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Abstract

In this study, we investigate the application of the New Physics Learning Machine (NPLM) algorithm
as an alternative to the standard CWoLa method with Boosted Decision Trees (BDTs), particularly for
scenarios with rare signal events. NPLM offers an end-to-end approach to anomaly detection and
hypothesis testing by utilizing an in-sample evaluation of a binary classifier to estimate a log-density
ratio, which can improve detection performance without prior assumptions on the signal model.
We examine two approaches: (1) a end-to-end NPLM application in cases with reliable background
modelling and (2) an NPLM-based classifier used for signal selection when accurate background
modelling is unavailable, with subsequent performance enhancement through a hyper-test on mul-
tiple values of the selection threshold. Our findings show that NPLM-based methods outperform
BDT-based approaches in detection performance, particularly in low signal injection scenarios, while
significantly reducing epistemic variance due to hyperparameter choices. This work highlights the
potential of NPLM for robust resonant anomaly detection in particle physics, setting a foundation for
future methods that enhance sensitivity and consistency under signal variability.

1. Introduction

Detecting narrow peaks in smoothly declining background distributions is essential in collider data
analysis. This is because new particles or massive mediators appear as resonant peaks in the invariant
mass spectrum, with widths correlating to their decay times. Such “bumps” are hints of a potential
new particle production. Resonant searches facilitate data-driven, signal-agnostic exploration, where
background estimates are generated by smoothly fitting sideband data, allowing for flexible, even
simple, signal hypotheses in the region of interest.

Over time, statistical methods for resonance searches have evolved, improving background es-
timation and signal modelling. Recently, machine learning has been integrated into resonance de-
tection, enhancing data utilization while preserving signal independence [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8]. These
methods, named resonant anomaly detection, have significantly increased sensitivity to new physics
signals in ATLAS and CMS analyses [9, 10].
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ML enhances resonance searches across three stages: (1) background template generation in sig-
nal regions via generative modelling of sidebands, (2) anomaly detection for signal enhancement,
and (3) hypothesis testing through signal-agnostic goodness-of-fit approaches. In this work, we focus
on the second and third steps, namely the definition of a signal-enriched selection and the hypoth-
esis test. We review the state-of-the-art machine learning methods used to address the problem of
anomaly detection based on Boosted Decision Trees (BDTs) as binary classifiers and compare it with
the New Physics Learning Machine (NPLM) algorithm [11].

The NPLM algorithm is an end-to-end approach to simultaneously detect and test for the pres-
ence of anomalies, without prior assumptions on the signal model. NPLM relies on the in-sample
evaluation of a binary classifier to estimate a log-density-ratio between experimental data and a refer-
ence sample, and computes the Neyman-Pearson likelihood-ratio test according to it. The in-sample
nature of the procedure has the potential to improve on current methods based on standard out-
of-sample binary classification in scenarios of extremely rare signals. At the same time, the NPLM
algorithm requires a highly accurate background template, which is often not available.

Hence, we study two different solutions to resonant searches based on NPLM: (1) in presence of
a good background modelling we skip the selection stage and run the NPLM algorithm as an end-
to-end approach; (2) instead, in absence of a good background modelling, we replace the standard
BDT-based classifier with an NPLM-classifier in the anomaly selection stage.

Our study represents a first example of how the NPLM strategy can be integrated in the classic
bump-hunt approach based on a sliding window.

Compared to current BDT-based approaches, we find that the NPLM-based approaches reach
better detection performances with significantly reduced epistemic variance in low signal injection
scenarios, that are particularly relevant for realistic applications.

2. Classifier based resonant anomaly detection

Machine learning (ML) is widely used for resonant anomaly detection in high-energy physics (HEP),
enhancing the identification of rare events and potential new physics within massive datasets from
particle accelerators like the LHC. Specifically, in resonance detection, ML helps isolate anomaly-
enriched data subsets for further hypothesis testing with classic bump-hunt methods. ML-based
anomaly detection typically falls into three categories: (a) weakly-supervised methods, which use
noisy labels to separate anomalous data from expected background, (b) semi-supervised methods,
which aim to use partially labeled datasets, and (c) unsupervised methods, such as autoencoders and
clustering, which detect rare or out-of-distribution data without labelled input.

