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Abstract

Identification of boosted, hadronically-decaying top quarks is a problem of central im-
portance for physics goals of the Large Hadron Collider. We present a theoretical analy-
sis of top quark tagging, establishing zeroth-order, minimal assumptions that should be
satisfied by any purported top-tagged jet, like existence of three hard subjets, a bottom-
tagged subjet, total mass consistent with the top quark, and a pairwise subjet mass con-
sistent with the W boson. From these minimal assumptions, we construct the optimal
discrimination observable, the likelihood ratio, for the binary discrimination problem of
top quark-initiated versus bottom quark-initiated jets through next-to-leading order in
the strong coupling. We compare and compute corresponding signal and background
efficiencies both analytically and from simulated data, validating an understanding of
the relevant physics identified and exploited by the likelihood. In the process, we con-
struct a method for systematic interpretability of the likelihood ratio for this problem,
and explicitly establish a hard floor on possible discrimination power. These results can
correspondingly be applied to understanding and interpreting machine learning studies
of this problem.
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1 Introduction

Machine learning has upended particle physics, especially in subfields of which central prob-
lems are particle identification, discrimination, and physical process determination [1–20].
Because of the general, user-friendly, and accurate simulation software that is widely avail-
able, constructing, testing, and validating a machine learning architecture for a problem in
particle physics has an extremely low barrier to entry, and correspondingly more and more
techniques exist whose efficiency and efficacy are far beyond what could have been imagined
a decade ago. However, the overwhelmingly vast majority of machine learning techniques are
only implemented on simulated data, and are therefore only as good as the data itself, and
further, lack human interpretability for what physics the output exploits. Especially for classi-
fication tasks, signal and background definitions are typically just taken from a user’s process
request in the simulation software. At best, such class definitions are only well-defined to
leading order in perturbation theory, and so drawing robust, theoretically sound conclusions
from a machine learning study is challenging, if not impossible.

On the other hand, many binary discrimination problems in particle physics, and espe-
cially in jet physics, can be formulated and studied theoretically, in a systematic way. By the
Neyman-Pearson lemma [21], the optimal discrimination observable is the likelihood ratio,
and for appropriate problems of interest, this can constructed order-by-order in the perturba-
tion theory of quantum chromodynamics (QCD) [22]. Such a construction produces analytic,
closed-form functional expressions for the likelihood on multi-particle phase space and whose
description is systematically-improvable to whatever accuracy one is strong enough to calcu-
late. For such problems, foundational issues with interpretation of what a machine is learning
are completely side-stepped, because one has complete control on the physics that is input into
the theoretical analysis of the likelihood.

In this paper, we continue the program of Ref. [22] which calculated the likelihood ratio
and its discrimination power for the problem of distinguishing H → bb̄ decays from g → bb̄
fragmentation in highly-boosted jets. The results there hinged on a systematic theoretical
construction of the likelihood ratio L̂(Π) as a function on phase space Π, where,

L̂(Π) =
pb(Π)
ps(Π)

≈
pb(ΠNLO|ΠLO)
ps(ΠNLO|ΠLO)

pb(ΠLO)
ps(ΠLO)

. (1)

Here, s and b denote signal and background distributions, respectively, “LO” means leading-
order in the strong coupling and “NLO” means next-to-leading order. The ratio of leading-
order distributions is independent of the coupling, while the ratio of conditional distributions
at next-to-leading order and beyond has a Taylor series in αs, starting at α0

s . In Ref. [22],
it was shown that there is very little discrimination power at leading order for the H → bb̄
versus g → bb̄ problem, but starting at next-to-leading order, at which you first become sensi-
tive to the color-singlet versus color-octet nature of the problem, the discrimination power is
effectively unbounded, and is formally perfect in the infinite boost limit.

Here, we follow a similar line of analysis for the problem of boosted hadronically-decaying
top quark identification. In historical or machine learning analyses of this problem, the back-
ground is often taken to simply be jets initiated by light QCD partons, see, e.g., Refs. [23–30],
but as an experimentally-viable procedure, this includes many events that could really never
be identified as a top quark anyway. A top quark essentially always decays into a bottom
quark and a W boson, so a natural requirement for the background is that there is an identi-
fied bottom quark or hadron in the jet. Along with this b-tagging, we identify other minimal
requirements that are trivially satisfied on top quark jets, at least in the narrow-width approx-
imation, and that dramatically reduce the background that needs to be considered. Here, we
focus on binary discrimination of hadronically-decaying top quark jets from jets initiated by
bottom quarks, that further subsequently fragment into at least three partons.
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With this groundwork established, from the exact expressions for leading-order matrix el-
ements in the collinear limit, we construct the likelihood ratio and demonstrate that there is
significant discrimination information encoded in the kinematic distributions of the three sub-
jets present at leading order. Sensitivity to emissions and especially the flow of color in the
jets is first present at next-to-leading order, but top and bottom quarks are both color triplets,
and so there is rather limited discrimination power at next-to-leading order and beyond. This
suggests that there is a fundamental lower bound or discrimination floor to background rejec-
tion for this problem, effectively determined by the efficacy of b-tagging and the information
encoded in kinematics at leading order.

This theoretical analysis is then tested in simulation, where we validate that the analytical
expression for the leading-order likelihood we derived from matrix elements remains a pow-
erful discriminant in simulation. General-purpose parton shower generators employ a number
of assumptions or approximations, and these may be especially relevant for drawing quanti-
tative conclusions. Parton showers typically generate emissions through subsequent 1 → 2
splittings, and the corresponding matrix element is distinct from the complete 1 → 3 split-
ting function, and we show actually results in reduced discrimination power. Further, color is
typically only managed at leading-order in the large number of colors Nc →∞ limit, which
reduces the possible dipole connections between particles and how radiation is subsequently
emitted. Techniques such as color reconnections may assuage some of the limitations of the
leading color approximation, but also may randomize color in a way that isn’t necessarily
represented in the matrix element. The limited improvement in discrimination power at next-
to-leading order by accounting for color connections and soft gluon emission in simulation
suggests further work is needed to validate the physics of the parton shower, or may require
simply using a more accurate shower.

The outline of this paper is as follows. In Sec. 2, we establish the minimal assumptions
that we employ throughout this paper for defining what a “top quark jet” could possibly be.
In this section, we also provide a parametric estimate of the background rejection that follows
from these assumptions, and find qualitative agreement with rejection rates established in
machine learning studies, i.e., from Ref. [24]. In Sec. 3, we present the detailed analysis of
the likelihood ratio at leading order in the strong coupling, working in the highly-boosted,
collinear limit. We construct a simple discrimination observable that closely approximates the
likelihood, and calculate its distribution on signal and background jets. In Sec. 4, we continue
the theoretical analysis to next-to-leading order, but restrict our focus to just the kinematics of
soft gluon emission. This motivates construction of an infrared and collinear (IRC) safe color
flow observable directly from the eikonal matrix elements. These analytic results are then
tested in simulation in Sec. 5, where the efficacy of the analytic observables we constructed is
verified. We conclude in Sec. 6, summarizing our results and looking forward to more studies,
tests and validation that can be done to fully understand and interpret top quark tagging as a
human.

