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J. J. Cuenca-Garćıa 3, V. D’Andrea 8,b, L. C.Daniel Garcia 4,

M. P. Decowski 26, A. Deisting 28, C. Di Donato 29,

P. Di Gangi 16, S. Diglio 15, M. Doerenkamp25, G. Drexlin21,

K. Eitel 18, A. Elykov 18, R. Engel18, A. D. Ferella 29,8,

C. Ferrari 8, H. Fischer 22, T. Flehmke 27, M. Flierman 26,

K. Fujikawa30, W. Fulgione 7,8, C. Fuselli 26, P. Gaemers 26,

R. Gaior 4, M. Galloway 3, F. Gao 24, N. Garroum4,

R. Giacomobono 31, F. Girard4, R. Glade-Beucke 22,

F. Glück18, L. Grandi 9, J. Grigat 22, R. Größle18,
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Abstract We present a novel deep learning pipeline

to perform a model-independent, likelihood-free search

for anomalous (i.e., non-background) events in the pro-

posed next generation multi-ton scale liquid Xenon-

based direct detection experiment, DARWIN. We train

an anomaly detector comprising a variational autoen-

coder and a classifier on extensive, high-dimensional

simulated detector response data and construct a one-

dimensional anomaly score optimised to reject the back-

ground only hypothesis in the presence of an excess of

non-background-like events. We benchmark the proce-

dure with a sensitivity study that determines its power

to reject the background-only hypothesis in the pres-

ence of an injected WIMP dark matter signal, outper-

forming the classical, likelihood-based background re-

jection test. We show that our neural networks learn rel-

evant energy features of the events from low-level, high-

dimensional detector outputs, without the need to com-

press this data into lower-dimensional observables, thus

reducing computational effort and information loss. For

the future, our approach lays the foundation for an ef-

ficient end-to-end pipeline that eliminates the need for

many of the corrections and cuts that are traditionally

part of the analysis chain, with the potential of achiev-

ing higher accuracy and significant reduction of analysis

time.

1 Introduction

A promising method for investigations of the ever elu-

sive dark matter sector involves seeking excess nuclear

recoils in subterranean detectors, a strategy known as

direct detection (DD) [1]. Over the years, a number

of xenon (XENONnT [2], LZ [3], PandaX[4]) and ar-

gon (DEAP-3600 [5], DarkSide-20k [6], ArDM [7]) ton-

scale experiments have striven to enhance the sensi-

tivity to physics beyond the standard model (BSM),

and this effort is expected to continue, with plans for

a next-generation dark matter and neutrino observa-

tory. While earlier designs for a ‘dark matter WIMP

search with liquid Xenon’ observatory (DARWIN) [8,9]

aimed at an active liquid xenon target mass of 40 tons,

the recently formed XLZD Collaboration proposes an

even more ambitious target mass of 60–80 tons [10].

While the exact design of the XLZD experiment is un-

dergoing refinement, this paper focuses on DARWIN,

a proposal for a large-scale observatory using a xenon

dual-phase time projection chamber (TPC) to study

phenomena requiring low-background conditions. With

40 t of liquid xenon in the baseline design, DARWIN

aims to be sensitive to weakly interacting massive par-

ticle (WIMP) dark matter as well as neutrinoless dou-

ble beta decay, axion-like particles, and any other BSM

particles that would manifest through significant inter-

action with a xenon target. The aim of this work is to

introduce a model-agnostic, deep learning-based analy-

sis pipeline, capable of potentially replacing the tradi-

tional likelihood-based analysis chain in such a detec-

tor. The benefits of this approach are that it enables a

fuller exploitation of the detector readout data, with-

out the information loss potentially incurred in using

only hand-crafted summary statistics (such as cS1 and

cS2, the corrected prompt primary scintillation and sec-

ondary electroluminescence of ionised electrons signals,

respectively), and that it can include in the pipeline

any physics effect that can be simulated, including sys-

tematics. This study also lays the foundation for future

work that can incorporate more and more fundamen-

tal prompt detector readout data, at the level of indi-

vidual temporal domain photo-multiplier tube (PMT)

readouts and pulse shape discrimination methods.

Machine learning (ML) has emerged as a powerful

tool within the physics community, and its relevance

to DM phenomenology has been growing rapidly [11].

Specifically, unsupervised machine learning has been in-

creasingly employed in collider physics to identify anoma-

lies in data, as demonstrated in several recent stud-

ies [12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,24,25,26,27],

with early example applications on simulated events of

CMS and ATLAS already in Refs. [23,17], as well as

Ref. [16] where an “anomaly awareness” algorithm is

proposed. ML techniques were also applied to DD ex-

periments for a variety of tasks ranging from signal clas-

sification to fast likelihood evaluation [28,29,30,31,32].

Within the wider ML landscape, simulation-based

inference (SBI) allows one to perform inference in com-

plex multidimensional parameter spaces while bypass-

ing the formulation of an explicit likelihood, which can

suffer from mis-specification, inaccurate approximations,

information loss and/or be intractable. SBI exploits

simulations of pseudo-data realisations and uses neural

networks to learn the appropriate likelihood function in

a non-parametric way [33,34,35,36]. In the context of

DD, Ref. [29] utilises a semi-unsupervised deep neural

network comprising a pretrained convolutional neural

network (CNN) and a variational autoencoder (VAE)

in order to construct an anomaly detection task to de-

tect the presence of excess nuclear recoils above the

expected background. The traditional approach to the

detection of a new physics signal is a likelihood-based

test with ƒan assumed asymptotic distribution [9], with

the likelihood a function of the so-called “corrected”

S1 and S2 signals (cS1 and cS2, respectively). By using

neural networks that are trained on high-dimensional

representations of detector events, we show that one can

effectively learn the underlying properties of the events
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held in these compressed observables without unneces-

sary loss of information. This enables an efficient end-

to-end inference approach that includes all necessary

corrections and cuts that are traditionally done in the

analysis and inference chain, a process which takes up

a significantly large fraction of analysis time in current

generation detectors such as XENON.

The aim of this paper is to demonstrate and quan-

tify the capability of a deep learning pipeline to test for

the presence of an ‘anomalous’ signal above a known

(from simulations) background in DARWIN, without

explicit modelling of the likelihood nor of the physics

underlying the anomaly (i.e., without assuming a spe-

cific dark matter model). In this sense, our analysis is

model independent, that is, agnostic to any specific new

physics model. We achieve this by training an anomaly

detector on event-by-event simulated detector response

quanta using the DARWIN simulation pipeline, and by

constructing an anomaly score designed to maximise

the sensitivity to rejecting the background-only hypoth-

esis.

This paper is structured as follows. In Sec. 2 we be-

gin by introducing the concept of anomaly detection

in a simulation-based deep learning pipeline, followed

by the neural network architectures used for this study.

In Sec. 3 we describe the data structure used to train

the semi-unsupervised model, as well as the simulations

that were employed to this end. We then explain how

spectral information is learnt by the neural network,

before giving an overview of the DARWIN TPC back-

ground assumptions used in this study. In Sec. 4 we step

through the analysis procedure that allows the use of

a trained semi-supervised neural network to search for

‘anomalous’ (i.e., any non-background) events at DAR-

WIN. We validate our approach by determining the

sensitivity of DARWIN to rejecting the background-

only null-hypothesis in the presence of a fake injection

of a WIMP signal. We additionally compare our find-

ings with a traditional hypothesis test using the base-

line DARWIN likelihood and discuss the results of the

benchmark study. We then conclude in Sec. 5.

2 Anomaly Detection with a Deep Learning

Approach

In this section, we first provide an overview of the anomaly

detection task within the context of a deep learning ap-

proach in Section 2.1, and then present the details of

our pipeline in Section 2.2, including a summary of the

neural network architectures that we employ.

2.1 Simulation-based Anomaly Detection

SBI is a statistical technique that uses simulated data

to make inferences about a population or process, cir-

cumventing the need for an explicit likelihood function

[37,38,39,40,41,42,43]. A general SBI pipeline typically

proceeds by generating simulated data (which can be

replaced or complemented by calibration data when

available), then using deep neural networks or some

other embedding method to learn relevant underlying

features for the inference task at hand. Finally, the

trained neural network is deployed to perform inference

on the observed data.

