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Abstract

We present a methodology for performing scans of beyond Standard Model (BSM) parameter spaces
with reinforcement learning. We identify a novel procedure using graph neural networks that is capa-
ble of exploring spaces of models without the user specifying a fixed particle content, allowing broad
classes of BSM models to be explored – in theory, the technique is applicable to nearly any model
space with a pre-specified gauge group. We provide a generic procedure by which a suitable graph
grammar can be developed for any BSM model which features user-specified symmetry groups and
a finite number of different possible particle species, the use of which is applicable to a variety of
machine learning tasks over the actions of BSM theories beyond our particular reinforcement learning
use case. As a proof of concept, we construct the graph grammar for theories with vector-like leptons
that may or may not be charged under a dark U(1) group, inspired by portal matter extensions of
the sub-GeV vector portal/kinetic mixing simplified dark matter models. We then use this graph
grammar to create a reinforcement learning environment tasked with creating models with these
vector-like leptons that are consistent with a list of a variety of precision observables. The reinforce-
ment learning agent succeeds in developing models that can address the observed muon anomalous
magnetic moment discrepancy while remaining consistent with flavor violation and electroweak pre-
cision observables, including both constructions that have previously been studied as well as new
models which have not, to our knowledge, previously been identified. By inspecting the resulting
ensembles of models that the agent produces and experimenting with different configurations for
our reinforcement learning environment and graph grammar, we also infer various lessons about the
development of these environments that can be transferable to reinforcement learning scans of more
complicated model spaces, and comment on future directions for the development of this technique
into a more mature tool.
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1 Introduction

As machine learning techniques become more powerful and accessible, their utility to scientific inquiry
expands. High energy physics is no exception, and a variety of recent studies have explored the utility
of machine learning techniques, particularly those based on neural networks, to problems in the field
[1–15]. While much of this work has focused on experimental problems, where large and noisy data sets
present difficult problems in simulation and data analysis well-suited to machine learning techniques, some
significant work has also been done in applying these techniques to theoretical problems [1–5, 7, 8, 12].

Reinforcement learning (RL) has demonstrated particular promise in the field of model building
beyond the Standard Model (BSM). As the space of possible BSM extensions is enormous (encompassing
all theories which contain the Standard Model effective field theory and possess only additions which
avoid present experimental constraints), a conventional automated exploration of this space is infeasible.
Reinforcement learning offers a method by which automated exploration of the space might be achieved,
as in such a scan the reinforcement learning agent is trained to recommend actions to modify a model
in ways which that maximize its expected reward, which in this case will be designed to be correlated to
some metric of the empirical or theoretical viability of the model, rather than sampling actions from a
pre-specified random distribution. Most notably, in contrast to supervised or unsupervised learning, it is
not necessary to train the RL agent with a large dataset as it learns solely through its interactions with
theorist-specified environment. This technique has previously enjoyed success in probing large spaces in
string theory [1], and has been used in [2, 3] to the problem of identifying theoretically viable fermion
charges in the Frogatt-Nielsen model [16]. Both of these studies demonstrated the efficacy of reinforcement
learning in identifying new points in the nontrivially distributed viable regions of an extremely large space
of discrete values (for example, those of the discrete Frogatt-Nielsen charges); however, because both
relied on learning over a fixed-dimensional discrete parameter space, the applicability of the technique
to more general BSM model building tasks remained undetermined. If reinforcement learning scans are
to be generalized effectively to a broader class of BSM model building problems, it is crucial that the
procedure be adapted to scanning over spaces of models where the BSM particle content, and therefore
the feature dimensionality of the subspace, is variable.

In pursuit of this goal, we identify the utility of graph neural networks. As data structures, graphs are
represented by an indeterminate number of nodes and connections between them. By applying learnable
transformations that are generalizable across arbitrary graph topologies, a graph neural network is capable
of effective learning tasks across graphs with varying size, which may in turn represent theories with
varying particle content. We develop a generic and systematic recipe by which a graph grammar may
be developed to represent any class of 4-dimensional BSM theories, subject only to the restriction that a
theorist specifies the theory’s symmetry group and which representations particles might appear in.