2 Minimal Working Assumptions for Identifying a Top-Tagged Jet

For the rest of this paper, we will work with a minimal set of assumptions for a highly-boosted
jet to possibly be tagged as originating from hadronic top quark decay. The assumptions we
use are:

1. The mass of the jet mJ is around the mass of the top quark, mJ ∼ mt .

2. The jet has at least three hard subjets, where “hard” means that the corresponding split-
ting scale between pairs of subjets is comparable to the mass of the top quark itself.
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3. Exactly one of the hard subjets contains a bottom hadron, or is “b-tagged”.

4. A pair of the non b-tagged subjets have an invariant mass that is around the mass of the
W boson.

For assumption 1, we correspondingly assume that there is minimal contamination radiation
in the jet that could bias the jet mass measurement significantly larger than mt ∼ 172 GeV. In
the analytical study, we will work in the narrow-width approximation and force the jet mass
to be precisely the mass of the top quark, mJ = mt . In the simulation studies of Sec. 5, we
must relax this to a window about the top mass, mJ ∈ [mt −m−, mt +m+], where m−, m+ are
relatively small mass scales compared to the mass of the top.

For assumption 2, we consider reclustering the jet with a sequential jet algorithm, termi-
nating with three subjets. Demanding that these subjets are hard can be enforced by requiring
that the pairwise invariant mass between any two of these subjets i, j is larger than some cut,
mi j > mcut > 0. Assumptions 3 and 4 are then further constraints on these subjets. Practi-
cally implementing b-tagging in our calculations and simulations will be as simple as perfectly
identifying the flavor of the appropriate subjet and tagging it as bottom flavor if there exists
a bottom quark (or hadron, in simulation) in it. Experimentally, b-tagging is extremely ac-
curate and efficient [31, 32], so this is well-justified. On the other hand, defining the flavor
of a (sub)jet is rather subtle, and the simple approach we use here cannot be generalized to
arbitrarily high orders in perturbation theory. Significant recent work has been devoted to de-
veloping theoretically well-defined jet flavor definitions, e.g., Refs. [33–38], but we won’t need
to worry about the subtleties to the order that we work. Finally, for assumption 4, in our analyt-
ical study we work again in the narrow-width approximation for the W boson and require that
the invariant mass of the two non-b-tagged subjets 1, 2 is exactly the W mass, m12 = mW . In
simulation, their mass is within a window about the W mass, m12 ∈ [mW −mW−, mW +mW+],
where mW−, mW+ are relatively small mass scales compared to the mass of the W .

With this set of assumptions, there are two dominant final state particle configurations
possible for the QCD background at leading-order in perturbation theory. Requiring at least
three hard subjets forces there to be at least three particles, and one of those particles must be a
bottom quark. In the highly-boosted limit, in which the energy of the jet E is much larger than
its mass, E/mt ≫ 1, the dominant background is described by the collinear fragmentation of
a high-energy parton, which must itself be a bottom quark. Therefore, the possible leading-
order background particle configurations are bqq̄, for some non-bottom quark q, and bg g. An
analytical treatment of the bg g background is rather subtle because, even after imposing the
top and W mass constraints, there are still residual collinear and soft divergences that must be
regulated through clustering the jet with a finite jet radius R <∞ and further enforcing the
minimal pairwise mass cut, mi j > mcut. As such, an analysis that includes the bg g background
is sensitive to at least these two parameters, which complicates analytical calculations and
conclusions drawn from them.

By contrast, the bqq̄ background has neither collinear nor soft divergences once the top and
W mass constraints are imposed and so to produce finite predictions, no additional constraints
need to be imposed. Correspondingly, this means that discrimination of hadronic top decay
t → bqq̄′ from the collinear fragmentation b → bqq̄ in the sufficiently high-energy limit is
independent of the precise parameters used to cluster and find jets. Because of this simplicity,
we will restrict our theoretical analysis to this b→ bqq̄ background final state, but will include
all QCD final states consistent with the assumptions above in our simulations later. While
we will not study it more here, this set-up makes it clear that a quark versus gluon subjet
discriminant, e.g., historical studies of Refs. [39–42], may have significant impact in improving
discrimination of top quark decays from QCD processes.

The set of minimal assumptions we use in this paper are primarily motivated by the theo-
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retical analysis, to ensure that the corresponding optimal discrimination observable, the likeli-
hood ratio, is infrared and collinear safe and so can be calculated in perturbation theory. How-
ever, similar requirements have long been employed in top tagging studies, e.g., Refs. [43–49],
and even in recent experimental results from ATLAS and CMS related requirements are im-
posed or effectively identified through a machine learning analysis, e.g., Refs. [50–53]. Never-
theless, it is interesting to consider if these assumptions could be further relaxed, especially if
there exists some implicit, but as-of-yet unidentified, bias that exists within these assumptions.
We leave this question to future work.

2.1 Estimate of Nominal Signal and Background Efficiencies

From these initial cuts that define a candidate top quark jet, we can estimate the probability
that a given background jet will pass these criteria and need to be further analyzed. First
and foremost, the requirement of a b-tagged subjet effectively requires that a bottom quark is
produced in the hard scattering at leading order. This isn’t quite true because bottom quarks
can be produced in the parton shower itself, but production of bottom quarks in a parton
shower always occurs in relatively collinear bb̄ pairs and is suppressed by at least a power of
the coupling, αs. So, to leading approximation, we will assume that the background jets that
could possibly be candidate top quarks are initiated by bottom quarks at short distances.