SBI offers several benefits in the context of dark

matter detection: it can handle complex models with

intractable likelihoods and makes no assumptions re-

garding the analytical form of the likelihood. Further-

more, with the right architecture, one can exploit the

full richness of high dimensional detector readout data,

thus avoiding the information loss that compression

into summary statistics (such as cS1/cS2) almost in-

evitably incurs. In the context of DARWIN, a funda-

mental task is to distinguish between electron recoil

events (ER) and nuclear recoil (NR) events. The sim-

ulated data allows us to capture both the visible and

latent features of ER (and indirectly NR) interactions,

yielding a robust, data-driven model capable of distin-

guishing potential dark matter (i.e., anomalous) signals

from background ER and NR events. Furthermore, the

impact of nuisance parameters – such as, for example,

quenching factors, efficiencies and energy resolution –

is easily accounted for by simply including their sam-

pling within the generation of training data. Whilst the

method we propose in this study could also be deployed

at the level of the corrected cS1/cS2 signals, for the

above reasons we prefer to work at a more fundamen-

tal level of the detector readout. As will be discussed

later in Sec. 3, we do not work at the most ‘funda-

mental’ level of raw data, which in this case would be

temporal domain PMT readouts. This study is there-

fore intended as a basis for the future development of

a consistent end-to-end SBI framework that can fully

incorporate all fundamental raw detector readouts.

Identifying anomalous signals involves the compu-

tation of an ‘anomaly score’ (or test statistic), which

we denote TS and define below in Eqn. (5). The TS is

obtained from the combined loss distribution and classi-

fication output (cross-entropy) of a neural anomaly de-

tector. The anomaly score is used to ascertain whether

a collection of observed events Xn = {x1,x2, . . . ,xn},
deviates from the background-only distribution, after

some data taking exposure [44]. The null hypothesis,
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which we denote H0, is that the events Xn are drawn

from a distribution where no signal is present.

The anomaly detector consists of two parts: a super-

vised binary classifier and a VAE. The classifier learns

from training data to distinguish ER from NR events in

a supervised fashion, whilst the VAE is trained solely

on ER events1. After the training of the anomaly detec-

tor, data that the network has never encountered before

is fed to the trained network for analysis. If the VAE

has successfully assimilated the underlying character-

istics of the ER events during the training phase, any

events that do no exhibit ER properties will typically

exhibit a higher reconstruction loss (-ELBO, defined

later in Eqn. (2)). Similarly, the binary cross-entropy

of non-ER like events coming from the classifier will

tend to unity (given a sigmoid output with a classifi-

cation label 0 characterizing ER events - see Sec. 2.2.3

and Eqn. (4)). Therefore, by construction the distribu-

tion of TS for non-ER-like data will manifest as an ex-

cess over the background-only distribution. This excess

reflects the discrepancy between the non-ER and ER

events in the one-dimensional TS space (represented

in the bottom right panel of Fig. 1). Leveraging this

discrepancy, a simple 1D test can be employed to reject

the background-only hypothesis. The robustness of this

method relies on the accurate training of the networks

and their ability to learn the intrinsic characteristics

of the ER and NR events. The term ‘anomaly aware-

ness’ is attributed to a model’s proficiency in quantify-

ing such discrepancies. In principle, the more informa-

tion one trains the model on, the more anomaly-aware

the method will be and hence this machinery can also

be deployed more effectively at the raw data level. This
would require a reassessment of an appropriate neural

network architecture capable of handling sparse tem-

poral domain PMT readouts, which in general will be

extremely high dimensional (see Sec. 3 for more de-

tails), such as for example graph neural networks or

multi-modal transformers. We leave exploration of such

extensions for future work.

1Work has been conducted, for example within the LUX-
ZEPLIN (LZ) collaboration [45] that aims at training a VAE
on a representative sample of all event classes (comprising
both ER and NR) as well as calibration data. This allows
anomalous events to be identified in the latent space of the
autoencoder. Whilst this technique is novel, it was not em-
ployed in this study, as here we aim to directly construct a
test statistic from the VAE (and classifier) loss functions (see
Sec. 4). Work is currently being undertaken to use a sim-
ilar approach to identify anomalous accidental coincidences
and/or other event classes that are currently not simulated.

Variational Autoencoder Architecture

Latent Dimension 128

β 10

Encoder Input Layer: Shape (3835,)
Dense Layer: 2000 units
Dense Layer: 500 units
Dense Layer: Latent Dimension * 2

Decoder Input Layer: Shape (Latent Dimension,)
Dense Layer: 500 units (x2)
Dense Layer: 2000 units (x2)
Dense Layer: 3835 units (x2)

Optimizer Adamax, Learning Rate: 0.0005

Training Epochs 30

Table 1: Summary of the VAE Architecture and optimal hy-
perparameters as described in Sec. 2.2.1 and pictorially repre-
sented in Fig. 1. The two-headed decoder structure captures
the means and log variance of the reconstruction loss of the
ELBO as denoted µD and log σ2

D in Eqn. 2. All dense layers
have linear activations.

2.2 Pipeline and architectures

The full pipeline schematic for the anomaly detection

task is shown in Fig. 1. In this section we describe the

components of the neural networks in more detail. All

neural networks are trained with Tensorflow v2.15.0

[46].

2.2.1 Variational Autoencoder (VAE)

Autoencoders are an unsupervised model trained to de-

liver an output that closely resembles its input. The

goal of an autoencoder is to learn a compressed rep-

resentation (encoding) of the input data, and then re-

construct the input data from this encoding. As a re-

sult, they are used primarily for dimensionality reduc-

tion and feature learning [47,48]. Autoencoders encom-

pass three primary components: an encoder, a latent

space, and a decoder. The encoder reduces the input

data vectors xin ∈ Rn into a lower-dimensional latent

space representation z ∈ Rm (with m ≪ n) through a

transformation z = f(x). This latent space holds the

compressed information of the input. The decoder then

reconstructs the input from this compressed form, aim-

ing to produce an output xD = g(z) as close to the

original xin as possible. A reconstruction loss function,

quantifying the difference between xin and xD, is opti-

mized during training.

Variational Autoencoders (VAEs) extend this con-

cept by introducing a probabilistic approach to the en-

coding process. Unlike standard autoencoders, the en-

coder in a VAE maps input data to a probability dis-

tribution characterized by mean µ and variance σ2, es-
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Extraction of NR and ER background pdf from TS distribution to determine presence of anomalous (non-background) events 

Extraction of anomaly score from neural networks
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Fig. 1: Overview of the semi-supervised deep learning anomaly detection pipeline. 1) Simulated event-by-event data consist
of the total (S1 + S2) waveform as well as the top and bottom S2 PMT depositions from Fig. 4. This data is vectorized as
described in Sec. 3 and is representative of background ER and NR events in the recoil energy range ER ∈ [1, 100] keV. The
top section of the pipeline encompasses a variational autoencoder exclusively trained on ER events and is trained with the
objective function given by the negative ELBO from Eq. 2 to learn a low-dimensional latent representation of the feature space
of ER events. In parallel, the bottom segment is a fully connected neural network classifier that differentiates between ER and
NR events by optimising the binary cross entropy from Eq. 4. The anomaly score TS exhibits lower (higher) values for ER
(NR) events, as discussed in Sec. 2.1. 2). In order to do sensitivity analyses, testing data sets are given to the networks in
order to obtain the ER and NR background TS distribution. These distributions are subsequently re-weighted in TS space by
producing ”pseudo-datasets” encompassing the expected ER+NR backgrounds with a proportion of injected WIMP signal,
as discussed in Sec. 4. The pdf f0 of the background only component is then extracted. Furthermore, the VAE is able to
discern spectral (ER) information associated with each event, as demonstrated in Sec. 3.3. The result is a 1D TS distribution
that encodes not only information regarding the event type, but also the characteristics of the NR energy spectrum, allowing
for the disentangling of WIMP from NR background as demonstrated in Fig. 6. The likelihood function used to conduct the
two sample test to reject H0 is given in Eq. 6, with the significance of the test being driven by the relative abundance of
injected signal components over background B, as well as the pdf f0, which encodes all spectral information learnt by the
neural network.

sentially transforming the encoder’s output into the pa-

rameters of a Gaussian distribution:

f(xin) → q(z | xin) = Nz

(
µ,diag(σ2)

)
.