CWoLa [12, 13] underpins various weakly supervised anomaly detection algorithms. The Neyman-
Pearson lemma states that the most powerful test statistic for testing a data sample D originated
from a signal hypothesis S against a background hypothesis B is the log-likelihood ratio, t(D) =

2 log L(D|S)
L(D|B) . For selecting anomaly-enriched regions, this criterion is used to score data points based

on the density ratio or its logarithmic form.

c(x) = log
n(x|S)
n(x|B) (1)

and retain only those exceeding a predefined threshold (thr).
With a specified signal hypothesis, a fully supervised binary classification task can distinguish

between signal and background events. However, without a signal hypothesis, this approach is un-
feasible due to the absence of labels in real data. Assuming a localized signal, a signal region (SR) can
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be defined in the data space where the signal is relatively enriched compared to surrounding side-
bands (SB). CWoLa demonstrates that the density ratio from classifying SB versus SR can approximate
Eq. 1.

However, if the features used to train the classifier are correlated with the feature used to define
the SR, the classifier will learn the differences between SR and SB due to the “sculpting” introduced
by the region condition, even if a signal is not present. To circumvent this, several methods have
been proposed to construct a background template (e.g. a reference model) in the SR from the data.
The classifier is then trained to distinguish between the template and the SR. To single out the impact
of the anomaly selection step in the resonance search, in this work we will assume the existence of a
perfect template in the SR, or the so called idealised setting as shown in [1, 4, 5].

2.1. Boosted Decision Trees

Typically, deep neural networks are employed as classifiers in the template based weakly supervised
methods. More recently, Boosted Decision Trees (BDTs) have surfaced as a more effective means of
anomaly detection [14], and have been shown to be more sensitive at lower signal strengths com-
pared to MLP based classifiers. Furthermore, BDTs are relatively unaffected by uninformative fea-
tures, which is valuable in high-dimensional spaces which may contain irrelevant data for a given
signal model. This robustness, combined with efficient training and evaluation, make BDTs a com-
pelling alternative to deep neural networks for model-agnostic anomaly detection. The key hyper-
parameters characterizing the BDTs are:

1. imax: the maximum number of iterations of the boosting process, or the maximum number of
trees for binary classification;

2. nleaf: the maximum number of leaf nodes for each tree;

3. η: the learning rate for the trees;

4. λ: the L2 regularisation parameter for leaves with small hessian values.

The maximum number of leaf nodes (nleaf) controls the model’s complexity, with higher values
allowing each tree to capture more detailed patterns, potentially increasing accuracy but also raising
the risk of overfitting. The maximum number of iterations (imax) dictates how many trees are se-
quentially added to correct previous errors, with more iterations generally improving performance
up to a point where additional iterations may lead to overfitting and diminishing returns. The L2
regularization term, whose impact is determined by λ), helps to prevent overfitting by penalizing
large weights and thus encouraging the simpler solutions that generalize better to new data. The
learning rate η controls how much each new tree contributes to the ensemble, where smaller rates
slow down the learning process but often improve stability and accuracy, as long as a sufficient num-
ber of iterations is used to capture complex patterns. Finally, a crucial hyperparameter is the choice
of the background rejection threshold thr, which is applied to the data to select the ‘most anomalous
samples’.

Implementation of BDT-based classifier for anomaly detection The BDTs in this study are imple-
mented using scikit-learn package. To ensure robustness against overfitting, the BDTs are trained
in a kFold cross validation. KFold is a technique used to evaluate the performance of a machine
learning model by dividing the data into k equal-sized folds. Each fold is used as a validation set
while the remaining k-1 folds are used for training, and this process is repeated k times to ensure that
every data point is used for both training and validation. This method helps to reduce overfitting
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and provides a more accurate estimate of the model’s performance on unseen data. An ensemble of
50 Histogram-Gradient BDTs are trained with kFold cross validation with k = 5.