In principle, this system of graph grammars has potential applications for a broad array of learning
tasks over BSM actions. However, as a demonstration of its utility toward our original goal of a reinforce-
ment learning scan, we apply it to create an agent capable of performing a scan over a space of models
in which the particle content is undetermined. For a proof-of-concept example, in this work and in our
companion short paper [17], we consider a subclass of BSM models with vector-like leptons and a dark
U(1) gauge symmetry, inspired by portal matter constructions [18, 19], in which heavy fermions charged
under both the SM and dark gauge groups will generate a kinetic mixing between the dark photon and
the electroweak gauge bosons [20, 21] of a magnitude which is consistent with the viable parameter space
for a sub-GeV vector portal/kinetic mixing simplified dark matter model of the type described in, e.g.,
[22–25]. Rewarding the agent for producing models which maximize the difference in log-likelihood with
the SM based on a collection of precision observables, combined with a penalty for each BSM particle in-
troduced to incentivize simplicity, we find that our agent successfully identifies models which address the
discrepancy between the SM prediction and the experimental observation of the muon anomalous mag-
netic dipole moment [26–49]. In particular, in addition to identifying constructions of a type previously
identified in [50], the agent also produces alternatives which suggest different collider phenomenology and
UV completions, and have not to our knowledge been previously discussed in the literature.

Our paper is laid out as follows. In Section 2, we describe a general procedure by which a suitable
graph grammar might be constructed for representing different classes of BSM models with a fixed gauge
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group. In Section 3, we provide a brief introduction to reinforcement learning, focusing on the concepts
which are relevant to the remainder of the work. In Section 4, we describe the class of vector-like lepton
models that we use in our case study in detail, including identifying the observables which we task the
reinforcement learning agent with fitting and specifying the graph grammar that we use to represent our
models to the agent. In Section 5, we describe the reinforcement learning environment that we have
developed to perform our scan, including identifying the structure of rewards and the actions that the
agent is permitted to perform on a model. In Section 6, we present the results of reinforcement learning
scans across a variety of configurations for the environment and agent, and comment on the performance
of the agent across various metrics. Finally, in Section 7, we discuss our results, including inferences that
we may make about the best practices for similar scans over more complex model spaces, and identify
directions for future work both in reinforcement learning and in analysis of BSM actions with graph
neural networks more broadly.

2 Expressing BSM Theories as Graphs

A crucial component of our work is highlighting the utility of the mathematical graphs in representing
arbitrary BSM theories, with learning tasks accomplished via a graph neural network. In the case of our
reinforcement learning study, we leverage this graph structure to allow the agent to consider models over
a space of BSM extensions with varying particle content, and therefore an uncertain number of discrete
and continuous parameters. In this Section, we shall provide a brief pedagogical review of the relevant
characteristics and functioning of graphs and graph neural networks, as well as argue that graph structures
are extremely well-suited to expressing BSM actions for a broad variety of learning tasks. Finally, we shall
present a general recipe for creating graph grammars for different classes of BSM theories, demonstrating
the wide applicability of this technique for expressing theories in a machine-learnable format.

Mathematically, a graph consists of two sets {V,E} of nodes V , and edges E which connect them. The
elements of the set V are various feature vectors that describe each node, while E consists simply of a list
of the pairs of connected nodes in V , as well as corresponding feature vectors for each edge (in the event
that only one type of edge is required in the graph, the graph may not include an edge feature vector). A
graph neural network then operates on a graph via message-passing layers. Message-passing layers will
transform a node’s feature vectors via a trainable function of the node’s feature vector itself and some
aggregation of its neighboring nodes (that is, the nodes connected to it by an edge). The operation of a
simple linear message-passing layer, translating a node feature vector xi to an output feature vector x′

i

might be described by the function

x′
i = W1 · xi +W2 ·

∑
j∈N (i)