The decoder, now governed by g(z) → p(xD|z), is a

probabilistic distribution that reconstructs data from

sampled points in this probabilistic latent space. When

xD are real vectors, p(xD|z) is taken to be a multidi-

mensional normal distribution with diagonal covariant

structure2 [50]:

p(xD|z) = Nxin
(xD,diag(σ

2
D)) . (1)

The VAE is trained via stochastic gradient descent

by maximising the loss function given by the so-called

‘evidence lower bound’ or ELBO [50], which can be

written as follows:

2This is a simplifying choice for the covariance structure. See
Ref. [49] for an application of a structured Gaussian as the
decoder.
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ELBO = Eq(z|xin)[log pxin
(xD|z)]−DKL(q(z|xin)||p(z))

=
1

L

L∑
l=1

logNxin,l
(xD

l ,diag(σ
D
l )

2) +
1

2
β

m∑
j=1

(
1 + log

(
σ2
j

)
− µ2

j − σ2
j

)
, (2)

wherem is the dimensionality of the latent space (num-

ber of independent Gaussians), the expectation is under

the distribution q(z | xin) and the data are batched into

batches of size L. The first term is the reconstruction

loss (i.e., the negative log-likelihood of the data, as-

sumed Gaussian), which measures the decoder’s ability

to reconstruct the original input data xin from the la-

tent representation. The second term,DKL(q(z|xin)||p(z)),
is the Kulback-Leibler (KL) divergence between the en-

coder’s output distribution q(z | xin) and the prior dis-

tribution in latent space p(z), taken to be a standard

multivariate Gaussian, N (0m,1m), which acts as a reg-

ularisation term. The coefficient β in the KL term bal-

ances the influence of this regularisation [51], with a

higher β value ensuring that the encoded representa-

tions are closer to the prior distribution. However, a

trade-off exists between the quality of reconstruction

and the degree of regularisation, as higher β values can

lead to less accurate reconstructions of the original data

[52]. Still, larger values of β have been observed to excel

at anomaly detection tasks in high energy physics [53].

The VAE architecture used in this study was se-

lected after hyperparameters optimization on valida-

tion datasets withheld from training, and inspired by

previously successful architectures in similar settings,

in particular Ref. [29]. It consists of an encoder that

takes vectorized data inputs xin (see Sec. 3) in batches

of size L = 10 and processes it through two dense (i.e.,

fully-connected) layers with 2000 and 500 units respec-

tively. The latent space dimension is m = 128. The

decoder has a dual-network structure. Both networks

within the decoder begin with an input of shape 128,

and process it through dense layers of 500 and 2000

units, culminating in two output layers xD and logσ2

with shape matching xin. We note that this architec-

ture may not scale for use on raw time series PMT

readout data, given that dense, fully connected neural

networks are not optimal for the sparsity one would ex-

pect from such data (leading to optimisation issues and

computational inefficiency). Therefore, a more suitable

architecture would be needed to use raw data as input.

This is the subject of future work.

For training, we use an Adamax optimiser with a

learning rate of 0.5 × 10−3 . The training process in-

volves computing the loss for a batch of data, deter-

mining the gradient of this loss with respect to the
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Fig. 2: Posterior predictive checks performed on 104 samples
from the latent space of the trained VAE. A perfect VAE
would produce a PPC of zero for all feature indices. The
black curve is the mean PPC from Eqn. (3), with ±1σ and
2σ estimates shown as green and yellow bands, respectively.
Each feature index corresponds to an element of the input
data vector xin. The vertical grey dashed lines demarcate the
subdivision into the S1/S2 wave-forms and S2 PMT Top and
PMT Bottom hit patterns.

model’s parameters, and then adjusting these param-

eters using the optimiser. The entire training regimen

is set to run for 30 epochs, with an optimised β value

of 10 (via uniform hyper-parameter scans). We present

the architecture used from this study in Table 1.

2.2.2 Validation of Generative Capability

To ascertain how extensively the VAE has learnt the

underlying low-dimensional latent features of the ER

training data, we carry out a standard benchmarking

test known as a ‘posterior predictive check’ (PPC) [54],

a widely-used method to compare the distribution of

samples generated by a model with the observed distri-

bution of the data. This procedure involves generating

synthetic data from the model and comparing it to a

testing set via some quantitative metric. Ideally, the

PPC is constructed such that for a perfectly generative

model, on average, the distance between each synthetic

sample and test sample is zero [55], in which case ran-

dom samples from the generative model are on average

representative realisations of the underlying data.
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Given the one-dimensional nature of our data (after

vectorisation), we adopt the following simple strategy:

we generate N samples z̃ ∼ N (µ,σ2) from the latent

space of the trained VAE and parsing them through

the decoder, to obtain x̃. A separate test set xtest that

is withheld from training is then used to calculate the

relative reconstruction error:

Mean (PPC)
(j)

=
1

N

N∑
i=1

(
x̃
(j)
i − x

(j)
itest

)
σ
(j)
test

, (3)

where σ
(j)
test =

√
1
N

∑N
i=1

(
x
(j)
itest

− x̄
(j)
test

)2

is the stan-

dard deviation of the distribution of test samples x(j)
test

for feature (vector column) j = 1, . . . , 3835 and serves

as a normalisation factor. We use N = 104.

We show the result of the PPC in Fig. 2 for all

3835 data features. For clarity, we demarcate with ver-

tical lines the features corresponding to the S1 and S2

waveforms, as well as the top and bottom S2 PMT hit-

patterns. We plot the mean PPC as a black curve with

the ±1, 2σ uncertainties in green and yellow, respec-

tively. While a perfect network would produce a PPC

of zero for all features, we observe that our network’s

output lies within 1σ of 0 for all features, indicating

that it has sufficiently learnt the underlying properties

of the training data. We observe the greatest deviation

from zero for features pertaining to the S1 and S2 wave-

forms for features at small pulse times (i.e., close to the

start of the S1/S2 feature indices, indicated by the ver-

tical lines). This is expected since most of the events

used during training have a small or zero S1/S2 value

at larger times (cf. Fig. 4). Therefore, the network has

less issue learning this degeneracy at large times and

can reconstruct the corresponding features toward the

ends of the S1/S2 feature index. This, however, can lead

to larger variance in the PPC distribution of some fea-

tures due to the model’s lack of reconstruction power in

regions of degenerate zeros in the feature space, as are

observed as spikes in the 1/2σ bands. We observe near

perfect reconstruction for the top S2 PMT array but ob-

serve a slight, positive offset for the bottom PMT. We

attribute this behaviour to the bottom PMT display-

ing what is mostly uniform noise for the majority of ER

events, as seen in Fig. 4. Hence, the values for which the

VAE can optimize the ELBO are somewhat arbitrary

and present as a systematic offset. The top PMT array

however displays concentrated deposits that are well as-

sociated with the event properties and can therefore be

learnt adequately.

2.2.3 ER vs NR Classifier

The second component of the anomaly detector pipeline

shown in Fig. 1 is a simple multi-layer perceptron (MLP)

feed-forward neural network [56]. The MLP consists of

an input layer, two hidden layers, and an output layer

with single neuron sigmoid activation. For our task of

supervised binary classification between ER and NR

events, the sigmoid function maps its input into a range

between 0 (for ER) and 1 (for NR). Given an input data

vector xin, the MLP is trained by minimising the binary

cross-entropy HB :

HB = − 1

L

L∑
i=1

log (1− p (xin)) (4)

where L = 10 is the number of samples in the batch,

and p (xin) is the predicted class probability for each

sample extracted from the sigmoid output of the MLP.

The architecture details of this classifier are listed in

Table 2.

In Fig. 3 we show the receiver operating charac-

teristic curve (ROC) for a test set of 104 ER and NR

events to evaluate the classifying capability of this net-

work (see later for NR/ER simulation details). We ob-

serve an area under the curve (AUC) of 0.98, which

gives the probability that the networks ranks a ran-

dom positive classification more highly than a random

negative one. A perfect classifier (100% correct classifi-

cation) would have an AUC of 1. We also compare with

the predicted 99.98% ER rejection obtained in previ-

ous DARWIN sensitivity studies [8,9]. In the classical

approach, such a large ER rejection probability does

mitigate leakage of ER’s into the WIMP NR signal re-

gion, but it comes at the expense of a lower NR accep-

tance, which at benchmark is estimated at 30%. For our

classifier, we quote the false positive rate (FPR), which

corresponds to ER leakage (mis-classification), at a true

positive rate (TPR) of 0.3 (correct NR classification).

