classifier. We conclude from the experiments that both signal enrichment using cuts on a

classifier as well as decorrelating the classifier before performing cuts, improves the power

of the bump hunt signal detection test. We also demonstrate in Section 3.2 that the bump

hunt test as well as the decorrelation algorithm proposed in this paper, CDOT, are robust

to some background model misspecifications. In the future, it would be interesting to study

the robustness of the procedures to different kinds of model mis-specifications.

We note that CDOT along with CNOTS [Algren et al., 2024] are post-processing decor-

relation algorithms, meaning they can be applied to any pre-trained classifier to decorrelate

them. The advantage of this is that we do not have to re-train the classifier again, lowering

the computational cost of the whole procedure. It also has the advantage that domain

experts can train a classifier for a particular application using their expert knowledge, and

then use CDOT to decorrelate their pre-trained classifier. There may be some loss of signal

detection power since we are optimizing the two problems, finding the optimal classifier

and a decorrelated classifier, sequentially instead of together. From Section 3.1, it appears

that CDOT competes with existing state-of-the-art decorrelation methods.

Finally, we note that although in this work we focused on univariate protected vari-

ables. The decorrelation algorithm can be directly applied to their multivariate protected

variables. However, the proposed semi-parametric efficient test would have to be modified

to use a multivariate score test as in Bickel et al. [2006].
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

A Derivation and implementation of CDOT

In this section, first we show that the transformed classifier we need in Section 2.1 is in fact

given by the optimal transport map from the conditional density pb(z|m) to pb(z), where

Z = h(X), X ∼ pb, and M is the protected variable.

Lemma 3. Given any two random variables (Z,M), a map that minimizes E [||TM(Z)− Z||2]

subject to TM(Z) independent of M and TM(Z) has the same marginal distribution as Z,

is given by the optimal transport map Tm from Fz|m to Fz under the ℓ2 cost function, where

Fz|m and Fz are the cdfs of Z|M and Z respectively.

Proof: Let Tm denote the optimal transport map from Fz|m to Fz, then by definition Tm

minimizes E [c(Z, TM(Z))|M = m] for each m and P (Tm(Z) ≤ t|M = m) = Fz(t), where

c(x, y) is the cost function. Now let fm(Z) be any other map such that given M = m,

fm(Z) is distributed as Fz, that is, P (fm(Z) ≤ t|M = m) = Fz(t). Then, by definition,

when the cost function is the ℓ2 loss, c(x, y) = ||x− y||2,

E
[
||Tm(Z)− Z||2|M = m

]
dP (m) ≤ E

[
||fm(Z)− Z||2|M = m

]
dP (m) (20)

Then

E
[
||Tm(Z)− Z||2

]
=

∫
E
[
||Tm(Z)− Z||2|M = m

]
dP (m) (21)

≤
∫

E
[
||fm(Z)− Z||2|M = m

]
dP (m) = E

[
||fm(Z)− Z||2

]
. (22)

This shows that Tm(Z) is independent ofM , its marginal distribution is Fz and it minimizes

E[||TM(Z) − Z||2] among all such maps. Notice that in this result, M or Z can be of any

dimension since the dimension does not enter in the argument.
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In our case where we make the classifier output Z = h(X) independent of M , the form

of the optimal transport map from Fz|m to Fz when h(X) and M are one-dimensional is

derived by observing that by definition,

Fz(Tm(t)) = P (Tm(Z) ≤ Tm(t)|M = m) = Fz|m(t)

=⇒ Tm(t) = F−1
z

(
Fz|m(t)

)
.

The CDOT (Classifier Decorrelated via Optimal Transport) procedure is detailed below:

Algorithm 1. CDOT decorrelated classifier output on the experimental data E.

Input: Xi ∈ B (Training: B1, Validation: B2), Yj ∈ S,Wk ∈ E ,MXi
,MYj

,MWk
∀ i, j, k.

Output: TMk
(h(Wk)), decorrelated classifier output for every k.