At the sufficiently high energies in which we work in this paper, both the mass of the
bottom quark and the mass of the top quark are very small compared to the relevant jet energy
scale, so to leading approximation in the high-boost limit, we can assume they are massless
for estimating inclusive production. Further, both the bottom and top quark masses are large
compared to the proton’s mass, and so neither exist as potential colliding partons at a hadron
collider. Therefore, at least in QCD processes at sufficiently high energies, bottom and top
quark production is otherwise identical, and so the ratio of their inclusive cross sections will
approach unity. Concretely, if we consider pair production at the LHC, pp→ bb̄ and pp→ t t̄,
the limit of the ratio of inclusive cross sections is

lim
p⊥→∞

σpp→t t̄

σpp→bb̄
= 1 , (2)

where p⊥ is the characteristic jet transverse momentum.
Now, given that a jet contains a bottom quark (or bottom hadron experimentally), we

would like to estimate the probability that such a jet further passes the subjet mass constraints.
In the high-boost limit, any sufficiently large jet radius is irrelevant because all decay or frag-
mentation products will be contained within the jet, and so a signal jet from hadronic top quark
decay will always pass the total jet and subjet mass cuts. By contrast, a background bottom
quark-initiated jet is highly constrained with the additional cuts and is rather unlikely to pass
the cuts. The probability that a jet passes the cuts given that it was initiated by a b quark can
be estimated from integrating the collinear splitting function squared matrix element |M|2
over the appropriate phase space dΠ:

p(passes cuts|b jet)∼ dΠ |M|2 . (3)

We will present estimates of the matrix element and the phase space in turn.
First for the matrix element, the final state must contain at least three particles so that three

hard subjets are resolved. There are then three contributions to bottom quark fragmentation to
three partons: b→ bqq̄ where q is a non-bottom quark, b→ bg g where gluons are emitted like
photons (the Abelian contribution), and b→ bg g where the gluons are correlated (the non-
Abelian contribution). The b→ bqq̄ contribution is proportional to the number of non-bottom
quarks, while the Abelian and non-Abelian contributions are proportional to the fundamental
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and adjoint quadratic Casimirs CF and CA of QCD color, respectively. The production of three
final state particles can be modeled as subsequent 1→ 2 processes, and the first such splitting
has a color factor CF because a gluon must be emitted from a bottom quark. Demanding
that the total jet mass is mt , the initial propagator of the splitting scales like 1/m2

t , and then
demanding that the W boson mass mW is produced in the second 1→ 2 splitting sets the scale
of the second propagator to be 1/m2

W . The production of two additional particles requires
two factors of the strong coupling αs, and so combining these factors, the matrix element is
approximately

|M|2 ∼
� αs

2π

�2 CF

m2
t m2

W

�

(n f − 1)TR + CF + CA

�

. (4)

In QCD, TR = 1/2, CF = 4/3, and CA = 3. n f − 1 is the number of non-bottom active quarks,
which we take to be 4.

The volume of phase space dΠ can be determined sequentially through two 1→ 2 split-
tings. Two-body collinear phase space is

dΠ2 ∼ dz ds , (5)

where z is an energy fraction and s is the total invariant mass of the pair of particles. For
the initial splitting, which would emulate the t → bW decay in the top quark, the bottom is
effectively massless, while the W boson is massive. If one particle has mass m2

W and the other
is massless, then the range of the energy fraction of the massless particle is z ∈ [0,1−m2

W/s].
Therefore, the volume of b→ bW phase space is

dΠ(1)2 ∼
m2

t −m2
W

m2
t

dm2
t (6)

where s ∼ m2
t and dm2

t is the size of the window about the top mass. Next, we need to
consider the W decay to massless partons. Their energy fraction is now allowed to range over
all z ∈ [0, 1], and the window about the W mass is dm2

W . Then, the total volume of this
secondary phase space is approximately

dΠ(2)2 ∼ dm2
W . (7)

The volume of the total phase space is then the product of these two estimates,

dΠ∼ dΠ(1)2 dΠ(2)2 ∼
m2

t −m2
W

m2
t

dm2
t dm2

W . (8)

Now, putting this all together and multiplying the matrix element estimate by the phase
space volume estimate, the probability that the fragmentation of an initial bottom quark passes
the subjet and mass cuts is

p(passes cuts|b jet)∼
m2

t −m2
W

m2
t

dm2
t

m2
t

dm2
W

m2
W

� αs

2π

�2
CF

�

(n f − 1)TR + CF + CA

�

. (9)

To get a sense for the scale of this probability, note that in practice, the mass-dependent pref-
actors are roughly order-1. Mass windows about the top or W mass are typically a relatively
large fraction of the mass, like 30% or so, and the mass of the W boson is about 45% of the
mass of the top. So, the order-of-magnitude scaling of this probability is controlled by the cou-
pling and color factors. Because of the explicit mass scales imposed on the jet, the coupling αs
will be evaluated at the top or W mass, at which αs ∼ 0.1. Accounting for the factors of 2π,
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the coupling suppression itself is on the order of 10−4. The product of color factors is about
10, and so a rough estimate of the background efficiency from these nominal cuts is

p(passes cuts|b jet)∼ 10−3 . (10)

Note that given an initial b jet, the constraints we identified were exclusively kinematic, the
number of hard subjets and corresponding invariant masses, and so this logic can be applied
to top tagging at this level on any initial jet. Color factors may slightly change depending on
if the jet is initiated by a quark or gluon, but these will be relatively small effects to a general
estimate. Thus, we expect that the probability that any jet initiated by a light QCD parton looks
like that of a hadronic top quark decay is roughly 10−3, or, that the rejection rate of a QCD jet
for top tagging is approximately 103. This characteristic 103 kinematics rejection rate is also
what has been observed in detailed machine learning studies of top taggers from Ref. [24] in
which only kinematic information was exploited. In that study, because no flavor information
was used, background jets were selected from simulated inclusive pp→ dijet production at the
LHC. The ratio of cross sections of inclusive dijet production to t t̄ production at high energies
is very large,

σpp→ j j

σpp→t t̄
∼ 500 , (11)

which we have estimated for jets with transverse momentum around 1 TeV at the 13 TeV LHC
with MadGraph v3.6.0 [54]. Thus, applying the nominal kinematic cuts on QCD jets initiated
by light partons renders the number of background and signal jets in a sample comparable,
and then one can study the jets in more detail to further reduce background.

3 Leading-Order Analysis

In this section, we present the analysis of discrimination of boosted, hadronic top quark decay
from massive jets initiated by light QCD partons. As discussed in the previous section, we will
concretely only consider binary discrimination of the processes t → bqq̄′ from b→ bqq̄ in the
limit in which the energy of the jets is much larger than their mass, mt/E ≪ 1. As such, the
signal and background processes are highly collinear, and so are to good approximation de-
scribed by collinear fragmentation to leading power in mt/E. Differential three-body collinear
phase space for this problem can be expressed as [55,56]

dΠ3 =
4

(4π)5
dsqq̄ dsbq dsbq̄ dzq dzq̄ dzb δ(1− zq − zq̄ − zb)
q

4zqzq̄sbqsbq̄ − (zbm2
W − zqsbq̄ − zq̄sbq)2

δ(m2
t −m2

W − sbq − sbq̄)δ(sqq̄ −m2
W ) .