3. The New Physics Learning Machine (NPLM)

New Physics Learning Machine (NPLM) offers an alternative to standard classifiers for anomaly
detection that returns both the equivalent to classifier scores and a final test statistic, readily available
to compute a discovery p-value. The NPLM algorithm [15, 16, 17] is based on the classical likelihood
ratio hypothesis testing method introduced by Neyman and Pearson [18]. Given a null hypothesis,
H0, and a family of alternatives, Hw, the NPLM method aims at computing the test statistic defined
as twice the maximum log-likelihood-ratio over the space of the alternatives:

t(D) = 2 max
w ∑

x∈D
log

L(D|Hw)

L(D|H0)
. (2)

A model fw(x) with trainable parameters w is used to parameterize a family Hw of alternative
hypotheses for the data density:

n(x|Hw) = n(x|R) exp[ fw(x)] (3)

This approach allows the maximum-likelihood problem to be addressed in a signal-independent
manner by leveraging data evidence. The problem is reframed as a machine learning task with the
following loss function:

LNPLM[ fw] = ∑
x∈R

wx(e fw − 1)− ∑
x∈D

fw. (4)

Here, D is the sample of interest, and R is a reference dataset representing the nominal condition
under the R hypothesis. It should be noted that the reference sample size has to exceed ND to ensure
robustness against statistical fluctuations, and to overcome the sample imbalance, the weights wx
have to be adjusted to match the expected number of data points under nominal conditions N(R).

The test statistic, indicating the degree of abnormality in D, is computed as minus twice the value
of the loss function at the end of the minimization routine:

tNPLM(D) = −2 min
w

LNPLM[ fw] (5)

Calibration of the NPLM test involves empirically estimating the distribution p(tNPLM|R) by con-
ducting pseudo-experiments with artificial datasets generated under the R hypothesis. The test value
for D is compared to this distribution to compute the p-value:

p-value =
1

|TR| ∑
t∈TR

I[t > t(D)] (6)

3.1. NPLM for local anomaly detection

NPLM offers a general framework to test the compatibility of a dataset D with a distribution of ref-
erence. The lack of assumptions on the nature of the anomalous signal make it adaptable to various
searching scenarios, resonant signals included. The only requirement to run NPLM besides the ex-
perimental data is the existence of a highly accurate reference model to represent the data behaviour
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in absence of signal. If such a model existed for the full phase space of the analysis and was not
affected by systematic uncertainties, then NPLM could be run over the inclusive sample at once, and
a global p-value could be straightforward computed as in Eq. 6. However, in real applications at col-
lider experiments, such reference model is often not well known. There are situations in which the
lack of information about the reference model can be embodied in a set of nuisance parameters. In
that case, an extended version of NPLM that includes the treatment of systematic uncertainties can
be performed (see [19] for details). On the other hand, in many other cases the only way to properly
build a reference model is data-driven: some control regions assumed signal-free are fitted with a
smooth function, and the result is then transferred to the signal region to constitute the background
template. Data-driven ways to construct the background model are often preferred over simulation
based ones because they can be more reliable and almost free of systematic uncertainties. However,
they require a strong assumption on the signal location. In the case of resonant searches, the assump-
tion of a narrow over-density as a signal allows for the use of sidebands around the resonance as
control regions from which to extract a background modelling. In this case, the resonant variable is
scanned with sliding signal regions, and for each step in the scan a local test over the signal region is
performed. In this scenario, NPLM can be used to perform the local test, and the global p-value can
then be obtained by accounting for the look elsewhere effect associated to the multiple testing.

Two distinct approaches could be taken in resonant searches:

• NPLM-classifier: the NPLM model is used to replace the standard classifier and perform anomaly
selection based on the score. A cut-and-count test is performed downstream.