1. Train a probabilistic classifier h on Xi ∈ B1, Yj ∈ S ∀ i, j, which gives the probability

of being a signal event given the data.

2. Evaluate h(Xi), h(Yj), h(Wk) ∀ i, j, k.

3. Estimate the conditional distribution Fz|m for Xi ∈ B2 (Z = h(X)) using one of the

two approaches.

(a) Approach 1: Choose splits in the range of M and estimate F̂z|m in each split

using a kernel conditional distribution estimator with fixed optimal bandwidths.

(b) Approach 2:

i. Estimate µ̂(MXi
) = Ê [logit(h(Xi))| log(MXi

)] (non-parametric regression).

ii. Evaluate η̂i = logit(h(Xi))− µ̂(MXi
).

iii. Estimate σ̂2(MXi
) = Ê [η̂2i | log(MXi

)] (non-parametric regression).

iv. Evaluate ϵ̂i = η̂i/σ̂(MXi
).
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v. Estimate F̂ϵ|m using a kernel conditional distribution estimator with a fixed

optimal bandwidth on ϵi’s given log(MXi
)’s.

vi. Evaluate the conditional CDF on the experimental data using

F̂z|m(h(Wk)) = F̂ϵ|m [(logit(h(Wk))− µ̂(MWk
)) /σ̂(MWk

)] .

4. Estimate F̂z(t) using the empirical marginal CDF estimator on the background data

B2.

5. Evaluate the CDOT classifier output as TMk
(h(Wk)) = F̂−1

z

(
F̂z|m(h(Wk))

)
.

Note that all the kernel conditional distribution (CCDF) estimators were obtained using

the npcdist function in the R package np [Li and Racine, 2008, Hayfield and Racine, 2008,

Li et al., 2013]. The fixed optimal bandwidths in both approaches above were chosen using

the least-squares cross validation method of Li and Racine [2008] and Li et al. [2013].

B Signal detection in the density model

B.1 CLT for Z-estimators

The following lemma is an informal version of the asymptotic normality theorem for Z-

estimators presented in section 5.3 of van der Vaart [1998], we refer the reader to it for the

specific regularity conditions needed. It should be noted that the result does not require

probability measures to have a density. Hence, we use
∫
g dF to denote that we integrate

the function g with respect to the measure F .

Lemma 4. Let θ(F ) be the parameters that satisfies the following zero equation

∫
h(x, θ(F )) dF (x) = 0. (23)
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Let Fn denote the empirical distribution. Then

√
n (θ(Fn)− θ(F ))

d→N (0, τ 2(F )) (24)

where τ 2(F ) =

∫
ψ2(F, x)dF (x) (25)

and ψ(F, x) = −
[∫

∂h

∂θ
(x, θ(F )) dF (x)

]†
· h(x, θ(F )) (26)

Consider a coordinate λ of θ. Then

√
n

θλ(Fn)− θλ(F )√
[τ 2(Fn)]λ,λ

 d→N (0, 1). (27)

B.2 Efficient estimator with known background

Lemma 1. Under the model eq. (4) with known background, the plug-in estimator is

λ(Fn, B) = 1− Fn(C)
B(C)

(7)

is the semiparametric efficient estimator. A level α test based on this estimator is

Ψα(Fn, B) = I(T (Fn, B) > Z1−α) (8)

where T (Fn, B) =
√
n · Fn(S)−B(S)√

Fn(S)(1− Fn(S))
(9)

and Z1−α is the 1− α quantile of the standard normal distribution.