(xj +W3 · ej,i), (1)

where N (i) represents the neighbors of the node i, ej,i represents the edge feature vector (if necessary)
of an edge connecting the node j to the node i, and W1,2,3 are trainable weight matrices. We stress that
Eq.(1) is simply an example of the action of a message-passing layer, and should not be considered a
general depiction of all possible, often sophisticated, message-passing operations that have been developed
in the literature. As message-passing layers (interspersed with nonlinearities or other operations) are
applied in succession, information about arbitrarily distant nodes in the graph will be incorporated
into each output node. Graph neural networks have demonstrated the capacity to perform learning
on graph-structured data sets [51–57], and demonstrate many characteristics which shall be useful in
a learning task over a subspace of BSM actions. First, because each message-passing layer applies the
same trainable function to all nodes, graph neural networks can learn non-trivial behavior across different
graphs of differing topologies, or in practical terms, data of the same type with a differing number of
input parameters– since we do not wish to pre-specify a model’s field content, this is critical to our
reinforcement learning task. Furthermore, the uniformity of message-passing functions allows learned
knowledge about various nodes representing a part of a BSM action to be readily transferred to other
nodes with similar feature vectors– that is, the neural network that has learned a nontrivial constraint
on, for example, a vector-like electroweak triplet fermion will automatically apply similar constraints to

2



an arbitrary number of additional such fields in the theory. Finally, a graph neural network has no a
priori notion of the ordering of its inputs– all nodes are processed simultaneously. Because a BSM action
consists of an arbitrary sum of new fields’ kinetic and interaction terms, introducing a learner which did
not automatically recognize additive commutativity in these actions would increase the possible space of
inputs by combinatoric factors, which will explode as more fields are introduced to the theory.

Having argued for the utility of a graph to represent a BSM action in our learning task (and, indeed,
in learning tasks featuring such models as inputs in general), we must now determine how to develop a
suitable graph grammar for these actions, and establish under what conditions we can do so. First, we
shall do so in the abstract, to illustrate our procedure’s general applicability, and then for clarity, we shall
provide some toy examples. In principal, virtually any data may be represented as a graph, as long as
each edge connects only two nodes, the space of possible nodes and edge types are finite-dimensional, and
each datum to be represented as a graph has a finite number of nodes.1 We can address these conditions
by carefully considering the characteristics of a general 4-dimensional BSM action:

1. A BSM action consists of an arbitrary number of different fields, which in turn interact with one
another via different coupling terms. Each of these fields has a representation under the spacetime
symmetry group (the Poincare group in 4D), as well as a representation under whatever internal
symmetry(s) that the model proposes. Excluding theories with infinite towers of states, such as
emerge from dimensional reduction of higher-dimensional theories, the total number of fields in any
action will be finite.

2. Each interaction term includes a coupling constant and some number of fields, contracted together
to form a singlet under the theory’s preserved symmetries.

3. Due to constraints in the forms of interactions from the internal and spacetime symmetries of the
action, there are a finite number of possible distinct interaction operators that can be written in the
action, as long as two principles hold: (i) there are a finite number of distinct group representations
appearing in the model, and (ii) there is a maximum mass dimension for the operators that are
written down.2

Characteristics 1 and 2 naturally suggest a basic graph structure for a BSM action graph grammar:
Each node in a graph represents either a field or an interaction term. Edges can then connect field nodes
to coupling terms, allowing interaction terms with arbitrary numbers of different fields to be represented
with edges that connect only pairs of particles. Identifying conditions under which the space of graph
and edge features is finite-dimensional is straightforward. We see in characteristic 3 that under very
broadly applicable assumptions, we might describe a class of BSM theories with N different possible
field representations under the Poincare and internal symmetry groups and M different possible forms of
operators, with N and M being finite numbers. If we then describe each possible field representation i
with ni parameters (which may be discrete or continuous, for example U(1) charges or particle masses)
and each type of interaction term j with nj (similarly discrete or continuous) parameters, we might craft
our node representations in one of two ways. First, using a heterogeneous graph architecture, we can
construct a graph which supports multiple different node types with potentially different feature vectors,
as long as the total number of types of nodes is finite – message-passing is then done for each node and edge
type individually and aggregated according to a pre-specified operation. This leads us to having N +M
different node types, each with finite feature dimensionalities given by ni and nj . Alternatively, we can
use a homogeneous graph architecture with a single feature vector, and specify different node types with
discrete components of the feature vector – for example, we might specify different charges under several
U(1) groups using a vector of charge values for each U(1). At worst, we can always represent the different

1An alternative generalized structure, hypergraphs, describe structures in which edges can connect more than two nodes.
We do not find its application necessary for expressing BSM actions.