(12)

Here, si j is the invariant mass of partons i, j and zi is the energy fraction of parton i. The right-
most two δ-functions impose the total top mass constraint and the W mass subjet constraint,
respectively. There is also an implicit positivity constraint on the discriminant that appears in
the square-root.

The leading-order distribution for top decay t → bqq̄′ on this phase space (as calculated
in the narrow-width approximation from the left-handed weak decay of the top) is

ps(Π3) =Ns
sbq(m2

W + sbq̄′)

m4
t

=Ns
sbq(m2

t − sbq)

m4
t

, (13)
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where Ns is a normalization factor such that it integrates to 1 on phase space Π3. The back-
ground process, b→ bqq̄, is described by the 1→ 3 collinear splitting function, where [57,58]

pb(Π3) =NbCF (n f − 1)TR

� αs

2π

�2 (4π)4

2m2
t m2

W

(14)

×



−

�

zq(m2
W + 2sbq̄)− zq̄(m2

W + 2sbq)
�2

(1− zb)2m2
t m2

W

+
4zb + (zq − zq̄)2

1− zb
+ 1− zb −

m2
W

m2
t



 ,

where Nb is a normalization factor.
With these explicit expressions for the differential phase space and splitting function, we

can more precisely calculate the rate for the b→ bqq̄ fragmentation to pass the pre-established
cuts. Setting the normalization factor Nb = 1 so that the resulting prediction is a rate relative
to inclusive bottom quark production, we can numerically integrate over phase space to find

∫

dΠ3 pb(Π3)≈
m2

t −m2
W

m2
t

dm2
t

m2
t

dm2
W

m2
W

� αs

2π

�2
CF (n f − 1)TR

14.5
4π

. (15)

Here, we have set mt = 172 GeV and mW = 80 GeV, and the error on the result of the numerical
integral, 14.5, is on the order of the last quoted digit. Note that 14.5/4π ≈ 1.15, and so the
estimate we presented in Eq. (9) for this color channel is, perhaps, surprisingly accurate.

Note that the background distribution is symmetric in quark and anti-quark, because the
gluon is a vector boson, while the top decay distribution is not symmetric, because the weak
force is left-handed. Experimentally, if we only have access to energy deposits in the calorime-
try, a quark and anti-quark are indistinguishable, so we should symmetrize the top quark decay
distribution, where

ps,sym(Π3) =
Ns

2

�

sbq(m2
W + sbq̄′)

m4
t

+
sbq̄′(m2

W + sbq)

m4
t

�

=
Ns

2

m2
W (m

2
t −m2

W ) + 2sbqsbq̄′

m4
t

. (16)

For concrete comparison, we will study both the original weak decay distribution, Eq. (13), and
this symmetrized distribution to establish the information that is lost for discrimination when
symmetrized. With access to more information, like the charged particle content, it is possible
to discriminate the quark and anti-quark within top quark decay at an aggregate, statistical
level [59]. One of the most useful single observables for this is the jet charge [60–64], but we
leave explicit inclusion of jet charge in a theoretical analysis to future work. Here, we will just
use the left-handed and symmetrized decay of the top as the extreme bounds of ignorance or
knowledge of the flavor of the additional quarks in the jet.

Within a typical workhorse parton shower event generator, like Pythia, Herwig, or Sherpa
[65–68], particles are generated in the parton shower through strongly-ordered sequential
1→ 2 splittings. Therefore, without otherwise matching to fixed-order, the three particles in
the background jet in simulation would not have a distribution on phase space of Eq. (14),
but rather only the leading contribution when assuming that the invariant mass of the qq̄ pair
is parametrically smaller than that of the total jet mass, mW ≪ mt . Of course, this isn’t nec-
essarily a good approximation, as mW/mt ∼ 0.47, but is another interesting limit to consider
for bounding discrimination power. In this strongly-ordered limit, the collinear 1→ 3 splitting
function becomes

pb,SO(Π3) =Nb,SOCF (n f − 1)TR

� αs

2π

�2 (4π)4

2m2
t m2

W

�

1+ z2
b

1− zb

z2
q + z2

q̄

(zq + zq̄)2
−

8zbzqzq̄

(1− zb)3
cos(2φ)

�

.

(17)
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The first term in the brackets is the product of 1→ 2 splitting functions b→ bg and g → qq̄,
respectively, and the second term, with the cos(2φ) factor, is the interference term between
the two helicity states of the collinear gluon. φ is the azimuthal angle of the qq̄ pair about the
b quark, which satisfies the law of cosines

zqsbq̄ = zbm2
W + zq̄sbq − 2mW

p

zbzq̄sbq cosφ . (18)

Leading-logarithmic parton showers do not necessarily correctly describe this interference
term, but we will include it for self-consistency of our results. Nevertheless, the correct in-
clusion or incorrect exclusion of this term may affect the quantitative results that we present
later, but that could only be addressed with a full next-to-leading logarithmic shower, e.g.,
Refs. [69–73].

3.1 Discrimination with the Likelihood Ratio

Given these signal and background distributions on phase space, we can then construct the
optimal discrimination observable, the likelihood ratio, by the Neyman-Pearson lemma. We
will consider three likelihood ratios. First, the likelihood ratio between the full 1→ 3 b→ bqq̄
splitting function and the left-handed top quark decay, where

L≡
pb(Π3)
ps(Π3)

. (19)

As mentioned above, to implement this observable in a realistic analysis requires quark and
anti-quark flavor identification which is likely not possible, but remains a useful bound for
comparison. The second likelihood ratio we consider is that with the top quark decay sym-
metrized over the final state q and q̄′, where

Lsym ≡
pb(Π3)

ps,sym(Π3)
. (20)

The third likelihood ratio we consider consists of the strongly-order bottom quark splitting
function and the symmetrized top quark decay, where

LSO ≡
pb,SO(Π3)

ps,sym(Π3)
. (21)

To calculate the distribution of these likelihood ratios on signal and background, for consis-
tency we use the corresponding signal and background distributions represented in the likeli-
hood.

Especially with the full splitting function, these likelihood ratios are complicated functions
of the phase space variables, and we would like to construct a compact, yet powerful, discrim-
ination observable that closely approximates the likelihoods for implementation in analysis.
Motivated by the strongly-ordered splitting function and the symmetrized top quark decay, we
consider the observable OLO, where

OLO ≡
m2

W

m2
t

1
1− zb

m4
t −m4

W

2
�

m2
W (m

2
t −m2

W ) + 2sbqsbq̄

� . (22)

Factors of the top and W mass are there simply to limit the range of this observable. The
right-most factor is the inverse of the symmetrized top decay distribution, while the 1/(1−zb)
factor is a component of the background distribution. This factor is large when the bottom
quark takes most of the energy of the jet, which is likely because the emission of a gluon in
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Figure 1: Left: Distribution of the observable OLO on symmetrized top quark decay
(solid green) and b → bqq̄ collinear fragmentation (dashed red) at leading order.
Right: ROC curves of the three likelihood ratios constructed from the left-handed top
quark decay, the symmetrized top quark decay, the full b → bqq̄ splitting function,
and the strongly-order b → bqq̄ splitting function. Also plotted is the ROC curve
from implementing a cut on the observable OLO. For each of the observables, we
also list the area under the ROC curve (AUC).

the background distribution has a soft divergence. Further, as constructed, this observable is
rather ignorant to the secondary splitting at the W mass scale, and so should generalize to the
fragmentation process b → bg g more readily than the specific likelihood ratio formed from
the b→ bqq̄ splitting function.