Proof. The score function for λ is g = (s − b)/f . Consider the parametric submodel

ft = (1−λ)b+λs(1+ t ·h) where h is supported on the signal region S and it is mean zero

w.r.t. the signal. The nuisance tangent set is

Λ =

{
h · s
f

: ∃h ∈ H
}

where H =

{
h :

∫
h · s = 0 and

∫
S
h = 1

}
. (28)

The orthogonal projection of g onto Λ is given by

Πg = inf
h∈H

∥∥∥∥g − hs

f

∥∥∥∥2
2

=
f

s

[
g − B(C)

F (S)

]
· IS. (29)
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The efficient score g∗ is g minus its projection onto Λ:

g∗ = g − Πg =
B(C)
F (S)

· IS −
1

1− λ
· IC. (30)

The efficient estimator is defined as the following z-estimator

n∑
i=1

g∗(Xi, λ̂) = 0 =⇒ λ̂ = 1− Fn(S)
B(C)

. (31)

The efficient influence function is

ψ(F, x) =

[
−
∫
∂g∗
∂λ

f

]−1

g∗(x) (32)

=
F (S)(1− λ)

B(C)

[
B(C)
F (S)

· I(x ∈ S)− I(x ∈ C)
1− λ

]
(33)

= (1− λ) · I(x ∈ S)− F (S)
B(C)

· I(x ∈ C) (34)

and its variance is

τ 2(F ) =

∫
ψ2(F, x) f(x) = (1− λ)2F (S) +

F 2(S)
B(C)

(1− λ) (35)

= (1− λ)
F (S)
B(C)

. (36)

The asymptotic variance of λ̂ is τ 2, verifying that it is efficient. We then have the following

central limit theorem

√
n

(
λ(Fn, B)− λ(F,B)

τ(Fn)

)
d→N (0, 1). (37)

Under the null hypothesis,

√
n · λ(Fn, B)

τ(Fn)

d→N (0, 1) (38)

and consequently

Ψα(Fn, B) = I(T (Fn, B) > Z1−α) (39)

where T (Fn, B) =
√
n · λ(Fn, B)

τ(Fn)
=

√
n · Fn(S)−B(S)√

Fn(S)(1− Fn(S))
(40)

is an asymptotic 1− α level test.
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B.3 Impossibility of replacing known background by plug-in es-

timator

The following lemma states that to replace the known background under the null hypoth-

esis, we must have |B̂(C) − B(C)| = op(n
−1). However, this is not achievable even when

given an auxiliary sample from the background, unless excessively constraining assumptions

are placed on the background.

Lemma 5. Assume that the background mass in the control region is bounded away from

zero

∃ c > 0 s.t. c < min {B(C), 1−B(C)} (41)

and that B̂ is an estimator of the true background that does not depend on Fn. It follows

that for Ψα(Fn, B̂) to be an asymptotic 1−α test, it must hold that |B̂(C)−B(C)| = op(n
−1)

Proof. Recall that

Ψα (Fn, B) = I (T (Fn, B) > Z1−α) (42)

Let B̂ be an estimator of B, we have that T (Fn, B̂) = T (Fn, B)+R where R = T (Fn, B)−

T (Fn, B̂) The first term converges to a standard normal. Hence, if the remainder converges

faster to zero, i.e., R = op(n
−1/2), under the null hypohtesis, it follows that T (Fn, B̂)

converges to a standard normal. Consequently, Ψα

(
Fn, B̂

)
is an asymptotically valid test.

Note that

|R| = |T (Fn, B)− T (Fn, B̂)| = n1/2 · |B̂(S)−B(S)|√
Fn(S) · (1− Fn(S))

(43)

Under the null, it holds by the weak law of large numbers that

Fn(S)
p→B(S) (44)
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Hence, since 0 < B(C) < 1, it follows by the continuous mapping theorem that√
Fn(S) · (1− Fn(S))

B(S) · (1−B(S))

p→ 1 (45)

Consequently, |T (Fn, B)− T (Fn, B̂)| = op(n
−1/2) is implied by

|B̂(C)−B(C)| = op

(√
B(C) · (1−B(C))

n

)
(46)

Since B(C) is bounded away from zero and one, the condition is implied by |B̂(C)−B(C)| =

op(n
−1).

B.4 Efficient estimator with parametric background

Lemma 2. Under the model eq. (4) with a parametric background, the censored MLE

estimator eq. (11) is efficient and induces an asymptotic 1− α level test.