• NPLM-end-to-end: the NPLM model is run over the full set of variables, the auxiliary ones as
well as the resonant one, without imposing any selection.

In Section 4 we compare the two approaches numerically using the LHCO dataset as a bench-
mark.

3.2. NPLM implementation

The NPLM algorithm has been originally implemented using dense neural networks [16], and kernel
methods later [17]. The latter implementation relies on the FALKON library [20], a framework to solve
kernel ridge regression problems in a time efficient way, optimizing the computation on GPUs [21].
Both the neural network and the kernel methods based models are characterized by a set of hyperpa-
rameters. For the neural networks, those are mainly the ones defining the architecture of the model
(e.g. number of layers and number of nodes per layer), and the weight clipping parameter, defining
the regularization scheme. Ref. [16] introduced a heuristic approach solely based on background-
like data to select suitable models, recovering good statistical properties of the NPLM test statistic
distribution in the null hypothesis (e.g. asymptotic χ2 behaviour). Briefly, Ref. [16] shows that the
weight clipping parameter can be tuned studying the test statistic distribution under the null, and
an optimal value can be selected that brings the distribution close to a χ2 with number of degrees of
freedom equal to the number of trainable parameter of the model. A family of well behaving models
can be selected in this way, and additional studies presented in Ref. [22] show no major difference in
performances within the selected models.

In this work, we will focus on the kernel methods implementation because it is significantly faster
than the one based on neural networks. The kernel methods implementation based on FALKON is
characterized by three main hyperparameters:

• M: the number of kernels;
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• σ: the gaussian kernels’ width;
• λ: the L2 regularization coefficient.

A heuristic procedure to select reasonable candidates for M, σ and λ was proposed in Ref. [17]
and, recently, new studies have showed a way to use multiple testing to avoid the selection of σ [23].

4. Numerical experiments

To easily compare existing approaches to resonant anomaly detection with NPLM we consider as
physics case the search for anomalies in a dijet final state, a widely used benchmark in the community.

4.1. Datasets

We consider the following two datasets.

• LHCO dataset. The LHCO R&D dataset [24] comprises background data produced through
QCD dijet production, with signal events arising from the all-hadronic decay of a massive par-
ticle to two other massive particles W ′ → X(→ qq̄)Y(→ qq̄), each with masses mW ′ = 3.5 TeV,
mX = 500 GeV, and mY = 100 GeV. Both processes are simulated with Pythia 8.219 [25] and
interfaced to Delphes 3.4.1 [26] for detector simulation. Jets are reconstructed using the anti-
kT clustering algorithm [27] with a radius parameter R = 1.0, using the FastJet [28] package.
Events are required to have at least one jet with pseudorapidity |η| < 2.5, and transverse mo-
mentum pJ

T > 1.2 TeV. The top two leading pT jets are selected and ordered by decreasing mass.
In order to remove the turn on in the mJ J distribution arising from the jet selections, we only
consider events with mJ J > 2.8 TeV. To construct the training datasets, we use varying amounts
of signal events mixed in with the QCD dijet data. In total there are 1 million QCD dijet events
and, 100 000 signal events.

• RODEM dataset. The RODEM dataset [29] consists of jet samples originating from multiple
sources. We use a type-II two-Higgs-doublet model (2HDM) generated with the FeynRules
package [30] (v2.3.24). Specifically, the process pp → H0 → h+h−, where H denotes a heavy
neutral Higgs scalar and h± a lighter charged Higgs scalar, is considered, where h decays as
h → tb leading to a 4-pronged jet substructures. For this signal, a different event selection is
applied. Reconstructed events are required to have a jet with transverse momentum pT > 450
GeV. No additional event selection criteria are imposed, and additional jets are not vetoed. A
total of 100 000 events are simulated using mH = 2250 GeV and mh = 500 GeV.