At left in Fig. 1, we plot the distribution of this observable OLO as calculated on the sym-
metrized top quark decay distribution, ps,sym(Π3), and the full 1→ 3 splitting function, pb(Π3).
We evaluate these distributions by numerical Monte Carlo integration over the corresponding
phase space distributions. The signal distribution is peaked at small values, as expected be-
cause when the signal distribution is large, the observable OLO is small. By contrast, the
background distribution is spread over a larger range. At right in Fig. 1, we show the resulting
signal versus background efficiency plots, or receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curves,
for the three likelihood ratios and the observable OLO. Better discrimination corresponds to
the lower-right region of the plot. Not surprisingly, the most effective discriminant is the like-
lihood that contains the left-handed top quark decay, but the symmetric decay is not much
less discriminant. Perhaps the most interesting feature of this plot is that the likelihood ra-
tio of the strongly-ordered background distribution is the worst discriminant among what we
study here. This could illustrate a fundamental limitation of modeling discrimination with
a strongly-ordered 1 → 2 parton shower simulation program, especially for processes that
involve three or more particles at leading order.

4 Next-to-Leading Order Analysis

We now move to analysis of the likelihood ratio for top quark discrimination at next-to-leading
order. As derived in Ref. [22], the likelihood ratio can be expanded through next-to-leading
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order in perturbation theory and takes the form:

L=
pb(ΠLO)
ps(ΠLO)

�

1+
αs

2π

�∫

dΠNLO (ps(ΠNLO)− pb(ΠNLO)) +
pb(ΠNLO)
pb(ΠLO)

−
ps(ΠNLO)
ps(ΠLO)

�

+ · · ·
�

.

(23)

Note that the overall factor on the left is the leading-order likelihood ratio,

LLO =
pb(ΠLO)
ps(ΠLO)

, (24)

and the O(αs) term in the square brackets is the next-to-leading order correction to the like-
lihood. ΠLO is leading-order phase space, and the next-to-leading order contribution con-
sists of two components: a normalization term (the integral over next-to-leading order phase
space ΠNLO), and the difference of background and signal distributions, that vary over next-
to-leading order phase space. This likelihood ratio, its distribution on signal and background,
and the corresponding ROC curve can be calculated with the next-to-leading order distribu-
tions for top decay and 1 → 4 collinear splitting functions [74, 75]. The general procedure
was outlined in Ref. [22], but even for the simpler case of H → bb̄ decays versus g → bb̄
splitting, the next-to-leading order analysis was extensive. Our approach here will then not
be to derive complete, exhaustive results to this order, but to identify relevant approximations
that inform the construction of better discrimination observables that are sensitive to physics
at next-to-leading order and beyond.

To this goal, we will just focus on the kinematic dependence at next-to-leading order, and
ignore the normalization factor. For top quark decay versus b → bqq̄ fragmentation, this
difference term can be expressed as [19]

pb(ΠNLO)
pb(ΠLO)

−
ps(ΠNLO)
ps(ΠLO)

= −(4π)2
∑

LO partons i, j

�

T(b)i · T
(b)
j − T(s)i · T

(s)
j

� si j

siksk j
+ non-singular .

(25)

Here, we have explicitly written out the most singular contribution, corresponding to soft gluon
emission off of the hard partons at leading order. For these signal and background processes,
collinear contributions exactly cancel because the particles at leading order are identical, and
so undergo the same collinear splittings. Terms that are non-singular in the soft emitted gluon
limit are suppressed and will not be considered here. In this expression, T(b)i (T(s)i ) is the color
matrix of background (signal) event particle i and si j is the invariant mass of particles i and j.
k is the soft gluon emitted at next-to-leading order. To identify kinematic dependence of the
likelihood at next-to-leading order, we then need to evaluate the color matrix products.

As always in this paper, we are working in the highly boosted limit, in which the jet is
collimated, or, equivalently, angles between pairs of particles within the jet are parametrically
smaller than angles to particles outside the jet, in the rest of the event. Further, the jets we
are considering are initiated by colored partons, and so have color correlations with the rest
of the event, by global color conservation. So, in addition to the particles in the jet that can
emit a soft gluon, we also need to include the particle representing the rest of the event off
of which the jet recoils, which we call n̄. In the collinear limit of the jet, n̄ is in the opposite
direction of the jet and carries opposite net color to that of the jet.

With this set-up, we can then calculate the soft gluon emission contribution to the top
quark decay. In the narrow-width approximation, there is no color mixing between the color-
singlet W boson and the bottom quark. Only the bottom quark couples to the rest of the event,
and so the only non-zero color factors are

Tn̄ · Tb = Tq · Tq̄′ = −CF , (26)
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with all others 0. The contribution to the likelihood from signal is then

ps(ΠNLO)
ps(ΠLO)

⊃ −(4π)2
∑

i, j

T(s)i · T
(s)
j

si j

siks jk
= 2(4π)2CF

�

m2
W

sqksq̄k
+

zb

zksbk

�

. (27)

One particularly interesting thing about this is that it is actually symmetric in the quark and
anti-quark from W decay, even though the leading-order matrix element is not. However, this
contribution is conditioned on the kinematics at leading-order, and so the emitted gluon only
knows about the color connections, and nothing about the likelihood that the leading order
particles arrange themselves in a particular configuration.

The soft gluon emission contribution to background is significantly more complicated, but
can be evaluated by completeness relations of the SU(N) generators (see, e.g., Ref. [76] for
details). The resulting expression for soft gluon emission is [74]

pb(ΠNLO)
pb(ΠLO)

⊃ 2(4π)2
�

CF

�

m2
W

sqksq̄k
+

2sbq̄

sbksq̄k
−

2sbq

sbksqk
−

2zq̄

zksq̄k
+

2zq

zksqk
+

zb

zksbk

�

(28)

+
CA

2

�

2zq̄

zksq̄k
−

zq

zksqk
−

zb

zksbk
−

m2
W

sqksq̄k
−

sbq̄

sbksq̄k
+

2sbq

sbksqk

��

.