Ψ(K)
α (Fn) = I(

√
n · λ∗(Fn)

τλ(Fn)
> Z1−α). (14)

Proof. The score function is g = (gλ, gγ) where

gλ = (bγ − s)/f (47)

gγ =
1− λ

f
· ∂b
∂γ

(48)

Consider the sub-parametric model ft = (1− λ) · bγ + λ · s · (1 + t · h) where h is supported

on the signal region S and it’s mean zero w.r.t. the signal. That is, the nuisance tangent

set is defined by

Λ =

{
h · s
f

: ∃h ∈ H
}

where H =

{
h :

∫
h · s = 0 and

∫
S
h = 1

}
(49)

The orthogonal projection of g onto Λ is given by

Πg = inf
h∈H

∥∥∥∥g − hs

f

∥∥∥∥2
2

=

[
g − E[g · IS]

F (S)

]
IS (50)
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consequently, we obtain the efficient score by projecting to the orthogonal complement of

Λ

g∗ = g − Πg = g · IC +
E[g · IS]
F (S)

IS (51)

where

g∗λ =
Bγ(C)

(1− λ)Bγ(S) + λ
· IS −

1

1− λ
· IC (52)

g∗γ =
1− λ

(1− λ)Bγ(S) + λ
·
(∫

S

∂bγ
∂γ

)
· IS +

∂bγ
∂γ

· 1

bγ
· IC (53)

Then, the estimands of interest are

(λ∗(F ), γ∗(F )) s.t.

∫
g∗(x, λ∗(F ), γ∗(F )) · f(x) dx = 0 (54)

that correspond to the following M -estimand

(λ∗(F ), γ∗(F )) = argmax
γ̃,λ̃

∫
ℓ(x, λ̃, γ̃) · f(x) dx s.t. Bγ(Ω) = 1 (55)

where ℓ(x, λ, γ) = I(x ∈ S) · log ((1− λ)Bγ(S) + λ) + I(x ∈ C) · log ((1− λ)bγ(x)) (56)

The efficient estimators are the corresponding plug-in estimators (λ∗(Fn), γ∗(Fn)). It is

worth noting that the efficient estimator for the signal strength is the same as the efficient

estimator with known background but replacing the known background for the estimated

parametric background

λ∗(Fn) = 1− Fn(C)
Bγ∗(Fn)(C)

(57)

However, there is no closed-form solution for the background parameters γ∗(Fn). Thus, we

propose a expectation-maximization Dempster et al. [1977] algorithm to solve for them in

appendix B.5.

Regarding inference, by lemma 4, it follows that the efficient influence function is

ψ(F, x) =

[∫
∂2ℓ

∂θ ∂θ
(x, θ∗(F )) · f(x) dx

]†
· ∂ℓ
∂θ

(x, θ∗(F )) where θ∗(F ) = (λ∗(F ), γ∗(F ))

(58)
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and its variance is τ 2(F ) =
∫
ψ(F, x)·ψt(F, x)·f(x) dx Furthermore, let τλ(Fn) =

√
τ 2λ,λ(Fn)

, it follows by lemma 4 that

√
n

(
λ∗(Fn)− λ

τλ(Fn)

)
d→N (0, 1) (59)

Finally, under the null hypothesis, we have that λ = 0, and consequently the following is

an asymptotic 1− α level test

Ψα(Fn) = I(T (Fn) > Z1−α) (60)

where T (Fn) =
√
n · λ∗(Fn)

τλ(Fn)
(61)

B.5 Expectation-Maximization for censored MLE

Henceforth, assume that the parametric background is given by a truncated series eq. (16),

and recall the censored MLE estimator

(γ∗(Fn), λ∗(Fn)) = argmax
γ,λ

n∑
i=1

ℓ(Mi, λ, γ) s.t. Bγ(Ω) = 1 (62)

where the loss censors the signal region

ℓ(m) = I(m ∈ S) · log ((1− λ) · (1−Bγ(C)) + λ) + I(m ∈ C) · log ((1− λ) · bγ(m)) (63)

In the following let nS denote the number of observations in the signal region nS =∑n
i=1 I(Mi ∈ S), and nC = n − nS denote the number of observations in the control

region.