This is denoted by the black cross in Fig. 3. We ob-

serve that for the MLP classifier, a 30% NR acceptance

Classifier Architecture

Input Shape Data Shape (3835)

Layers Dense Layer: 256 units, Activation: ReLU
Dense Layer: 64 units, Activation: ReLU
Dense Layer: 16 units, Activation: ReLU
Output Layer: 1 unit, Activation: Sigmoid

Optimizer Adam, Learning Rate: 0.01

Training Epochs 5

Table 2: Summary of the Neural Network Classifier Architec-
ture and optimal hyperparameters, as detailed in Sec. 2.2.3
and represented in Fig. 1.
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Fig. 3: Receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve of the
supervised classifier trained to discriminate ER vs NR events
as described in Sec. 2.2.3, evaluated on a testing set consist-
ing of an evenly mixed sample of 104 NR and 104 ER events.
The area under the curve (AUC) is 0.98 and reflects the aggre-
gate measure of performance across all possible classification
thresholds. The dashed blue lines indicates a random classi-
fier. The black cross denotes the FPR when the TPR is 0.3.
I.e, the ER rejection capability of the classifier when the NR
acceptance is 30%.

corresponds to 0.11% ER mis-classification rate, i.e.,

99.89% ER rejection. Whilst this comparison is useful,

we note that the standard approach requires distribu-

tive assumptions on high level observables like cS1 and

cS2 to mitigate ER leakage into the signal region. Our

classifier, however, makes no such assumption as it op-

erates on an event-by-event basis, and hence any mis-

classified events will simply modify the distribution of

the anomaly score, see Sec. 4. We also tried modifica-

tions of the loss function in Eqn. (4) in order to opti-

mize the false positive rate (i.e., minimize the number

of mis-classified ER). Whilst this indeed was successful,

the number of mis-classified NRs also increased, lead-

ing to a net zero effect in the overall anomaly score

presented in Eqn. (5).

3 Data Simulations

3.1 Generation of Simulated Events

The neural networks used in this analysis were trained

on simulated data generated with the DARWIN simula-

tion pipeline, which uses the Geant4 transport code [57]

within the DARWIN-Geant4 framework [58] to handle

the tracking of particles within a rendering of the de-

tector geometry. The Noble Element Simulation Tech-

nique (NEST) v2.3.12 [59] handles the microphysics of

how particles interact with the active xenon volume.

NEST provides a robust and well-established framework

that simulates the atomic and nuclear physics involved

in energy deposition and the corresponding response of

the detector, and generates the light and charge yields

for each type of interaction within the detector. These

simulated light and charge yields are compared and cali-

brated against previous Xenon experiments, see Ref. [9]

for details. Full signal propagation and observable read-

out within the Time Projection Chamber (TPC) vol-

ume that produced the simulated waveforms and PMT

hit-patterns was handled by custom-written detector

simulation code based on the Tray [60] architecture.

The data emulate observations expected in the DAR-

WIN detector, thus effectively providing a synthetic en-

vironment that reflects the real experimental scenario,

a crucial element for any simulation-based technique.

Two categories of events were simulated: NR and

ER events. The distinction between these two event

types is critical for a successful WIMP search, as the

vast majority of background events present as ER and

can potentially saturate the WIMP search region. The

majority of background events at DARWIN will man-

ifest as ER events originating from various terrestrial

and cosmogenic sources (see Sec. 3.2). WIMPs of mass

O(> 1) GeV deposit their energy into the detector via

NR events. Unfortunately, NR backgrounds remain in

the form of irreducible cosmogenic neutrinos and sub-

dominant radiogenic neutrons [61,58], which therefore

must be included as part of the background simulation.

For each class (ER or NR), events with a range

of uniformly distributed recoil energies were simulated,

spanning 1-100 keV. The simulations include detector

response effects, including electron-ion recombination,

electron drift, and photon-collection efficiency, which

transform the raw energy deposition from the initial

particle interaction into the observable signals in the

detector. For our analysis, we use as data the total

S1 + S2 waveforms, as well as the top and bottom

S2 PMT hit pattern readout (a similar approach taken

by Ref. [29]). The neural networks are trained on vec-

torized formats: [S1WaveformTotal, S2WaveformTotal,

S2Patterns], with a total size of 3835. The waveform

and hit pattern data provides information about each

event, making it possible for the neural anomaly detec-

tor to learn complex features pertaining to the class of

the event (ER vs NR) as well as the different spectral

dependency of each class (see Sec. 3.3)3.

3We note that not including the S1 top and bottom PMT
hit-patterns decreases sensitivity to anomalous so-called ‘γ-
X’ and ‘neutron-X’ events as observed by XENON100 [62,
63]. We do not include such anomalous background events in
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(b) NR event

Fig. 4: Example of simulated detector observables of an ER (a) and NR (b) event in DARWIN. Top: Number of S1 (left
sub-panel) and S2 (right sub-panel) photoelectrons (PE) as a function of time after initial S1 triggering. Red (green) denotes
observation in the top (bottom) PMT array. The black curves are the total and are used for training the neural networks.
Bottom: Top and bottom S2 PMT deposit spatial pattern. The colour bar indicates the PMT hit count.

The use of the summed waveforms here is expedi-

ent to reduce the dimensionality and complexity of the

input data vector. To exploit the detector readout data

in even more fundamental form, one should adopt a

model capable of learning a representation of the PMT

responses from the entire PMT array in the temporal

domain [64,63] – something our approach is unable to
scale to. Several studies in the neutrino sector have pro-

posed transformers or graph convolutional neural net-

works for handling time domain PMT readouts [65,66,

67], but none capable to deal with the dimensionality

of the DARWIN PMT array. Achieving any reasonable

training with a transformer, or any other model on

such high dimensional multi-channel time series data

remains a difficult challenge and will be the subject of

future work.

In Fig. 4 we show an example of the event-by-event

data used to train the neural networks. Events are simu-

lated in a fiducial detector volume (FV) of 31.5 t, chosen

to optimise the detection of rare NR while minimising

ER background interference towards the boundaries of

the bulk xenon, as well as other factors [9]. The simula-

tions are realised with a drift field of 200.0 V/cm, regis-

tering events when least 4 photons are detected within

this study, but work is currently being undertaken to address
these in an unsupervised fashion.

a 200 nanosecond window (referred to as a 4-fold coinci-

dence, or N4T200). We do not utilise spatial reconstruc-

tion to provide a further fiducialisation cut, however

work is being done in this direction at XENON, see for

example Ref. [68]. Refs. [29,69] showed that raw images

(PMT readounds and S1/S2 wave forms) of the events

can be used to train neural networks adequately. How-

ever, we observe that this approach is suboptimal in

that it relies heavily on image layout and convolutional

bias to white space. We check by comparing the overall

sensitivity achieved from this study that representing

the data in vectorized form (as we do here) yields su-

perior sensitivity than relying on 2D images instead.

We generate training data sets consisting of an even

sample (50/50) of 2× 104 ER and NR events with true

recoil energies uniformly distributed in ER ∈ [1, 100]

keV, with 30% being kept aside for validation. For the

architectures outlined, Sec. 2.2.1 and Sec. 2.2.3, the av-

erage training time per epoch is ∼ 1 second for the

VAE (∼ 40 seconds total training time) and ∼ 0.8

seconds for the classifier (∼ 8 seconds total training

time) on an NVIDIA A100-PCIE-40GB GPU. For the

VAE, the training process is monitored by calculating

the anomaly score (i.e, the negative ELBO) of an NR

validation set and observing adequate separation of the

resulting distributions, and rigorously monitoring the
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PPC shown in Sec. 2.2.2 where a stopping criterion is

specified when the validation loss and PPC were suffi-

ciently stable and non-sporadic. The classifier’s perfor-

mance is ascertained by means of the ROC curve shown

in Fig. 3 in Sec. 2.2.3, displaying a validation accuracy

of 0.98 to discriminate ER from NR events. Training is

stopped when a plateau in train and validation loss was

observed.

3.2 Background Modelling

All known background components must be included

in the simulation in order to conduct a test for anoma-

lous events, potentially due to a dark matter signal. In

order for it to be realistic, the total background must

be realised through a fiducial detector volume, includ-

ing systematic detector effects that must be accounted

for. The different sources of ER and NR backgrounds

relevant to DARWIN are described in Refs. [70,61,8].

In this section, we explain the background modelling

assumptions adopted in this study.

The expected background for the anomaly detector

is obtained after a variety of detector-level cuts, includ-

ing the finite energy threshold of the detector, the fidu-

cial region and signal region (SR) cuts on the combined

energy scale (CES), an estimate of the true deposited

recoil energy, ER. Whilst the fiducial target mass is

not fixed a priori, for this analysis we adopt a stan-

dard value of 31.5 t [8], using an estimated location in

the detector for fiducialisation cuts. Furthermore, given

that spectral information of all relevant backgrounds

to arbitrarily high energy is not currently fully known,

our analysis is conducted after a SR defined by [2-10]

keVee is imposed as a cut on the CES of each event in

line with previous studies [61]4. We adopt this proce-

dure for comparison with the standard pipeline, but we

note that in the future it would be possible to estimate

the recoil energy and location of events directly within

the deep learning pipeline. On account of the different

detector responses, this leaves ERs with a ground truth

ER between ∼[2-14] keV and NRs between ∼[2-60] keV

as shown in Fig. 5. A further assumption we make is

that multi-scatter events are fully vetoed, and thus the

4In a Xenon TPC, two different energy scales are often refer-
enced: keVee (electron equivalent energy) and keV. The keVee
scale is used when measuring energy deposited by electrons,
while the keV scale refers to the energy deposited by nu-
clear recoils. Due to quenching, which reduces the observable
energy in electron-equivalent terms for nuclear recoils, an ad-
ditional correction is required to convert keVee to keV. This
quenching factor accounts for the lower light yield or signal
when a nuclear recoil event occurs compared to an electron
recoil event of the same energy.

analysis presented in this work assumes 100% single-

scatter selection efficiency5. We note that in general,

the deep learning methodology presented in this work

pays no heed to what SR or fiducial target volume is

adopted, as the neural network is trained on event-by-

event data. The general procedure therefore is adapt-

able to any data domain for which one has adequate

simulation.