2The first of these conditions is almost trivially satisfied: It is difficult to imagine a theory in which there are even
countably infinite different group representations appearing within its elementary field content. The second is in practice
satisfied by nearly any action that can be written down: A renormalizable theory will have no interaction terms with
mass dimension greater than 4 (at least in 4 spacetime dimensions), and effective field theory analyses must truncate their
analysis at some finite order (which, due to the decoupling of UV physics from the IR, is computationally justified).
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node types with N +M one-hot encodings and
∑

i ni +
∑

j nj elements to represent possible numerical

field and coupling parameters.3 The difference between the two embedding strategies will depend on
the precise mathematical form of the message-passing layers used in the graph neural network, and in
practice both embedding strategies can be combined, with any discrete parameter in a feature vector
substituted for differing node types for each of its values. At the end of this Section, we shall discuss
the broad considerations that can influence a choice between these paradigms, and we shall explore the
differing merits of both strategies in our particular reinforcement learning task in more detail in Section
6.1.

In either case, it is clear that, as long as our individual node types are specified by a finite number
of parameters (which in practice is almost trivially true), we have crafted a finite-dimensional space of
possible nodes, specifically one of dimensionN+M+

∑
i ni+

∑
j nj . Our sole remaining task is to establish

that the space of edge features in a theory is also finite-dimensional. To that end, we must consider the
form of a generic interaction term in a quantum field theory. Each such term will feature a finite number
of different fields, but these fields are not necessarily treated equivalently by the contraction– a trivial
example would be that, for two Dirac fermions ψ and χ (and the usual left-handed chiral projection
operator PL), we see that

ψPLχ ̸= χPLψ. (2)

As we can see in the form of the simple message-passing layer depicted in Eq.(1), in the absence of edge
feature vectors message-passing layers will apply the same operation to all a node’s neighbors– even
for more complicated message-passing layers, this universality must hold because aggregation of nodes’
neighbors must be well-defined for any number of neighbors. If no edge feature vectors are employed, then,
a coupling node representing a Dirac mass term of the sort depicted in Eq.(2) could not be adequately
represented in a graph, since a coupling node for this interaction connected to ψ and χ would not uniquely
represent one of these operators. We can readily address this issue with edge features, however– in our
example operation we could include a 2-dimensional feature vector of one-hot encodings, so that the ψ
node was connected to the coupling term with a “barred” edge (with, e.g., feature vector [1,0]) and the
χ node was connected to the coupling term with an “unbarred” edge (feature vector [0,1]) in order to
represent the operator on the left side of Eq.(2), and vice versa for the operator on the right.

Generally, each of a model’s M different types of coupling terms will feature a finite number of
distinct fields, which we can describe as coupling type j being a contraction of fj fields. Then, there are
at most fj different edge types necessary to uniquely specify an interaction term, assuming that each
field in j appears differently in the contraction. This in turn means that the edge feature space will have
dimensionality of at most

∑
j fj , which is finite. Therefore, we have demonstrated that in addition to the

node feature space being finite-dimensional, we have a finite-dimensional edge feature space for a generic
BSM theory. In the heterogeneous graph language, instead of encoding these edge features in vectors, we
can simply use explicitly different edge types. Message-passing is done for each edge type individually,
with different trainable weights, and aggregated.

To get a sense of how our node embedding procedure works in practice, we present graph grammars
for two toy models of increasing complexity. The first of these is a theory with N real scalar singlets
ϕ1,...,n as a graph, subject to a ZN

2 global discrete symmetry so that the mass and interaction terms for
the scalars are of the form

Lscal,Z2
⊃ −

∑
i

(
m2

i

2
ϕ2i + λiϕ

4
i +

∑
j>i

λijϕ
2
iϕ

2
j

)
(3)

Together with kinetic terms, Eq. (3) depicts the entire action for the toy theory. Working in a canonically
normalized field basis without loss of generality, the kinetic terms are entirely determined by the fields’
representation under the Poincare group (in this case, singlets), so we note that the interaction terms
depicted in Eq. (3) contain all the information to uniquely specify a theory of this class, and we merely

3The parameters that aren’t applicable to a particular node, such as particle mass for a node representing a coupling
term, will be trivially set to zero.
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Name Homogeneous Graph Heterogeneous Graph