The above optimization doesn’t have a closed-form solution, but the first-order opti-

mality conditions indicate that the solution satisfies the following equalities

λ∗(Fn) = 1− Fn(C)
Bγ∗(Fn)(C)

, Bγ∗(Fn)(Ω) = 1 (64)

and
Bγ∗(Fn)(C)
Fn(C)

· ϕk(C) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

I(x ∈ C) · ϕk(Mi)

bγ∗(Fn)(Mi)
for 1 ≤ k ≤ K (65)
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In the following, we will see that we can use an Expectation-Maximization (EM) approxima-

tion [Dempster et al., 1977] to obtain an iterative algorithm that converges to to solutions

that satisfy the above equations. In particular, we will use the methodology push-forward

by Becker et al. [1997], which approximates the origin loss function by an EM-like loss

without using an statistical argument.

We start by introducing a guess for the solution of γ at the qth iteration

max
γ:Bγ(Ω)=1

n∑
i=1

ℓ(Mi) = max
λ,γ:Bγ(Ω)=1

nS · log ((1− λ) · (1−Bγ(C)) + λ) + nC · log (1− λ)

(66)

+
n∑

i=1

I(Mi ∈ C) · log

(
K∑
k=1

γk · ϕk(Xi) ·
γ
(q)
k · bγ(q)(Mi)

γ
(q)
k · bγ(q)(Mi)

)

(67)

Then, noting that b
(q)
γ (Mi) =

∑K
k=1 γ

(q)
k ·ϕk(Mi), we lower-bound the objective via Jensen’s

inequality

max
λ,γ:Bγ(Ω)=1

nS · log ((1− λ) · (1−Bγ(C)) + λ) + nC · log (1− λ) (68)

+
K∑
k=1

n∑
i=1

I(Mi ∈ C) · γ
(q)
k · ϕk(Mi)

bγ(q)(Mi)
· log

(
γk · bγ(q)(Mi)

γ
(q)
k

)
(69)

Finally, we remove the terms that are constant w.r.t. the optimization

max
λ,γ:Bγ(Ω)=1

nS · log ((1− λ) · (1−Bγ(C)) + λ) + nC · log (1− λ) (70)

+
K∑
k=1

ak · γ(q)k · log (γk) (71)

where

ak =
n∑

i=1

I(Mi ∈ C) · ϕk(Mi)

bγ(q)(Mi)
(72)

Let (λ(q+1), γ(q+1)) denote the solution of the above system of equations. It follows that the

solution must satisfy the following conditions

λ(q+1) = 1− Fn(C)
Bγ(q+1)(C)

, Bγ(q+1)(Ω) = 1 (73)
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and

for 1 ≤ k ≤ K γ
(q+1)
k = γ

(q)
k ·

1−Bγ(q+1)(C) + λ(q+1)

1−λ(q+1)

nS
· ak
ϕk(C)

(74)

= γ
(q)
k ·

Bγ(q+1)(C)
Fn(C)

· 1

ϕk(C)
· ak
n

(75)

Solving the system of equations leads to a normalized D’Agostini iteration [Shepp and

Vardi, 1982, D’Agostini, 1995] for γ(q+1) that doesn’t depend on λ(q+1)

γ
(q+1)
k =

γ̃k
Bγ̃(Ω)

where γ̃k = γ
(q)
k · ak

ϕk(C)
(76)

Finally, note that at the fix point γ∞, eqs. (73) and (74) become eq. (64). Since eq. (62)

is concave w.r.t. γ, the iteration converges to the unique maximizer. Ergo, γ(∞) = γ∗(Fn),

and consequently λ(∞) = λ∗(Fn).