The background contributions in DARWIN can be

categorised into external and intrinsic backgrounds: ex-

ternal backgrounds include gamma-rays and neutrons

originating from radioactive decays or interactions out-

side of the target volume, such as in the detector’s con-

struction materials. These can be significantly reduced

by target fiducialisation due to the high density of liq-

uid xenon. Intrinsic backgrounds, on the other hand,

are uniformly distributed in the target region and can-

not be reduced by fiducialisation. Here we summarise

the most relevant sources of background, subdivided by

their recoil type6.

ER backgrounds: the ER backgrounds constitute the

most abundant type of event in the detector. The first

type of ER background we consider are solar neutri-

nos produced through the proton-proton (pp) fusion

process and the subsequent beryllium-7 (7Be) reaction

in the Sun. Due to their relatively low energies and

high abundance, along with the fact that their contri-

bution cannot be reduced by target purification, fidu-

cialisation, nor single-scatter selection, solar neutrinos

are the dominant source of ER background for dark

matter searches beyond the ton-scale.

ER backgrounds originating from γ-rays from ra-

dioactive contamination in the cryostat and detector

materials are reduced to negligible amounts by target

fiducialisation, hence we neglect them here [61]. Intrin-

sic backgrounds including contributions from isotopes

such as 85Kr, a beta-emitter present in natural krypton,

and 222Rn are included. These intrinsic backgrounds are

uniformly distributed in the target due to the chemical

inertness of noble gases.

Finally, two-neutrino double-beta decays (2νββ) of
136Xe constitutes a background that steeply rises with

recoil energy.

The differential energy spectra of the above four ER

background contributions used to construct the null hy-

5Work is being conducted to incorporate multi-scatter selec-
tion using deep learning to supplement the pipeline presented
in this work.
6In this study, we neglect surface events [71] and isolated light
and charge signals from accidental coincidences [9] that were
considered in the analyses of XENONnT [72] and LZ [73].
Modelling these backgrounds is under current development at
DARWIN/XLZD, and so we leave their treatment to future
work.
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Fig. 5: Benchmark DARWIN background differential recoil rate spectra considered in this analysis, before (dashed lines) and
after (solid lines) detector-level SR, fiducialisation and threshold cuts detailed in Sec. 3.2. The total background contributions
are shown by black solid lines. Left: ER backgrounds originating from low-energy solar neutrinos, two-neutrino double-beta
decays of 136Xe and intrinsic backgrounds from 85Kr and 222Rn. Right: NR background contributions, produced by coherent
neutrino-nucleus scattering sources: solar neutrinos originating from 8B and from the helium-proton reaction, atmospheric
neutrinos, the diffuse supernova neutrino background and radiogenic neutrons from the detector.

pothesis of the anomaly search are shown in Fig. 5 (left

panel), both before and after detector-level event cuts

are made.

NR backgrounds: Radiogenic neutrons emitted from

the detector’s materials, particularly from light PTFE

used as insulator and light reflector, and photosensors

made from various materials constitute a primary source

of NR background7. Fiducialisation of the detector vol-

ume serves as the primary detector-level cut on the

radiogenic neutrons, which extensive Geant4 simula-

tions indicate as interacting primarily near the detec-

tor walls. Furthermore, neutrons can scatter multiple
times within the detector volume. A veto on such multi-

scatter events, determined from the S2 area distribu-

tion, is implemented with a currently assumed 100%

efficiency. In future work, such a veto could be replaced

by neural networks and subsequently folded into the

anomaly detection pipeline, as mentioned in Sec. 3.

The neutron background contributes more at larger

(10-50 keV) recoil energies relative to the significantly

more perilous other NR backgrounds, namely, coher-

ent elastic neutrino-nucleus scattering (CEvNS) [61].
8B solar neutrinos are primarily responsible for a steep

rise in background events at low recoil energy, hinder-

ing the detection of low-mass WIMPs (5-8 GeV). This

background is difficult to distinguish from WIMP sig-

7Work is currently being undertaken to improve the under-
standing of radiogenic neutrons in DARWIN as well as the
uncertainty on their contribution. The resulting insights could
very easily be included into the pipeline presented in this work
in a future iteration.

nals and represents a limit on sensitivity [74], at least

for non-directional direct detection experiments.

At higher recoil energies, the main CEvNS back-

ground is from atmospheric neutrinos (atm), with smaller

contributions from solar neutrinos from the helium-proton

reaction (hep) and the diffuse supernova neutrino back-

ground (DSNB) [70,75]. The spectra of NR backgrounds

considered in this study are shown in Fig. 5 (right panel).

3.3 Spectral Information Encoding

The distribution of the ELBO from the VAE as a func-

tion of ground truth (simulated) event recoil energy ER

displays an interesting dependence. This is the case not

only for ER events, on which the model was trained,

but also, remarkably, for NR events. This is shown for

a testing sample of events with true recoil energies in

the range [1-100] keV in Fig. 6 (left panel) where we

present the normalised spectral distributions in ER and

ELBO for the total ER+NR background (with com-

ponents as discussed in Sec. 3.2) and for two WIMP

masses, mχ = 20, 500 GeV. We explain this effective

mapping from ER to ELBO with the fact that the VAE

has learnt the underlying latent representation of the

events’ energy. The result is that the neural anomaly de-

tector is sensitive to the spectral information of events

in a non-trivial, unsupervised and completely model-

independent way.

To visualize the latent representation of the data, we

show a 2-dimensional t-distributed stochastic neighbour
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Fig. 6: Left: Test set ELBO as a function of ground truth recoil energy ER. Shown are the total ER+NR background (grey)
and events from two WIMP benchmarks, with mass 20 and 500 GeV (orange and purple, respectively). The 1D marginals of
the ELBO and ER are also shown. The separation in the 2D space shows that spectral information has been encoded within
the ELBO. Right: 2D tSNE of the trained VAE’s 128 dimensional latent space after a sample of ER events with true recoil
energies in the range ER ∈ [1− 100] keV have been processed by the network. The colour scale represents ground-truth recoil
energy ER of the events. The non-trivial latent structure in ER confirms that the model has learnt spectral information in
some capacity.

embedding (tSNE) projection [76] of the 128 dimen-

sional latent space of the VAE that was trained on ER

events in Fig. 6 (right panel). The non-trivial structure

of the latent space, even in a two-dimensional projec-

tion, demonstrates that spectral information has been

incorporated into the model. We note that the ER of an

event may not necessarily be the only substantial infor-

mation encoded on the latent manifold of the VAE. One

can imagine that many other useful underlying proper-

ties are learnt in this way, and so exploration of what

information can be extracted or exploited in this regard
is left for future work. Furthermore, it is possible to en-

visage another model trained on NRs that is capable

of encapsulating the spectral information in NR events.

This may ultimately yield slightly more power in the

background rejection study presented later in Sec. 4.

Whilst a novel and potentially useful, this is beyond

the scope of this study.

4 Sensitivity Analysis

In this section, we develop the machinery for conducting

searches for anomalous events present within a dataset

of given exposure. We benchmark this approach with a

sensitivity study for a signal produced by a dark mat-

ter particle (WIMP). We thus study the power with

which the method can reject the background-only hy-

pothesis. It is important to highlight that our neural

anomaly detector is tasked with only looking for de-

viations from H0, without any assumptions made on

the WIMP nature of the signal. The standard profile

likelihood ratio method adopted in previous studies on

the other hand, explicitly looks for a WIMP of a given

interaction type/strength and mass, making it, while

model-dependent, more powerful [9].