Rather interestingly, this expression is not symmetric in the quark and anti-quark q↔ q̄. The
jet consists of two quarks (b and q) and one anti-quark (q̄), and so the flow of color around in
the jet is not symmetric. While one can consider the implications of this asymmetry, we will
leave that for future work, and instead only consider the symmetrized matrix element, assum-
ing complete ignorance as to which subjet is that of the quark or anti-quark. The corresponding
symmetrized soft gluon contribution is

pb,sym(ΠNLO)

pb,sym(ΠLO)
⊃ (4π)2
�

2CF

�

m2
W

sqksq̄k
+

zb

zksbk

�

(29)

+
CA

2

�

zq̄

zksq̄k
+

zq

zksqk
+

sbq̄

sbksq̄k
+

sbq

sbksqk
−

2zb

zksbk
−

2m2
W

sqksq̄k

��

.

The difference between the background and signal distributions from soft emission at next-
to-leading order that we consider here is then

pb,sym(ΠNLO)

pb,sym(ΠLO)
−

ps(ΠNLO)
ps(ΠLO)

⊃ (4π)2
CA

2

�

zq̄

zksq̄k
+

zq

zksqk
+

sbq̄

sbksq̄k
+

sbq

sbksqk
−

2zb

zksbk
−

2m2
W

sqksq̄k

�

+ non-singular , (30)

and note that the contribution proportional to the fundamental Casimir CF exactly cancels.
As mentioned earlier, one can take this expression and insert it into the general results for
discrimination at next-to-leading order to calculate the ROC curve, but that will not be our
approach here. Instead, we will use this expression as inspiration for constructing a color-
sensitive observable that can be practically used in a simulated or experimental analysis.

4.1 An IRC Safe Color-Flow Sensitive Observable

To this goal, let’s first write down a more complete expression for the likelihood through next-
to-leading order with these results. We now have

L=
pb(ΠLO)
ps(ΠLO)

�

1+
αs

2π
(4π)2

CA

2

�

zq̄

zksq̄k
+

zq

zksqk
+

sbq̄

sbksq̄k
+

sbq

sbksqk
−

2zb

zksbk
−

2m2
W

sqksq̄k

�

+ · · ·
�

,

(31)
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suppressing the normalization factor at next-to-leading order and non-singular terms. Thus
we see that the contribution to the likelihood at next-to-leading order can be positive or nega-
tive and correspondingly increases or decreases the likelihood from its leading-order value. A
negative contribution means that the soft gluon emission is more likely to have come from the
color flow of signal, while a positive contribution means that it was more likely to have orig-
inated from the color flow of background. The geometric dependence of the next-to-leading
order contribution can be made more transparent by replacing the invariant masses with ex-
plicit pairwise angles, where si j = ziz j E

2θ2
i j , in the collinear limit, where E is the jet energy.

With the appropriate replacements, the likelihood can be expressed as

L=
pb(ΠLO)
ps(ΠLO)

�

1+
αs

2π
CA

2
(4π)2

z2
k E2

�

1

θ2
q̄k

+
1

θ2
qk

+
θ2

bq̄

θ2
bkθ

2
q̄k

+
θ2

bq

θ2
bkθ

2
qk

−
2

θ2
bk

−
2θ2

qq̄

θ2
qkθ

2
q̄k

�

+ · · ·

�

.

(32)

Note that the phase space for the emission of a soft and collinear gluon is

dΠsoft-coll =
2E2

(4π)3
dθ2 z dz dφ , (33)

where θ2 is the polar angle, φ is the azimuthal angle, and z is the energy fraction of the soft
emission. Note that factors of the jet energy E2 and soft gluon energy fraction cancel between
the expression of the likelihood and phase space.

From properties and features of this expression for the next-to-leading order likelihood,
we would then like to construct an IRC safe observable that captures its features. To be IRC
safe, such an observable must vanish if the gluon has 0 energy, because we cannot in principle
measure where such a gluon is emitted, and so we can write such an observable in the form

ONLO =
∑

k

zk F({θ}) , (34)

whereF({θ}) is a function of the various pairwise particle angles. Here, we have also explicitly
summed over all particles k in the jet to anticipate its use in a practical analysis. Naïvely, we
might think that the angular dependence of Eq. (32) could be copied directly as the function
F({θ}), but this has some undesirable properties. In particular, just the angular dependence
of Eq. (32) diverges in any collinear limit, k ∥ b, q, q̄, but remains integrable because of the
phase space measure.

To construct a desirable observable, we will enumerate all vital features of the likelihood
at next-to-leading order. First, for collinear safety, the observable must vanish if the emission
k becomes collinear to any of the three hard, leading order particles, k ∥ b, q, q̄. Next, note
that the net colors of the signal jet (the top quark) and the background jet (the bottom quark)
are identical. That is, if the soft gluon is emitted at sufficiently large angle so that it can only
resolve the net color of the jet, signal and background appear identical. Therefore, there is
no discrimination power in the large angle limit, when θbk,θqk,θq̄k →∞. In this limit, the
observable should also vanish. Next, the observable should be invariant to boosts along the
jet axis, so that the observable itself imposes no absolute angular scales [41,77]. This can be
easily accomplished by appropriate multiplication by factors of the energy of the jet.

The final property is sensitivity to the explicit form of the angular factor at next-to-leading
order. In particular, the fact that the sign of the angular factor varies on phase space tells you
if the emission is more likely to be from signal or background. Thus, we want to retain this
geometric sign information. To ensure this, we ensure that the function F({θ}) has the exact
same signs as the angular factor at next-to-leading order on phase space. Note that the angular
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factor can be expressed over a common denominator as

1

θ2
q̄k

+
1

θ2
qk

+
θ2

bq̄

θ2
bkθ

2
q̄k

+
θ2

bq

θ2
bkθ

2
qk

−
2

θ2
bk

−
2θ2

qq̄

θ2
qkθ

2
q̄k

(35)

=
θ2

qkθ
2
bq̄ + θ

2
q̄kθ

2
bq + θ

2
bkθ

2
qk + θ

2
bkθ

2
q̄k − 2θ2

qkθ
2
q̄k − 2θ2

qq̄θ
2
bk

θ2
qkθ

2
q̄kθ

2
bk

.