To study the performance of our method in enhancing the sensitivity in a bump hunt, we use
the six input features proposed in Refs. [13, 1, 2, 4, 5]: the dijet invariant mass (mJ J) as the resonant
variable, and five additional auxiliary variables listed below

• mJ1 : the invariant mass of the most energetic jet;
• ∆mJ : the relative distance between the two jets’ masses;

• τ J1
21: the ratio between the 1 and 2-subjettinness [31] of the first jet;

• τ J2
21: the ratio between the 1 and 2-subjettinness of the second jet;

• ∆RJ J : the angular separation between the two jets, computed as the Euclidean distance in the

η − ϕ plane: ∆RJ J =
√

∆η2
J1,J2

+ ∆ϕ2
J1,J2
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For both datasets, a fixed signal region of 3300 - 3700 GeV is considered, with expected back-
ground yield of 121339. In this SR, the LHCO signal forms a localised resonance, whereas the 2HDM
signal is a flat excess in the invariant mass. This effectively mimics non-resonant signals resulting
from off-shell effects or final states with large missing energies.

4.2. Sensitivity of BDT classifiers to hyperparameters selection

The first study we perform aims at highlighting the limitations of implementations based on BDT
classifiers for anomaly detection. The limitations we observed are mainly related to the stability of
the algorithm response across hyperparameters choices.

We run various BDT models with different hyperparameter choices, and we observe the detection
ability after an anomaly selection threshold (thr) is applied. This is essentially a background rejection
factor. For simplicity, we run the comparison on a simple cut-and-count (cc) statistic computed over
the events surviving the selection:

tcc(D) =
N(x ∈ D|c(x) > thr)− N(x ∈ R|c(x) > thr)√

N(x ∈ R|c(x) > thr)
(7)

where D and R refer to data and background template in the SR. As mentioned before, R in this
work pertains to the idealised setting.

To calibrate the test statistic, we repeat the analysis with signal-free toys and recompute tcc. Our
results are presented in Figure 1 in terms of power curves, showing the probability of observing a
p-value smaller or equal to a false positive threshold α as a function of the associated Z-score, Zα.
The latter is defined as the quantile Φ−1 of the normal distribution at the α complement to 1

Zα = Φ−1(1 − α). (8)

The gray filled area in the plots represents the power in absence of signal and serves as a baseline.
The four rows in Figure 1 report four groups of models, each defined by a distinct choice of

BDT hyperparameters. The three columns correspond to three different fractions of injected signal
(N(S)/N(B) = 8.2 · 10−4, 2.1 · 10−3, 2.7 · 10−3)§. The cut-and-count test is performed for each BDT
model for four different values of the anomaly selection threshold (thr = 0.8, 0.9, 0.95, 0.99) resulting
in four different power curves (red, orange, yellow, and green respectively). We observe substantial
variance of performances within each group due to the value of thr. Selecting the best model among
the one showed based on a specific signal injection scenario is not a good approach, since this is most
likely missing other signals. In fact, there doesn’t exist a unique model that is optimal for all signal
models. This is even more evident if we consider multiple signal benchmarks, as in Figure 2. In this
figure we consider three tests corresponding to the following three hyperparameters sets: (nleaf =
100, λ = 10−2, thr = 0.8), (nleaf = 31, λ = 10−1, thr = 0.99), and (nleaf = 100, λ = 10−1, thr = 0.99).
We report their power curves for two signal benchmarks, the resonant one from the LHCO dataset
(top row) and the non-resonant one from the RODEM dataset (bottom row). The first BDT model
(red line) achieves the highest performances at low signal injection for the resonant signal (top left
panel) but performs poorly in all other scenarios; conversely, the second model (orange line) achieves
the highest performance at low signal injection for the non-resonant signal but performs poorly in
the resonant signal scenarios. Finally, the third model achieves the best performances at high signal