Nodes
Scalar ϕi {1, 0,m2

i , λi, 0} {m2
i , λi}

Coupling λij {0, 1, 0, 0, λij} {λij}
Edges ϕ2i factor N/A N/A

Table 1: A summary of the graph grammar used to represent a model of the class of Eq.(3), featuring
sample feature vector representations of both scalar and interaction nodes using either a traditional
homogeneous graph (with one-hot encodings for different node types) or a heterogeneous graph. Only a
single edge type, which will link scalar nodes to coupling nodes, is required, so the edge representation
will be trivial in either the homogeneous or heterogeneous graph paradigms.

m2
1, λ1 m2

2, λ2

m2
3, λ3

λ12

λ13 λ23

Figure 1: A visual depiction of a graph in the class of theories given by the action in Eq.(3), assuming
there are three scalars in the model. Diamonds denote particle nodes, which contain the mass squared
and quartic self-couplings as features. Circles denote quartic couplings, with their coupling constants
following the notation conventions of Eq.(3).

need to devise a graph grammar to represent these expressions. Following our outlined strategy, we
have exactly one field representation in our model (namely, scalar singlets), which can have two internal
features: A mass m2

i and a quartic self-coupling λi. We furthermore have a single type of coupling node,
representing the λij interactions, which have the numerical value of the coupling constant λij as their sole
features. As each coupling term λij treats both scalar fields appearing in it identically, we require no edge
features (or in the heterogeneous setup, only one edge type) to represent all the multiparticle interactions
in the theory. We have summarized this graph grammar, including sample representation vectors for
either a homogeneous or heterogeneous graph, in Table 1. To illustrate the grammar’s application, in
Figure 1, we show the graph representing a theory in the class of models of Eq.(3) with three total scalars.

We can already see patterns which will characterize our general approach to constructing graph
grammars: Particle nodes will generally include self-interactions as features in their feature vectors, and
will be connected by edges to interaction nodes that represent different couplings between particles. The
models of Eq.(3), however, are almost trivial– in particular, we have intentionally selected a construction
which requires no edge features. To illustrate our graph grammar procedure for a theory in which edge
features are required, we relax the ZN

2 symmetry of Eq.(3) to a single Z2 symmetry, so that all terms
which are of even order in the fields can appear in the action. In this case, the action of Eq.(3) becomes

Lscal ⊃ Lscal,Z2
−
∑
i

(∑
j ̸=i

λ̃ijϕiϕ
3
j +

∑
j ̸=i

∑
k ̸=i,k>j

λijkϕ
2
iϕjϕk +

∑
j>i

∑
k>j

∑
l>k

λijklϕiϕjϕkϕl

)
. (4)

We have elected to work (without loss of generality) in a field basis in which the mass matrix for the scalars
is diagonal, so that there are no terms of the form m2

ijϕiϕj in the action. Because this theory’s particles
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Name Homogeneous Graph Heterogeneous Graph

Nodes

Scalar ϕi {1, 0, 0, 0, 0,m2
i , λi, 0, 0, 0, 0} {m2

i , λi}
Coupling λij {0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, λij , 0, 0, 0} {λij}
Coupling λ̃ij {0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, λ̃ij , 0, 0} {λ̃ij}
Coupling λijk {0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, λijk, 0} {λijk}
Coupling λijkl {0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, λijkl} {λijkl}

Edges
ϕi factor {1, 0, 0} N/A
ϕ2i factor {0, 1, 0} N/A
ϕ3i factor {0, 0, 1} N/A

Table 2: A summary of the graph grammar used to represent a model of the class of Eq.(4), featuring
sample feature vector representations of both scalar and interaction nodes using either a traditional
homogeneous graph (with one-hot encodings for different node types) or a heterogeneous graph, as well
as homogeneous graph representations of edge feature vectors. Different edge types in the hetereogeneous
graph representation are not represented by edge feature vectors, but rather are simply stored as different
edge types in the graph data structure.

have the same self-interactions as our previous construction, our field nodes are the same. However,
instead of one type of coupling (λij), we now have three additional coupling types, λ̃ij , λijk, and λijkl.
Furthermore, these coupling types do not treat the fields which appear in them equivalently, and therefore
different edge types are required as well. In theory, because we have 4 total coupling types which each
contain 4 fields, the maximum possible number of edge types we require according to our earlier analysis
would be 16– 4 for each coupling variety. Of course, given the commutativity of the scalar fields, we
note that we can dramatically improve on this upper bound by simply creating edges representing the
inclusion of different powers of a field ϕi in the coupling term: One edge type for a single factor, another
for a factor of ϕ2i , and a third for a factor of ϕ3i . We have summarized the graph grammar for the theories
in the class of Eq.(4) in Table 2, and depicted a sample graph with three scalar fields in Figure 2.