B.6 Discretized censored MLE

An issue when implementing the efficient test in the continuous case eq. (60), is to obtain

a stable and fast implementation of the influence function eq. (58), which requires the

inversion of the empirical Hessian. In order to sidestep this issue, we discretize the data

and rely on the discrete delta method to construct or asymptotically valid test. Henceforth,

assume that the parametric background is given by a truncated series eq. (16) and discretize

the density model eq. (4). That is, we partition the control region into L bins and take the

whole signal region as one bin. Namely, define the disjoint sets

C = ∪L
l=1 Cl s.t. Ci ∩Cj = ∅ for i ̸= j (77)

and their corresponding counts

nS = n · Fn(S) and nl = n · Fn(Cl) for 1 ≤ l ≤ L (78)
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The counts follow a Multinomial distribution

(n1, . . . , nL, nS) ∼ Multinomial(nC , p) where pl = (1− λ)Bγ(Cl) for 1 ≤ l ≤ L (79)

pS = (1− λ)Bγ(Sl) + λ (80)

Let Fn(C) denote the estimated probabilities in the control region

Fn(C) =
[
Fn(C1), . . . , Fn(CL)

]t
(81)

The discretized censored maximum likelihood estimator is

(γ∗(Fn), λ∗(Fn)) = argmax
γ,λ

ℓ(Fn(C), λ, γ) s.t. Bγ(Ω) = 1 (82)

where

ℓ(Fn(C), λ, γ) = (1− Fn(C)) · log ((1− λ) · (1−Bγ(C)) + λ) (83)

+ Fn(C) · log (1− λ) (84)

+
L∑
l=1

Fn(Cl) · log (Bγ(Cl)) (85)

Following an analogous EM-approximation as in section appendix B.5, we can derive the

following D’Agostini iteration that converges to γ∗(Fn)

γ
(q+1)
k =

γ̃k
Bγ̃(Ω)

where γ̃k = γ
(q)
k · ak

ϕk(C)
and ak =

L∑
l=1

Fn(Cl) ·
ϕk(Cl)

Bγ(q)(Cl)
(86)

Note that the above iteration is the natural discretization of the continuous iteration

eq. (76). Finally, λ∗(Fn) can still be computed by the ration between observed to expected

counts λ∗(Fn) = 1− Fn(C)
Bγ∗(Fn)(C)

.

Noting that λ∗(Fn) is only a function of the counts in the control region, we can proceed

analogously to appendix B.5 and obtain a central limit by the discrete delta method. Let

F(C) denote the population vector of probabilities in the control region

F(C) =
[
F (C1), . . . , F (CL)

]
(87)
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it follows by the central limit theorem that

√
n · (Fn(C)− F(C)) d→N (0, D) (88)

where D ∈ R(L−1)×(L−1) , Dl,l = F (Cl) · (1 − F (Cl)) and Dl,j = −F (Cl) · F (Cj) for j ̸= l.

Thus, by the discrete delta method and Slutsky’s theorem, we have that

√
n · λ∗(Fn)− λ∗(F )√

g(Fn)t ·Dn · g(Fn)

d→N (0, 1) (89)

where g(Fn) = ∇Fn(C)λ∗(Fn) is the gradient with respect to the empirical probabilities, and

Dn is the empirical covariance matrix of the probabilities Dn ∈ R(L−1)×(L−1) , [Dn]l,l =

Fn(Cl) · (1− Fn(Cl)) and [Dn]l,j = −Fn(Cl) · Fn(Cj) for j ̸= l.

Finally, analogously to the efficient test in the continuous case eq. (60), we define our

asymptotic 1− α level test to be

Ψα(Fn) = I(T (Fn) > Z1−α) (90)

where T (Fn) =
√
n · λ∗(Fn)√

g(Fn)t ·Dn · g(Fn)
(91)

B.7 Equivalence between censored and conditional MLE

Consider the mixture model eq. (4) where the background is known to belong to the set B.