§To ease the comparison with previous literature on resonant anomaly detection with the LHCO dataset, we choose the
values of signal injection following [4, 5].
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Fig. 1: BDT-classifiers: response across different hyperparameters choices. Discovery power of the cut-and-
count signal-agnostic test on the score of a BDT classifier. Different colours represent different BDT hyper-
parameters choices. The observed variance within each row is given by the choice of the anomaly selection
threshold (thr) applied on the score of the classifier before performing the test. We consider four values for thr:
0.8, 0.9, 0.95, 0.99.

injection for both resonant and non-resonant signals but fails at detecting low injection of the resonant
signal.
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Fig. 2: BDT-classifiers: response to different signal models. Discovery power of three BDT-based classifiers
for the resonant signal in the LHCO dataset (top row) and the non-resonant signal in the RODEM dataset
(bottom row). Detection performances highly depend on the hyperparameters choice and the signal nature.

4.3. NPLM-classifier for rare anomaly selection

As an alternative to standard classification, we replace the BDT model with the NPLM model, char-
acterized by a different training strategy. Unlike BDTs, which use tree methods and k-folding for
out-of-sample evaluation, NPLM relies on kernel methods trained on the full dataset with in-sample
evaluation. This in-sample approach maintains sensitivity to rare signals by avoiding dataset splits,
and intentionally encourages overfitting, which is advantageous for anomaly detection within a spe-
cific dataset. Consequently, NPLM is expected to outperform BDTs, in low signal injection scenario.
We empirically test this hypothesis, as shown in Figure 3, which compares the average power curve
of the cut-and-count test statistic for NPLM classifiers (blue) and BDT classifiers (orange) across
different thresholds values, shown separately in the four rows. The shaded bands represent the
standard deviation among different hyperparameters choices. The NPLM models obtains system-
atically higher performances as the amount of signal injection is reduced. At low signal injection
(N(S)/N(B) = 8.2 · 10−4) the NPLM-classifier is better than, or at least equivalent to, the standard
BDT-based classifier for any value of thr. Our empirical observations seem to confirm the hypothesis
that in-sample training and testing is beneficial for recovering low signal injections.

Moreover, by comparing the rows in Figure 3 we notice that the anomaly selection threshold is
the main source of variance in performances. Two possible solutions to mitigate the impact of the
selection threshold are presented in the next section.

4.4. Mitigating the effect of the anomaly selection threshold

NPLM-end-to-end. Using NPLM as an end-to-end approach to simultaneously detect anomalies
and perform the test overcomes the problem of variance induced by thr. In this case, both the auxil-
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Fig. 3: BDT-classifier vs. NPLM-classifier at different anomaly selection thresholds. The panels report the
average power of the NPLM based (blue line) and BDT based (orange line) cut-and-count test (tcc); each row
corresponds to a different value of the selection threshold (from the bottom to the top thr = 0.8, 0.9, 0.95, 0.99);
each column corresponds to a different fraction of signal injection (from the left N(S)/N(B) = 8.2 · 10−4, 2.1 ·
10−3, 2.7 · 10−3). The shaded bands represent the standard deviation due to the remaining hyperparameters.

iary variables and the resonant variable are given as an input to the NPLM model and the Neyman-
Pearson test statistic is computed end-to-end without introducing a selection threshold. Figure 4
shows the power of the NPLM test run over all six variables compared to the cut-and-count test per-
formed downstream various selection choices over BDT models. The average power over various
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Fig. 4: NPLM-end-to-end vs. BDT-classifier. Discovery powers of the NPLM-end-to-end (blue) and the BDT-
classifier with cut-and-count test (orange). For both cases, we report the average power and corresponding
standard error (shaded bands) over multiple hyperparameters choices. On average, NPLM performs as well
as BDT-based models, with significantly reduced variance.
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Fig. 5: NPLM-classifiers vs. BDT-classifiers: hyper-test across anomaly selection thresholds. Discovery
power of the hyper cut-and-count test (hyper-tcc). For both the NPLM-classifier (blue) and the BDT-classifier
(orange) we report the average power and corresponding standard error (shaded bands) over multiple hyper-
parameters choice.