4.1 Definition of Anomaly Score

As motivated above, we construct an anomaly score

that employs the un-batched output of the trained neu-

ral networks, so that larger score values correspond to

non-background-like data. The anomaly score is de-

fined as the linear combination of the reconstruction

loss from the VAE, Eq. (2), and the classifier’s binary

cross-entropy, Eq. (4):

TS = (−ELBO) +RHB

= DKL(q(z|xin)||p(z))− Eq(z|xin)[log pxin
(xD|z)] +RHB(xin)

= −1

2
β

m∑
j=1

(
1 + log

(
σ2
j

)
− µ2

j − σ2
j

)
− logNxin

(xD,diag(σD)
2)−R log (1− p (xin)) .

(5)

If the VAE’s output means xD are close to the in-

put, then the Gaussian term lowers the value of TS.

Furthermore, whilst the KL divergence simply serves
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The stacked grey bars represent the TS distribution for the
total (ER and NR) background. The coloured lines are the
distributions in TS after the injection of signal components
for 20 and 500 GeV WIMPs, with a scattering cross-section
of σχ = 10−46 cm2 (a large value chosen to illustrate clearly
the manifestation of ‘anomalous’ WIMP events events). The
binning in this plot is illustrative, as our sensitivity analysis
is unbinned, see Eqn. 6. The solid black line is the total back-
ground pdf f0. The dark and light grey regions correspond
to the true simulated NR and ER background contributions
respectively.

as a regularisation term, deviations from a unit Gaus-

sian latent representation yield a higher anomaly score,

and hence are considered less ER-like. Recalling that

ER events correspond to a classification label of 0 and

NR to 1, the final term in Eqn. (5) increases when the

dataset contains more NR-like events. This contribu-
tion of the supervised component HB is scaled by the

hyperparameter R, which controls the relative impor-

tance of the binary cross-entropy term.

A value of R close to 0 reduces TS to the purely

VAE loss, rendering the analysis entirely unsupervised,

while large values of R return an essentially supervised

analysis. The parameter R is thus a hyperparameter

that can be optimised post-training, in such a way as

to maximise the distance between the TS distribution

induced by ERs and that induced by NRs. We discuss

the optimisation of R further in Sec. 4.3. By generalis-

ing the reconstruction loss in this way, we are able to

perform a semi-supervised analysis, which significantly

enhances anomaly awareness, as demonstrated in Fig. 8

and discussed in Sec. 4.3 below.

The sensitivity procedure is diagrammatically rep-

resented in part (2) of Fig. 1. In order to determine the

TS distribution under H0, a test ensemble of 104 ER

and 104 NR events were simulated from recoil energy

spectra according to their expected rates after trigger-

level cuts, fiducialisation and signal region cuts, as given

in Fig. 5. The empirical distributions of TS for these

event classes are visualised in the bottom, middle plot of

Fig 1, demonstrating the separation of the distributions

over TS. From here, an optimal R value of 2.5 × 105

was chosen (see Sec. 4.3 for justification). They were

then re-weighted to the expected number of ER and NR

background events using the background benchmarks

from Sec. 3.2 and as discussed in Sec. 3.3.

4.2 Distribution of the Anomaly Score

We constructed the pdf f0 of the expected background-

only TS distribution, representing the null hypothesis

H0 and which is used below in an un-binned 1D test to

search for excess NR-type events, colloquially known

as a ‘bump hunt’ as described in Sec. 4.4. The pdf f0
is depicted in the bottom right plot of Fig. 1, which

also shows in yellow how non-background events would

manifest as an excess in the tails of the TS distribution.

In this illustration, we injected a WIMP signal with

spectrum from the standard spin-independent WIMP

differential event rate [77,78,79,80], parameterised by

a scattering cross-section σSI and mass mχ.

In Fig. 7 we show a pseudo-dataset comprised of

each background component as well as two injected

WIMP signals at a relatively large cross-section for demon-

stration in TS space. The distribution is re-weighted to

an exposure of 200 ty. We observe a distinctive inter-

play between the supervised and unsupervised compo-

nents of the anomaly score. The spectral dependence

of the ELBO as shown in Fig. 6 manifests in TS space

as differing shapes for the mχ = 20, 500 GeV bench-

marks, as well as for the NR background. The VAE

is sensitive to the spectral shape of the anomaly via

its learnt energy dependence, which places anomalous

events (in this case WIMPs) in regions of larger TS

than the ER background. Meanwhile, the supervised

classifier pulls NR-like events toward higher TS in gen-

eral. We therefore observe two bumps in the TS distri-

bution of the NR and ER backgrounds corresponding

to the classifier’s prediction. We observe that ER events

that present with higher TS values typically have lower

energies, as would make qualitative sense due to low-

energy ER being indistinguishable from NR. As we will

see next, this non-trivial interplay between the super-

vised and unsupervised networks can be optimised to

maximise anomaly awareness.
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4.3 Optimisation of Supervised Contribution to the

Anomaly Score

The optimisation of the hyperparameter R is a choice

to be made at the time of analysis, in order to maximise

the observation of any anomalous TS component, if it

exists. To demonstrate this, we perform a scan over a

range of logarithmically spaced R values R ∈ [1, 107]

at fixed signal injection benchmarks corresponding to

WIMP masses of 30, 50 and 100 GeV at an exposure

of 200 ty. These values of the WIMP mass were chosen

in order to vary the spectral dependence of the induced

WIMP signal. We show the median sensitivity, defined

later in Sec. 4.4, to reject H0 in Fig. 8, as a function of

R, for the three aforementioned benchmarks. A smaller

p−value means better anomaly awareness and higher

power to reject H0 in the presence of a signal, and thus

R should be chosen to minimise this value. We conduct

this test at a cross-section that yields a background

rejection p-value of at least ∼ 3σ for mχ = 50 GeV, so

as to have ample statistics to perform the test for all

three mass benchmarks.

We observe that the spectral dependence of the anomaly

function TS entering through the ELBO as observed in

Fig. 6 does not affect the dependence of the optimal R

value, which lies at ∼ 2.5× 105. The general variability

of the p−value is much more pronounced for mχ = 50

GeV due to DARWINs elevated sensitivity to this mass.

We observe that for R values above ∼ 106, the p-value

exhibits a plateau, that we have checked persists for

values R > 107. This indicates that above this critical

value of R the influence of the VAE is vanishingly small.

The above results highlight the importance of tak-

ing a semi-supervised approach: the fact that the power

to reject H0 is maximised for R ̸= 0,∞ shows explicitly

the need for a combined supervised and unsupervised

approach in order to maximise sensitivity to anomalous

physics. The interplay between the choice of anomaly

score, the number of unsupervised and supervised com-

ponents, as well as optimal R value for different data

structures is interesting but beyond the scope of this

study and is left for future work. We also acknowledge

that in principle R could be recast as a learnable pa-

rameter during training, although we chose to leave this

to future study. For this work, we adopt an optimised

R value of R = 2.5× 105.

Previous studies observed that classifiers can per-

form well as anomaly detectors (see for example Ref.

[81]). An admixture of many supervised and/or unsu-

pervised components could offer additional advantages,

for example by further exploiting the topological struc-

ture of events observed in the latent space. Indeed,

Fig. 8 indicates non-triviality via the two observed local

Fig. 8: Optimisation of the hyperparameter R that controls
the contribution of the supervised classifier in the determi-
nation of the anomaly score TS, Eqn. 5. The p−value to
reject H0 is given as a function of R for three benchmark
WIMP masses at fixed exposure of 200 ty and cross-section
σSI = 6.5×10−48 cm2. We have checked that, as expected, the
scattering cross-section merely rescales the median sensitiv-
ity but does not affect the shape of the curves, and therefore
the choice of R and cut value are insensitive to it. The op-
timal value chosen (i.e., the one that minimises the p-value
for mχ = 50 GeV) is R = 2.5 × 105, shown by the vertical
dashed line. The variation in the location of optimal R value
is minimal when changing the mass of the injected WIMP
signal.

minima in the R dependence of the median sensitivity.

We see that the latent data feature that is learnt by

the VAE was the event recoil energy, whilst the classi-

fier learns the type of event. Both of these features are

crucial to a new physics discovery, regardless of origin.

It may then follow that other auxiliary models trained

on the same and/or combinations/sets of prompt detec-

tor outputs may yield even better anomaly awareness.

We leave this as an interesting question for future work

in this domain.

4.4 Unbinned H0 Rejection Test

Having established the distribution of the one-dimensional

TS, we conduct a statistical search for an excess of

anomalous events which, in our sensitivity study, will

be an injected WIMP signal interacting via a canonical

spin-independent manner. An un-binned 1D likelihood

function can be defined in terms of the background pdf

f0, called the ‘extended Poisson’ [82] :

L(TS|H0) =
e−B

N !