Since the signal vanishes in the control region, it follows that the conditional distribution

of the mixture on the control region depends only on the background distribution

M |M ∈ C ∼ f(m)

F (C)
· I(m ∈ C) =

b(m)

B(C)
· I(m ∈ C) (92)

A natural idea is to estimate the conditional background distribution on the control region,

and then extend it to the signal region, that is, to force the estimated background to inte-

grate to one on the whole domain. This is justified if there is a unique way of extending the

conditional background, and consequently the conditional measure identifies the measure
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on the whole domain. For instance, this is the case when the true background distribution

is known to be a polynomial.

Lemma 6 (Polynomial densities that agree on C must agree on Ω). Let B be some

set of densities supported on Ω such that b ∈ B and for any b̃ ∈ B it holds that

(0) b̃ is a polynomial, b̃ ≥ 0 and B̃(Ω) = 1 (93)

Furthermore, consider the function d(f, g) in B × B such that

(1) d(f, f) = 0 (2) d(f, g) = 0 =⇒ f = g a.e. (3) d(f, g) ≥ 0 ∀f, g ∈ B (94)

then

b = argmin
b̃∈B

d( b, b̃ ) = argmin
b̃∈B

d(
b

B(C)
· IC ,

b̃

B̃(C)
· IC ) (95)

The lemma allows us to rewrite the signal strength as a function of F by exploiting the

equivalence in equation eq. (95). Namely,

λ∗(F ) = 1− F (C)
B∗

F (C)
where b∗F = argmin

b̃∈B
d(

f

F (C)
· IC ,

b̃

B̃(C)
· IC ) (96)

Furthermore, consider using the Kullback-Leibler divergence [Kullback and Leibler, 1951]

for d, then we obtain the conditional maximum likelihood estimator

λ∗(Fn) = 1− Fn(C)
B∗

Fn
(C)

(97)

where

b∗Fn
= argmax

b̃∈B

n∑
i=1

I(Mi ∈ C) · log

(
b̃(Mi)

B̃(C)

)
s.t. B̃(Ω) = 1 (98)

Note that the condition B̃(Ω) = 1 guarantees the valid extension of the conditional density

to the whole domain.
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Finally, regardless of the uniqueness of the extended background, both the conditional

and censored MLE coincide from an algorithmic point of view. Recall the censored maxi-

mum likelihood estimator is given by

(λ∗(Fn), b
∗
Fn
) = argmax

λ̃,b̃∈B:B̃(Ω)=1

nS ·
(
(1− λ̃) · (1− B̃(C)) + λ̃

)
(99)

+
n∑

i=1

I(Mi ∈ C) · log
(
(1− λ̃) · b̃(Mi)

)
(100)

The first order optimality condition for λ∗ is given by eq. (97). Plugging the result back

into the optimization eq. (99) gives us the conditional MLE objective eq. (98).

Proof of lemma 6. Since b ∈ B, by (1) and (3), it follows that the minimum must be

achieved

d(
b

B(C)
· IC,

b∗

B∗(C)
· IC) = 0 (101)

by (2), we know that the function must agree a.e. on the control region

b

B(C)
=

b∗

B∗(C)
a.e. x ∈ C (102)

by (0), we can extend the previous equation to all the domain

b

B(C)
=

b∗

B∗(C)
a.e. x ∈ Ω (103)

Integrating to both sides over Ω, and using the fact that B̃(Ω) = 1 for all b̃ ∈ B, we get

B(C) = B∗(C) (104)

and consequently b = b∗ a.e. x ∈ Ω

60



C Simulation details

C.1 Code

The code to reproduce the experiments can be accessed at https://github.com/lkania/

signal_test

C.2 W-tagging dataset
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tclass_0.0_10 0.05-qtile=0.0
tclass_0.0_15 0.05-qtile=0.0
tclass_0.0_20 0.05-qtile=0.02
tclass_0.0_25 0.05-qtile=0.01
tclass_0.0_30 0.05-qtile=0.02
tclass_0.0_35 (*) 0.05-qtile=0.03
tclass_0.0_40 0.05-qtile=0.03
tclass_0.0_45 0.05-qtile=0.03
tclass_0.0_50 0.05-qtile=0.01