Thus, we require that

F({θ})∝ θ2
qkθ

2
bq̄ + θ

2
q̄kθ

2
bq + θ

2
bkθ

2
qk + θ

2
bkθ

2
q̄k − 2θ2

qkθ
2
q̄k − 2θ2

qq̄θ
2
bk . (36)

Note also that this complicated angular factor vanishes in all collinear limits itself.
Then, to summarize, the properties we desire of the angular dependence of an IRC safe

color flow-sensitive observable for top tagging are:

1. Vanishes in any collinear limit, k ∥ b, k ∥ q, or k ∥ q̄.

2. Vanishes in the large angle limit, θbk,θqk,θq̄k→∞.

3. Invariant to boosts along the direction of the jet.

4. Proportional to θ2
qkθ

2
bq̄ + θ

2
q̄kθ

2
bq + θ

2
bkθ

2
qk + θ

2
bkθ

2
q̄k − 2θ2

qkθ
2
q̄k − 2θ2

qq̄θ
2
bk.

With these constraints, the form of the observable we consider here is then

ONLO ≡
m2

t

E2

∑

k

zk

θ2
qkθ

2
bq̄ + θ

2
q̄kθ

2
bq + θ

2
bkθ

2
qk + θ

2
bkθ

2
q̄k − 2θ2

qkθ
2
q̄k − 2θ2

qq̄θ
2
bk

�

θ2
bkθ

2
qk + θ

2
bkθ

2
q̄k + θ

2
qkθ

2
q̄k

�3/2
. (37)

This observable satisfies all of the criteria, most of which are self-evident. Boost invariance
follows from noting that, in the collinear limit, angles scale like θ → γ−1θ with boosts along
the jet direction, where γ is the boost factor, while the total jet energy scales like E→ γE. Note
also that this form of the observable is not unique, and there may be benefit to considering
different scaling with angles versus total jet energy. However, we will just restrict our analysis
to this form in this paper.

In practice, as we will study in the next section, we will consider the approximation to
the likelihood observable through next-to-leading order constructed from the observables OLO
and ONLO as

O ≡OLO (1+αONLO) , (38)

where α > 0 is a parameter on the scale of the coupling αs that ensures that the observable O is
always positive. In particular, if α= 0, then we will restrict the observable to its approximation
to the leading-order likelihood ratio, and in general, α can be optimized in an analysis given
pure signal and background distributions.

We present contour plots of the angular dependence of the observable ONLO in Fig. 2. Here,
we just plot the angular factor of Eq. (38) on the collinear tangent plane of the celestial sphere
or detector on which the jet is located. In each plot, the location of the bottom quark is fixed
to the origin, while the quark q and anti-quark q̄ are varied. Negative values correspond to
likely signal (top quark) origin, which is rather tightly isolated to the location between the
q and q̄ (that is, from the W boson decay). By contrast, background is most likely to emit
in the region between the bottom quark and the qq̄ pair, which is a region that has no color
connection in signal. One interesting configuration is when the bottom quark lies between the
q and q̄ (lower left in the figure), for which there is no region where the observable is positive,
or no region likely corresponding to emission from background. This configuration is rather
special, but nevertheless illustrates how radiation is likely to be distributed.
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Figure 2: Contour plots of the angular dependence of the approximate next-to-
leading order likelihood observable, ONLO, with different choices of the location of
the three hard particles at leading order. In all plots, the bottom quark is located at the
origin, (0,0), while the quark and anti-quark are located at q = (0, 2/3), q̄ = (0, 4/3)
(upper left), q = (−1/3, 2/3), q̄ = (1/3, 2/3) (upper right), q = (−1/3,0),
q̄ = (1/3,0) (lower left), and q = (−1/2,

p
3/2), q̄ = (1/2,

p
3/2) (lower right).

4.2 A Hard Limit to Discrimination Power

A corollary to this soft gluon emission analysis at next-to-leading order is that there is no limit
in which signal and background in this top tagging problem become perfectly distinct. The
likelihood observable through next-to-leading order in Eq. (31) only has support on a finite
region of phase space, where both signal and background have a non-zero probability for
emission. This is to be contrasted with, for example, binary discrimination of boosted H → bb̄
decays from g → bb̄ fragmentation [22, 78]. In the sufficiently highly-boosted limit, because
the Higgs is a color-singlet, there is strictly 0 probability for gluon emission outside of the
region of the bb̄, while there is non-zero (and effectively unit) probability for the color-octet
gluon to emit at wide angles. Thus the (non-)existence of a single gluon emission outside the
bb̄ region tells you with perfect fidelity what particle initiated the jet, at least in the narrow-
width approximation and assuming no contamination radiation.

For the problem of top tagging, because signal and background jets have the same net color,
we expect that the efficacy of the likelihood observable converges rather quickly as a perturba-
tive expansion in αs. As we have observed, the kinematic distribution of the three hard subjets
provides significant discrimination power at leading order, while sensitivity to the color flow
beginning at next-to-leading order will not be able to provide much additional discrimina-
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tion. Additionally, the detailed flow of color and associated distribution of soft emissions may
not be well-modeled in leading-order event generators and leading logarithmic parton show-
ers, which typically work to leading order in the large number of colors Nc limit anyway. To
ensure that this leading color sensitivity is correctly described would require matching to ma-
trix elements at next-to-next-to-next-to-leading order (three emissions beyond leading order)
with respect to the initial pp → bb̄ process, which is well beyond the accuracy of any extant
program. These are important to consider when drawing conclusions about optimal machine
learning performance for this problem, that the simulated data that one works with at this
extremely detailed level may simply be a poor approximation to nature.

That said, this analysis is limited to discrimination information that can be gained through
the distribution of IRC safe energy flow and possibly quark flavor identification. Top and bot-
tom quarks have distinct electroweak quantum numbers and so sensitivity to non-IRC safe
information may improve discrimination significantly. Examples of such additional informa-
tion are things like net electric charge of the jets, total hadronic multiplicity, or multiplicity of
second generation hadrons [79–83]. The available discrimination power in these other quan-
tities depends on the features and performance of one’s detector, and so are not as universal
in the same way as energy flow. Nevertheless, their relevance for LHC physics is vital to study.
We leave such an analysis to future work.

5 Top Tagging in Practice

With these analytic predictions and expressions for useful observables, we now turn to es-
tablishing their utility in simulation. We generated pp → t t̄ and pp → bb̄ events at the 14
TeV LHC in Pythia 8.240 [65] with default settings, except forcing fully hadronic decays of
the tops, and making all b-hadrons stable so that b-tagging could be implemented by parti-
cle identification. Jets were found using FastJet 3.4.0 [84], with the anti-kT algorithm [85],
with a jet radius of R = 0.5. We required that jets have a transverse momentum of greater
than 1 TeV, p⊥ > 1 TeV, and whose center was located at less than an absolute value of 2.5
in pseudorapidity. If multiple jets in the event pass this criteria, we select one at random.
Jets were then reclustered into three subjets with the exclusive kT algorithm [86, 87], with
the Winner-Take-All recombination scheme [88–90], that ensures that the subjet centers lie in
the direction of hard particles in the subjets. We demand that one of the subjets contains a b
hadron and record the total number of events that pass these criteria. As additional kinematic
constraints, we demand that the mass of the jet lies in the window mJ ∈ [150,200] GeV, to
be consistent with the top mass, and that the invariant mass of the two non-b subjets is in
the window mqq̄ ∈ [60,100] GeV, to be consistent with the W mass. We record the number of
events that pass each of these mass cuts. On the jets that remain after all these cuts, we record
them for further analysis.