N∏
i=1

Bf0 (TSi) . (6)

Here TS denotes the vector of observed TS produced

by the trained neural network for events labelled by i
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during a given exposure, while B is the total expected

number of background events and N is the number of

observed events. This approach obviates the need for

auxiliary terms, nuisance parameters or otherwise, since

the neural network has learnt all these features from

the data. This likelihood function simply represents the

distribution of TS after a given exposure. We assume

it should be Poisson in nature, since the TS distribu-

tion is formed from counting events over an extended

exposure.

To conduct the background hypothesis rejection test

we take as a test statistic the distribution of q = −2 lnL,
formalising H0 as the asymptotic distribution of q af-

ter simulating ∼ 104 toy experiments using pseudo-

datasets comprised solely of background events where

the number of events per dataset is sampled from a

Poisson with expectation value of B. This distribution

is shown as blue in Fig. 9.

4.4.1 Median Sensitivity

In this section, we present our method to calculate

the median sensitivity (or significance) [83] to reject

the background-only hypothesis H0 for a given dataset

with anomaly scores TS, obtained after being parsed

through the trained neural networks. The median sig-

nificance is defined as the median p−value for which one

can reject H0 in the presence of a signal, calculated over

a collection of pseudo-datasets. Defining q ≡ −2 lnL,
we use qmed to denote the median value of the distri-

bution of q when the data contain an injected signal.

The median sensitivity is the p−value to reject H0 cor-

responding to qmed:

pmed =

∫ ∞

qmed

dq g0 (q) , (7)

where g0(q) is the distribution of q that arises from

pseudo-data generated under the null hypothesis8. The

p−value in Eqn. (7) carries the standard interpretation:

a small p-value indicates that under the null, obtaining

data as extreme or more extreme than the observed

one is improbable. If the observed p−value is less than

some threshold, which we later parameterise in units of

normal standard deviations, one can reject H0 at that

significance level.

8We emphasize here that we never employ a likelihood for an
alternative hypothesis (which would be necessarily paramet-
rically dependent on some model). The likelihood function
always remains the same (Eqn. (6)), but the pseudodata be-
ing generated to obtain the distribution g0(q), and the value
of qmed are obtained under different conditions (without a
signal injection, and with one, respectively).

We demonstrate this analysis in Fig 9, assuming

that the signal presents as a WIMP dark matter par-

ticle interacting in canonical spin-independent fashion.

We adopt a 1-sided two-sample test. The distribution

of q under H0, g0(q), is shown in blue. Any upward

fluctuation of the negative log-likelihood denotes a de-

parture from the background-only hypothesis by con-

struction. The distribution of q from 104 simulated data

sets with an injected WIMP signal at a fixed bench-

mark of σ = 6.5 × 10−48cm2, mχ = 50 GeV and an

exposure of 200 ty is shown in pink in Fig. 9. From

this distribution, one can obtain qmed, denoted by the

vertical red line. To explicitly compare with the stan-

dard likelihood-based analogue, we plot the exact same

distributions using a test statistic q obtained from the

analytical likelihood baseline defined later in Sec. 4.4.2

at the same WIMP injection benchmark and exposure.

We observe an ∼ O(102) difference in the background

rejection p-value with the neural anomaly detector for

this model-independent background rejection sensitiv-

ity test.

The median sensitivity to reject H0 as a function of

exposure is shown as the red line in Fig. 10 (left panel)

for this same WIMP benchmark, adopted in order to

obtain ∼ 3σ background rejection p-value at 200 ty. We

show contours corresponding to decision boundaries to

reject H0 at 1, 2 and 3σ units of the normal standard

deviation as black dashed lines.

We show the reach of our semi-supervised pipeline

to reject H0 in the presence of a WIMP signal in Fig. 10

(right panel) for the canonical 2D WIMP parameter

space for a fixed exposure of 200 ty. We plot the me-

dian sensitivity as a colour gradient, indicating con-

tours corresponding to 1, 2 and 3σ median sensitivity.

For qualitative comparison only, we display the 2016

median DARWIN 90% C.L upper limit sensitivity as a

black dashed curve [8]. It is important to keep in mind

that this 90% C.L upper limit sensitivity is not directly

comparable to the background rejection test we have

conducted with the semi-unsupervised ML pipeline, as

these are two fundamentally different statistical tests:

the 90% C.L upper limit sensitivity is model-dependent

(as the WIMP signal is specific for a given model),

whilst the neural based anomaly detection method is

agnostic to the WIMP physics, as the neural networks

were only trained on a background-only event-by-event

basis with no information aboutWIMP-like events. Hence,

whilst the background rejection p-value we present is

a somewhat ‘stronger’ statistical claim (in that it is

model-independent), one should always expect a pro-

jected upper limit in the presence of an explicit alterna-

tive WIMP model to be significantly more constraining

than the neural anomaly detector.



18

35000 36000 37000 38000 39000 40000 41000 42000

q = −2 lnL (TS | H0)

0.0000

0.0001

0.0002

0.0003

0.0004

0.0005

0.0006

0.0007

0.0008

0.0009

D
en

si
ty

g0(q)

qmed: p = 0.0026 6.2362E−05
0.0407

Background+Signal

Background only

62000 66000 70000

q = −2 lnL (cS1, cS2 | H0)

0.0000

0.0001

0.0002

0.0003

0.0004

0.0005

D
en

si
ty

g0(q)

qmed: p = 0.3014 6.3457E−02
0.6856

Background+Signal

Background only

Fig. 9: Left: Distributions of q = −2 lnL(TS | H0) from pseudodata generated under H0 (blue) and with an injected dark
matter (WIMP) signal with σSI = 6.5×10−48 cm2 and mχ = 50 GeV (pink), which yields a median sensitivity of ∼ 3σ at 200ty
exposure. We also display as a blue line the kernel density estimate (KDE) used to evaluate the integral in Eq. (7). The red
vertical line denotes qmed. The full sensitivity study is obtained by repeating this analysis in a grid of cross-section and mass
values (see Fig. 10). Right: As in the left panel but with a likelihood-based approach for the analogous (model independent)
background rejection test of Sec. 4.4.2. Here the full multidimensional DARWIN baseline likelihood from Eqn. 8 is used to find
an asymptotic representation of H0.

4.4.2 Comparison with Likelihood-based Approach

The traditional approach to the detection of a WIMP

signal is a likelihood-based test with an assumed asymp-

totic distribution [9]. The likelihood uses the so-called

“corrected” S1 and S2 signals. The recorded S1 and

S2 signals in a detector vary based on the event’s lo-

cation due to several position-dependent factors, in-

cluding electron attachment to impurities in the liquid

xenon target, differences in light collection efficiency,

inconsistencies in the electric field, variations in the

thickness of the region where proportional scintillation

occurs, and the presence of malfunctioning PMTs. To

address this variability and standardise the signal mea-

surements, the S1 and S2 signals undergo corrections

based on calibration data from injected radioactive sources

like Krypton-83m (Kr83m) [84], which provide a mono-

energetic beam of electrons that homogeneously illumi-

nates the detector. The positional dependence of the

S1 and S2 responses can then be approximated. For S1

signals, the calibration process involves measuring the

light yield across different regions of the detector and

adjusting the raw S1 signals to account for spatial vari-

ations in light collection. Similarly, for S2 signals, the

correction accounts for electron losses due to attach-

ment to impurities and variations in the amplification

process. The corrected S1 (cS1) and S2 (cS2) signals

are thus summary statistics that characterise the re-

coil energy ER of a given event, and depend on many

characteristic detector properties and uncertainties [85].

By training directly on the summed waveform signals

and PMT patterns data, the deep learning method pre-

sented in this paper circumvents the need for the de-

termination of such summary statistics in general, and

can subsequently learn and propagate all uncertainties

through to the inference stage (discussed previously in

Sec. 4).

The likelihood function that we consider as a proxy

for the standard analysis is a function of data in the

two-dimensional (cS1, cS2) space and is adapted from
Ref. [86]:

lnL(cS1, cS2 |σSI,θ) = lnLscience(cS1, cS2 | σSI,θ)

+ lnLancillary(θ) . (8)

For a fixed mχ, the likelihood in Eqn. (8) depends on

the WIMP’s cross-section, σχ, and a set of nuisance pa-

rameters, θ. The ‘science’ likelihood Lscience depends on

the PDFs of each background and signal component fc
(described in Sec. 3.2) and their corresponding expected

number of events µc:
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Fig. 10: Left: Median sensitivity from Eqn. (7) to reject the background-only hypothesis H0 as a function of detector exposure
at the benchmark σSI = 6.5 × 10−48 cm2,mχ = 50GeV. Thresholds of 1,2 and 3σ decision boundaries are shown as black
horizontal dashed lines. The red line shows the result using the semi-supervised anomaly detection pipeline presented in this
paper. The blue dashed line represents the analogous H0 rejection tests using the DARWIN baseline likelihood in Eqn. (8).
Right: Median sensitivity to reject H0 in the mχ, σSi plane using the neural anomaly score developed in this work, for an
exposure of 200 ty. Contours corresponding to a background rejection probability of p = 1, 2 and 3σ are shown as coloured
solid lines. For qualitative comparison, the WIMP-model dependent DARWIN 90% C.L median upper limit (model-dependent)
sensitivity at 200 ty is shown as the black dashed line.