Figure 15: CDFs of the empirical pvalue distributions corresponding the different tests

considered in figure 7.
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C.3 3b and 4b datasets
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Figure 16: Model selection using simulated datasets composed only of background obser-

vations from the 3b validation dataset. The target type I error is 0.05. The Bernstein basis

of order 20 is selected.
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Figure 17: CDFs of the empirical pvalue distributions corresponding the different tests

considered in figure 16.
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Figure 18: Background estimates for the 3b test dataset as the number of observations

filtered by a correlated classifier is increased. The first row corresponds to the null hypoth-

esis, i.e. no signal is present. In the second row, 5% of the data comes from the signal

distribution. Note that the shape of the background distribution changes, producing a

bump in the signal region.

64



0

20

40

60

80

100

120

Co
un

ts
 (

=
0)

Filtering 0% of the observations
Signal region
Data (Garwood CI)
K=20 (Garwood CI)

Co
un

ts
 (

=
0)

Filtering 50% of the observations
Signal region
Data (Garwood CI)
K=20 (Garwood CI)

Co
un

ts
 (

=
0)

Filtering 70% of the observations
Signal region
Data (Garwood CI)
K=20 (Garwood CI)

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Mass (projected scale)

0.8
0.9
1.0
1.1
1.2

Ob
s /

 P
re

d Signal region
Normal CI

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Mass (projected scale)

Ob
s /

 P
re

d Signal region
Normal CI

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Mass (projected scale)

Ob
s /

 P
re

d Signal region
Normal CI

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

Co
un

ts
 (

=
0.

05
)

Signal region
Data (Garwood CI)
K=20 (Garwood CI)

Co
un

ts
 (

=
0.

05
)

Signal region
Data (Garwood CI)
K=20 (Garwood CI)

Co
un

ts
 (

=
0.

05
)

Signal region
Data (Garwood CI)
K=20 (Garwood CI)

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Mass (projected scale)

0.8
0.9
1.0
1.1
1.2

Ob
s /

 P
re

d

Signal region
Normal CI

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Mass (projected scale)

Ob
s /

 P
re

d Signal region
Normal CI

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Mass (projected scale)

Ob
s /

 P
re

d Signal region
Normal CI

Figure 19: Background estimates for the 3b test dataset as the number of observations

filtered by the decorrelated classifier is increased. The first row corresponds to the null

hypothesis, i.e. no signal. In the second row, 5% of the data comes from the signal. Note

that the shape of the background distribution does not change.
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Figure 20: Background estimates for the 4b test dataset as the number of observations

filtered by a correlated classifier is increased. The first row corresponds to the null hypoth-

esis, i.e. no signal is present. In the second row, 5% of the data comes from the signal

distribution. Note that the shape of the background distribution changes, producing a

bump in the signal region.
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Figure 21: Background estimates for the 4b test dataset as the number of observations

filtered by the decorrelated classifier is increased. The first row corresponds to the null

hypothesis, i.e. no signal. In the second row, 5% of the data comes from the signal. Note

that the shape of the background distribution does not change.

67


	Introduction
	Introduction to bump hunting
	Introduction to decorrelation
	Contributions

	Methods
	Decorrelation via Optimal Transport
	Semi-parametric efficient test for signal detection

	Simulation studies
	Detection of decaying high-pT W-boson events
	Detection of high-mass resonance events

	Discussion
	Derivation and implementation of CDOT
	Signal detection in the density model
	CLT for Z-estimators
	Efficient estimator with known background
	Impossibility of replacing known background by plug-in estimator
	Efficient estimator with parametric background
	Expectation-Maximization for censored MLE
	Discretized censored MLE
	Equivalence between censored and conditional MLE

	Simulation details
	Code
	W-tagging dataset
	3b and 4b datasets