In Table 1, we record the rates for these cuts as imposed on simulated signal and back-
ground events from Pythia. As expected, additional total jet mass and pairwise subjet mass
cuts have relatively small effect on top quark jets, decreasing the initial sample by less than
40%. By contrast, the mass cuts on background are catastrophic, reducing the initial sample
by ultimately a factor of about 100. This is a bit larger than the estimate of the analysis of
Sec. 2.1, suggesting that the contribution of the b → bg g channel might be underestimated
by a factor of 5 or so. For this final state in particular, the jet radius and subjet clustering is
important for IRC safety, and dependence on these parameters, which is not included in the
estimate of Sec. 2.1, is likely the cause of the the difference.

On the jets that pass all of these cuts, we then measure the observables OLO and ONLO, as
defined earlier. In this practical implementation at a hadron collider, we use longitudinally-
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Signal Background
b-tag, p⊥ > 1 TeV 14791 events 1 653297 events 1

+mJ ∈ [150,200] GeV 11480 events 0.776 39908 events 0.0611
+mqq̄ ∈ [60,100] GeV 9290 events 0.628 8760 events 0.0134

Table 1: Table of number of events and corresponding fraction of total sample that
passes cuts on signal (initial top quark jets) and background (initial bottom quark
jets), as simulated in Pythia. The first row lists the total number of jets in the en-
semble that are b-tagged and have a transverse momentum greater than 1 TeV. The
second row includes the constraint that the total jet mass is consistent with the top
quark, while the third row includes the constraint that a pairwise invariant mass of
subjets is consistent with the W boson.

invariant quantities, substituting transverse momentum with respect to the beam for energy,
E→ p⊥, and invariant cylindrical distance for angle:

θ2
i j → (ηi −η j)

2 + (φi −φ j)
2 , (39)

where ηi and φi are the pseudorapidity and azimuthal angle of particle i. The direction of the
three leading-order subjets are defined by their Winner-Take-All recombination scheme axes,
from which pairwise angles are evaluated. Using Winner-Take-All recombination ensures that
the axes are recoil-free and whose direction is unaffected by soft, contamination radiation.

At left in Fig. 3, we plot the distribution of observable OLO from Eq. (22) on signal and
background jets from Pythia. These distributions are remarkably similar to our analytic predic-
tions from Sec. 3.1, especially on signal jets, while the background distribution is, if anything,
broader and more distinct from signal than that of the prediction. This again is likely due to
the other leading-order background process, b→ bg g, whose effect we hadn’t included in our
prediction. Nevertheless, this demonstrates the importance and utility of a sound predictive
framework in which results can be interpreted and understood.

Next, we then consider measuring the observable O, where

O =OLO (1+αONLO) , (40)

where ONLO is defined in Eq. (37) and α > 0 is a parameter, as motivated by our analysis of
the likelihood ratio through next-to-leading order. As a function of α, we can calculate the
area under the ROC curve (AUC) for this observable and establish the value of α at which
the AUC is minimized, corresponding to optimal discrimination power. This scan is plotted
at right in Fig. 3 where we see that for α ∼ 0.9, the AUC is minimized. The improvement
of discrimination power from leading to next-to-leading order with this form of observable
is rather small, only about a 1% change in the AUC from the nominal α = 0. This could
be partly due to a suboptimal expression for the observable ONLO, but is likely more due to
the fact that the difference in the flow of color, and therefore the distribution of radiation at
next-to-leading order, is minimally different in signal and background. Both classes of jets
are net color triplets, so wide-angle radiation provides no discrimination power, and only
intricate geometric dependence on the precise angles from possible emitting dipoles within
the jets provides some discrimination. Another possibility is that this observable is actually
significantly more discriminant, but the flow of color in background jets especially is simply
not well-modeled in simulation at this high order. This is a possibility, but to tease this out
would require significant analytic work in evaluating and resumming the observable ONLO, or
through generation of events and jets in a parton shower accurate to much higher logarithmic
accuracy. We therefore leave an understanding of this to future work.
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Figure 3: Left: Plot of the distribution of the observable OLO on signal and
background jets as generated with Pythia. Right: Plot of the area under the
ROC curve (AUC) as a function of the mixing parameter α in the observable
O = OLO (1+αONLO) from signal and background jets from Pythia. Smaller val-
ues correspond to better discrimination power.

6 Conclusions

We presented a first analytical study of top quark tagging, through binary discrimination of
boosted hadronically-decaying top quarks from bottom quark fragmentation, directly from
the likelihood ratio as formed from fixed-order matrix elements. This systematic construction
motivated simple observables whose discrimination power was validated in simulated data and
correspondingly provides a human interpretation to the output of machine learning studies for
the same problem. Our analysis suggests a discrimination floor, that beyond leading order in
QCD perturbation theory there is little information that could be exploited for discrimination
because, for example, the difference in the flow of color between signal and background is
intricate and not necessarily well-modeled by standard simulation software.

Because the top quark decays to three particles at leading order, a description of the back-
ground process is highly sensitive to the approximations employed by the simulation. This is
especially important for machine learning studies, where the machine learns exclusively from
the simulated data, but that may differ significantly from reality, or even just a systematic
approximation to reality. The effect and importance of numerous improvements in approx-
imations, including matching to fixed-order at high multiplicity, including 1 → 3 splitting
functions, and incorporating subleading color contributions, may lead to significant modifi-
cations of extracted discrimination power and are, at the very least, required to understand
systematic uncertainties from truncation of approximations in a machine learning study.

Even before such an analysis, we have provided a uniquely powerful observable for dis-
crimination, Eq. (22), that can be readily implemented in any future analysis, on simulation
or experimental data. This observable has no parameters, has robust and theoretically-sound
justification, and only requires identification of the three hard subjets in the purported top
jet. Phase space for top quark decay, after imposing top and W mass constraints, is still 3 di-
mensional, and so constructing a useful form of such an observable exclusively from a machine
learning analysis of simulated data, like, say, through the energy flow polynomials [91], would
still require multiple terms whose pattern of coefficient structure may not be obvious. However,
very little human work was required to get to Eq. (22), and perhaps there are other problems
that on the surface appear ripe for machine learning that are, after just a little thought, within
the realm of human understanding.
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