BDT based approaches is shown in orange, while the NPLM-based one is shown in blue. NPLM
performs as well as the average BDT model but with a significantly lower variance.

However, this solution requires a perfect modelling of the background template, which most of
the time is not available.

Multiple testing over the anomaly selection threshold. In the absence of an accurate background
template, applying a selection and then performing a cut-and-count test remains a viable option.
NPLM can be used as a classifier as shown in Section 4.3. To mitigate the impact of the anomaly se-
lection threshold on the cut-and-count test robustness, a multiple test strategy similar to the one pro-
posed in [23] can be adopted. More precisely, multiple tests based on different threshold values can
be computed and the minimum p-value can be selected among them, thus building a hyper-test. Fig-
ure 5 shows the sensitivity of such hyper test computed on NPLM-classifiers (blue lines) opposed to
BDT-classifiers (orange lines). Calibration is performed empirically by running pseudo-experiments
without signal injection (null hypothesis) and computing the hyper-test over them. Beside reducing
the variance issue,we clearly see once more the benefit of using the NPLM approach for rare signal
detection.
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statistical strategy
N(S)/N(R)

8.2 · 10−4 2.1 · 10−3 2.7 · 10−3

BDT 5D + tcc 0.1 ± 0.1 0.9 ± 0.3 1.7 ± 0.4
NPLM 6D + tNP 0.18 ± 0.06 0.96 ± 0.03 1.49 ± 0.04

BDT 5D + hyper-tcc 0.17 ± 0.04 1.2 ± 0.2 2.4 ± 0.5
NPLM 5D + hyper-tcc 0.30 ± 0.04 1.2 ± 0.1 2.0 ± 0.2

Table 1: Summary of performances. Median Z-score of the four main approaches considered in this work.
The reported values represent the average Z-score among different hyperparameters choice and corresponding
standard deviation.

Table 1 summarizes the performances of the four main approaches studied in this work: the use of
a typical BDT-classifier with a cut-and-count test (first row), the use of the default NPLM end-to-end
in 6D (second row), the use of a BDT-classifier with hyper-test hyper-tcc designed by performing cut-
and-count over multiple values of the selection threshold (third row), and finally an NPLM-classifier
with same hyper-tcc test. For each approach, we report the median Z-score among different values
of the tunable hyperparameters and corresponding standard error. NPLM 6D exhibits significant
lower variance than BDT-based approaches, due to the absence of the thr hyperparameter. The use
of the hyper-tcc test further improves the performances of the classifier based approach while keeping
the variance low. NPLM 5D with hyper-tcc achieves the best performances at low signal injection.
For larger signal injection, BDT 5D with hyper-tcc slightly surpasses the NPLM version but remains
within one standard deviation from the latter.

In conclusion, our results suggest that (1) the NPLM training scheme is preferable over the stan-
dard classification training scheme for detection of rare signals; (2) the hyper-tcc test is a preferable
solution for a robust detection.
Several techniques have been developed to adjust the background estimation using control regions
in the mass variable [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8], and NPLM could be used as a classifier downstream the
output of such methods.

It should be noted that in the BDT case the multiple-testing approach could be further extended to
multiple hyperparameters choices as done for NPLM following [23]. This would potentially reduce
the variance of the observed performances. However, additional studies are needed to define an
efficient set of BDT models to run multiple test over and to assess the computing load. We leave this
for future work.

4.5. Computing and time resources

The experiments based on BDTs rely on the Histogram-Based Gradient Boosting library of scikit-learn
[32] and were executed on CPUs. The average time for a single experiment is 5 minutes. The exper-
iments based on NPLM were implemented using kernel methods using the FALKON [33, 34] library
and were executed on GPUs. The execution time for a single experiment is on average 2 minutes,
comprising of five trainings with different kernel width σ combined according to [23].
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5. Summary and outlook

In this paper, we investigated the benefits of integrating the NPLM method in the resonant anomaly
detection analysis strategy based on enhanced bump-hunting. We showed that NPLM can lead to
higher detection performances for rare signals, a very relevant regime for realistic applications on
LHC data. We argue that the reason for such gain resides in the in-sample nature of the test, opposed
to the k-fold approach adopted in standard classification strategies.