We note that our graph grammar as shown in Table 2 illustrates another characteristic of this proce-
dure: An efficient graph grammar for a given class of theories is not unique. For example, all coupling
terms appearing in the action of Eq.(4) are simply specialized forms of λijkl, and thus in practice we
might streamline our representation further by keeping only a single type of coupling node. Furthermore,
since all of the edge types that we have enumerated are composed of one or more single factors of ϕi, we
might reduce our graph grammar even more by eliminating all edge types except the one corresponding
to the inclusion of a single scalar factor in the coupling term. The other edge types could be represented
by redundant instances of this edge, so that, for example, the coupling λijϕ

2
iϕ

2
j would feature two edges

between the λij node and the ϕi node, and two between the λij node and the ϕj node. While this graph
grammar is more economical, the purpose of our example is to demonstrate the representation of a theory
with multiple coupling and edge types, which for more general theories are necessary, and therefore we
have not developed this simpler representation here.

The graph grammars of Tables 1 and 2 illustrate the basic strategy for depicting any BSM model
(or, indeed, any quantum field theory action in general) subject to extremely weak assumptions: Namely,
that consideration of only fields in a pre-specified set of allowed representations under the spacetime and
internal symmetry groups of some class of models be allowed, that only operators up to a pre-specified
mass dimension be considered, and every theory in the class of models have only a finite number of fields.
This encompasses very nearly the entire space of possible BSM models, with the exception of those
theories with infinite towers of states stemming from, e.g., Kaluza-Klein reduction. Additional types of
fields (potentially with differing spins or nontrivial representations under some symmetry group), as well
as additional interaction terms, can be readily introduced to these graph grammars by simply extending
the feature vectors or node types. We can summarize our suggested procedure as follows:

1. Specify the internal and spacetime symmetry group G of a class of models that are desired to be
automatically included in the graph grammar. Notably, theories with symmetries beyond those
specified here can still be expressed in the graph, with the additional symmetries reflected in the
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m2
1, λ1 m2

2, λ2

m2
3, λ3

λ123

λ̃12

λ̃21

λ12

λ132 λ231

λ̃23

λ̃32

λ23

λ̃13

λ̃31

λ13

Figure 2: A visual depiction of a graph in the class of theories given by the action in Eq.(4), assuming
there are three scalars in the model. Diamonds denote particle nodes, which contain the mass squared
and quartic self-couplings as features. Circles denote quartic couplings, with their coupling constants
following the notation conventions of Eq.(4). Different coupling types are denoted using different colors,
while different edge types are denoted with different line styles: A dashed line denotes a single factor of
ϕi in the interaction term, a solid line denotes two factors, and a wavy line denotes three.
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graph topology at the price of increased graph complexity and diminished human-readability of
the data structure. For example, by specifying G as solely consisting of the 4-dimensional Poincare
group, and leaving all internal gauge groups unstated, one can represent a 4-dimensional quantum
field theory in flat spacetime with arbitrary gauge symmetries, or none at all, with the same graph
data structure.

2. Identify a finite number N of different field representations under G that will be considered in this
learning task. These different field representations will correspond to different particle node types
encoded in feature vectors. The node feature vectors can encode these different node types as
different node classes in a heterogeneous graph, as a discrete vector with N total possible values (at
worst, an N -dimensional one-hot encoding), or a combination of these two strategies. To complete a
representation of the different fields in the model, append these node feature vectors with numerical
parameters specifying interactions that do not involve multiple fields in the graph. These can either
be self-interactions or interactions with fields that might be left implicit in a graph grammar, such
as the SM field content in a BSM model building learning task.

3. Identify all possible forms for interaction terms that can appear in the model, up to a finite mass
order. As long as the truncation at some mass order is observed, this will be a finite number, M .
Different interaction types can be encoded as either up toM different node types in a heterogeneous
graph, or parameterized as a discrete vector (at worst, with M different one-hot encodings), and
include numerical parameters giving the magnitudes of each coupling as additional node features.