Lscience (cS1, cS2 | σSI,θ) = Pois (N | µtot (σSI,θ)) ·
N∏
i=1

[∑
c

µc (σSI,θ)

µtot (σSI,θ)
· fc (cS1i, cS2i | θ)

]
, (9)

where µtot is the total number of expected events

andN is the actual number of observed events. The nui-

sance parameters we consider are the background PDF

rate multiplier uncertainties listed in Tab. 3, which en-

ter the ancillary likelihood Lancillary via Gaussian con-

straints with uncertainties as given in the Table.

For the handling of the baseline statistical models

as well as cS1/cS2 mock dataset generation, we use the

alea v0.2.2 Python library [87]. alea is an adaptable

framework for statistical inference to facilitate the cre-

ation, manipulation, and calibration of statistical mod-

els, as well as to compute confidence intervals and per-

form sensitivity analyses. While its initial development

was tailored to meet the demands of the XENONnT

dark matter experiment, alea is universally applicable.

We adopt a baseline configuration for DARWIN incor-

porating the background template PDFs corresponding

to the backgrounds described in Sec 3.2.

In order to benchmark the performance of the neural

anomaly detector against a traditional likelihood-based

analysis, we formalise a background rejection test in

terms of the likelihood of Eq. (8), conditioned on the

null hypothesis:

L (cS1, cS2 | H0) ≡ L (cS1, cS2 | σSI = 0) , (10)

and calculate the median sensitivity from Eqn. (7) by

observing the asymptotic distribution of this likelihood

when evaluated for datasets with and without an injec-

tion of a WIMP signal9.

This is done using the alea baseline with the same

FV and SR definitions as in Sec. 3 but with no other

cuts imposed on cS1/cS2, so as to reflect the detector-

level cuts that were used for the neural anomaly de-

tector analysis. We calculate the median sensitivity to

rejectH0 as per Eqn. (7), where the distribution g0(q) is

now the distribution of −2 logL in Eqn. (10). We show

the distributions of q = −2 lnL (cS1, cS2 | H0) under

9The standard method of forecasting sensitivity to WIMPs
in a model-dependent fashion involves the construction of
the profile likelihood ratio [61,88,85] conditioned on a tar-
get WIMP mass and cross-section. This type of analysis is
more sensitive to the WIMP parameter space but leaves no
room for agnosticism to other DM or BSM physics models.
We do not compare with this type of study here, as the neu-
ral anomaly detector presented in this work is designed to be
model-independent, and so it is appropriate to compare with
the analogous likelihood-based approach.
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Background rate uncertainties

ER intrinsic: 136Xe (2νββ), 222Rn, 85Kr 10%
ER solar neutrinos 3%

NR solar CEvNS 4%
NR atmospheric CEvNS 20%
NR radiogenic neutrons 50%

Table 3: Summary of nuisance parameters considered in the
DARWIN likelihood, for comparison with the neural anomaly
analysis. Shown are the uncertainties on the multiplicative
rate factor placed on each background PDFs used in the an-
cillary likelihood Lancillary term in Eqn. (8). The individual
background components are the same as in Sec. 3.2.

H0 as well as for an injected signal arising from aWIMP

for the same benchmark parameters and 200 ty expo-

sure as the neural anomaly detector on the right plot of

Fig. 9. This same result is shown as the blue curve in

Fig. 10 as a function of exposure for the same WIMP

benchmark described in Sec. 4.4.1.

We observe that for the model-agnostic background

rejection task, the standard likelihood model is signif-

icantly outperformed by the semi-unsupervised neural

anomaly detector presented in this work. From Fig. 10,

we observe that for the alea baseline, the median sensi-

tivity p−value only drops below ∼ 1σ at approximately

150 ty exposure.

The increased performance of the neural anomaly

detector with respect to the alea baseline is primarily

due to its ability to learn the highly non-trivial, in-

tractable likelihood directly from the simulated data,

together with the addition of the optimised supervised

ER/NR classifier. The unsupervised VAE also contributes

to pushing the majority of background events toward

low TS, via its latent space encoded function of the

data that, through the ELBO, represents the posterior

of the data [50].

Lastly, the generally end-to-end (data-to-inference)

nature of a neural based anomaly detection pipeline

allows, in principle, for further modular additions to

be made. These additions can be supplementary to the

work that was introduced here, or used as stand-alone

analyses. For example, architecture development for han-

dling of high dimensional temporal PMT data, multi-

scatter neutron veto, energy and position reconstruc-

tion, accidental coincidence and surface events back-

ground discrimination as well as inter-ER background

classification are all avenues currently being developed

within DARWIN and XLZD.

5 Conclusions

This study presents the foundation for a deep learning

analysis pipeline to perform end-to-end analysis in the

next generation dark matter direction detection exper-

iment, DARWIN. The proposed methodology not only

provides a prototype for future developments in statis-

tical inference in rare physics searches with xenon based

TPCs, but also promises a more efficient and compre-

hensive analysis pipeline that exploits neural networks

to extract maximal information from the high-dimensional

event data produced by TPC experiments. This is par-

ticularly critical given the current challenges faced by

experiments like XENON, where a substantial portion

of analysis time is devoted to tuning optimal cuts and

corrections for high-level, compressed summary observ-

ables.

The method in this paper presents an anomaly-aware

machine learning technique that leverages deep learn-

ing to improve sensitivity over analogous likelihood-

based methods in a model-agnostic manner. Our SBI

approach utilises a neural network architecture consist-

ing of an unsupervised VAE and MLP classifier that

extract relevant event-by-event features (including en-

ergy information) from PMT hit pattern data and total

S1 and S2 waveforms. In order to provide a validation of

the method, we benchmark the neural network against

the baseline DARWIN likelihood-based approach via

the construction of an analogous background rejection

test in the presence of a WIMP dark matter signal in-

jection. We find that the neural anomaly detector per-

forms significantly better, achieving sensitivity to reject

H0 at the order of 3σ after ∼ 200 ty, compared to ∼ 1σ

in the case of the likelihood-based baseline, for a WIMP

benchmark of σSI = 6.5× 10−48 cm2,mχ = 50GeV.

A common critique of SBI methods is that they

heavily rely on simulations, which could lead to incor-

rectly learnt key underlying features or stochasticity

of real data should the simulations be incomplete or

otherwise imperfect [89,90]. To obviate this risk, one

could expand the pipeline to include calibration data

in the training of the neural network, thereby comple-

menting simulated events with actual observations from

the extensive calibration program currently foreseen for

XLZD. A large computational effort is currently be-

ing directed toward folding in calibration information

into the derivation of the high-level cS1/cS2 statistics,

something that would no longer be necessary in our

approach: a neural network-based analysis pipeline can

alleviate the computational burden as it bypasses the

need for these corrections. However, care must be taken

with uncertainties due to specification of the recoil en-

ergy of events, especially at lower energy thresholds
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[91,92]. This type of issue could be circumvented with

unsupervised anomaly detector networks that have in-

tegrated domain adaptation between simulated source

data and target calibration [93]. Investigation of these

types of models are beyond the scope of this paper and

will be the subject of future work.

As demonstrated in this study, a model-independent

anomaly detection can serve as a ‘first pass’ analysis,

assessing if there is any data that is not consistent

with the background only expectation, before moving

on to a more sensitive physics model-dependent search

(e.g., via likelihood ratio). Whilst we have validated

our pipeline in the context of a canonically interacting

WIMP, the machinery remains identical for any new

physics search within reach of the DARWIN detector.

This makes the development and deployment of these

types of analyses an important addition to the standard

statistical pipeline.

Given the simulation-rich environment at DARWIN,

we plan to leverage this approach to its fullest degree in

the future, when we will study its prospects with multi-

scatter classification, energy reconstruction, position re-

construction and neural network-based background at-

tenuation, circumventing the need for traditional detec-

tor fiducialisation or SR definition. A further develop-

ment will focus on the inclusion of calibration data into

the pipeline in order to train the networks on an even

more realistic depiction of ER and NR events.
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