We also highlight the problem of high variance due to the choice of hyperparameters in classifier-
based resonant anomaly detection. The lack of a priori knowledge about the shape and amount of
signal makes the standard hyperparameters tuning procedure not possible, exposing the detection
strategy to unforeseen failure modes. In particular, we stress the critical role of the selection threshold
(thr) as the main source of variance in the detection power of the method, and we study two solutions
to mitigate such problem based on the NPLM method: (1) in presence of a good background mod-
elling running the NPLM algorithm as an end-to-end approach; (2) in absence of a good background
modelling, using NPLM as a classifier for the anomaly selection stage, and performing a hyper-test
over multiple values of thr.

The version of NPLM used in this work exploits multiple testing over relevant hyperparameters
of the model, reducing the variance of performances due to hyperparameters choice [23]. Moreover, it
does not require a selection step, as the statistical test is computed end-to-end in the training process.
For these reasons, the NPLM approach exhibits significantly lower variance in performances.

However, the end-to-end standard implementation of NPLM can only be applied when the tem-
plate background is accurately known or the inaccuracy well described by nuisance parameters [19].
In real cases this is not always the case, and performing the selection step followed by a background
calibration using the sidebands of the resonant variable is a more suitable solution. In this case, we
show that the NPLM model can be used as a classifier and the in-sample nature of the test makes
the training strategy more sensitive to low signal injection than classifiers based on standard training
strategies, like k-folding. In this case, to further mitigate the impact of the anomaly selection thresh-
old, we perform multiple tests with different values of thr and combine them in a hyper-test which
selects the minimum p-value [23]. The resulting test exhibits significantly lower variance, and sensi-
tivity comparable to one of the best tests among the combined ones, improving the median Z-score at
low signal injection up to a factor 3. These promising results motivate future work to combine NPLM
to existing strategies for background estimation like the ones developed in [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8].

In conclusion, we showed two ways to improve the variance and sensitivity of classifier-based
resonant anomaly detection using the NPLM method: (1) using NPLM end-to-end, or (2) using
NPLM as a classifier and compute a hyper-tcc test. With this work we hope to further engage the
community on developing new strategies or refining existing ones that, beside improving on the
sensitivity to existing signal benchmarks, aim at a robust response over unpredictable signal vari-
ability.
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[25] Torbjörn Sjöstrand, Stefan Ask, Jesper R. Christiansen, Richard Corke, Nishita Desai, Philip Il-
ten, Stephen Mrenna, Stefan Prestel, Christine O. Rasmussen, and Peter Z. Skands. An intro-
duction to pythia 8.2. Computer Physics Communications, 191:159–177, June 2015.

[26] J. de Favereau, C. Delaere, P. Demin, A. Giammanco, V. Lemaı̂tre, A. Mertens, and M. Selvaggi.
DELPHES 3, A modular framework for fast simulation of a generic collider experiment. JHEP,
02:057, 2014, 1307.6346.

[27] Matteo Cacciari, Gavin P Salam, and Gregory Soyez. The anti-ktjet clustering algorithm. Journal
of High Energy Physics, 2008(04):063–063, April 2008.

15



Robust resonant anomaly detection with NPLM

[28] Matteo Cacciari, Gavin P. Salam, and Gregory Soyez. FastJet User Manual. Eur. Phys. J. C,
72:1896, 2012, 1111.6097.

[29] Knut Zoch, John Andrew Raine, Debajyoti Sengupta, and Tobias Golling. Rodem jet datasets,
2024, 2408.11616.
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