4. In the homogeneous graph paradigm, the concatenation of the vector representations of the field
and interaction nodes will create the node feature vectors of the graph. In the heterogeneous graph
paradigm, these two classes of node feature vectors are considered separately.

5. For each interaction term, identify the number of distinct edge types that are required to uniquely
specify an operator. In a homogeneous graph, these edge types will be embedded in edge feature
vectors with one-hot encodings. In the heterogeneous graph, they will be simply included as different
edge types without the need for any edge feature vector.

We shall follow this general outline when we encode BSM actions for different models as graphs for
the reinforcement learning study we embark on in this work. As we have observed here, there exists
some nontrivial ambiguity regarding how one might construct such a graph grammar, in particular
considering the encoding of different particle representations or coupling forms using discrete feature
vector components or different node types in a heterogeneous graph. Ultimately, the choice amounts to a
decision regarding the degree of transferability of knowledge about nodes of one type compared to another.
If separate node types are used, then the neural network will use entirely independent sets of weights
to operate on each. If, instead, discrete feature vector components are used, similar node types (which
might share certain feature parameters) will share many of the same weights, allowing for knowledge
gained about one node type to be applied to the other. The efficacy of either strategy will depend on
the parameterization of various nodes (in particular, the number of features which multiple node types
might share) as well as the physics of the problem in question and the architecture of the neural network
training on the graphs. As an example, in this work we shall consider two graph representations of the
same class of theories in which we make different choices regarding the use of heterogeneous node types
versus discrete features to encode the models.

Beyond the reinforcement learning use case we explore in this work, we emphasize that our graph
procedure has potentially broad applications for a variety of learning tasks. For example, such a graph
encoding could allow for machine learning of computationally intensive likelihood calculations that are
applicable to theories with differing particle contents, supervised classification tasks for such theories,
or even the use of generative models to produce new theories. By including only the Poincare group as
our underlying symmetry group G, we might also represent more or less arbitrary theories in a graph
grammar over which a single graph neural network can learn, permitting learning tasks to be performed
readily using data sets drawn from nearly the entire space of quantum field theory actions that can be
written down.
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3 Reinforcement Learning Basics

As discussed in the Introduction, a particular use case for the graph technology that we have developed
in Section 2 lies in a reinforcement learning scan of the space of a particular class of BSM models.
Reinforcement learning is particularly well-suited to exploring large spaces in search of narrow acceptable
regions, and the technique has been successfully employed to identify promising regions in Froggatt-
Nielsen parameter space [2, 3]. In this section, we provide a brief review of some essential concepts
in reinforcement learning that we have employed in our current analysis, which seeks to broaden the
applicability of these search techniques to model spaces with variable BSM particle content, and hence
variable numbers of parameters.

Reinforcement learning is modelled as a Markov decision process (MDP). This consists of:

• A state space S, which in our case is some theorist-defined subspace of the space of possible BSM
models, which we shall describe in greater detail in Section 4.

• A space of actions A, which in our case is the space of possible changes to a BSM Lagrangian
density that we permit our agent to take.

• A policy πθ, which given a state s ∈ S, will assign probabilities that the agent will take various
actions in A.

At a given step in training, the reinforcement learning agent is passed a state st ∈ S, and then
samples an action at ∈ A based on probabilities given by πθ. This produces a new state, st+1, and
assigns a numerical reward, rt, to the agent’s action based on a user-specified reward function. The goal
of the reinforcement learning agent is to learn parameters θ for the policy πθ that maximize the expected
accumulated rewards over some collection of steps, called an episode.

A number of algorithms exist to train the policy πθ. For this work, we select Proximal Policy Opti-
mization (PPO) [58]. In the interest of accessibility, we shall briefly outline the relevant core concepts of
the PPO algorithm in this section, but for a detailed (and more mathematically precise) discussion, we
refer the reader to Appendix A. Conceptually, PPO represents a policy gradient strategy, in which an
objective function that can be stochastically estimated by sampling over some collection of reinforcement
learning steps is maximized over the course of training by gradient ascent. By a policy gradient theorem,
it can be demonstrated that this stochastically estimated function should share the same gradient with
respect to the policy parameters (and therefore the same local extrema) as the accumulated rewards
over the course of an episode, which we wish to optimize. PPO is also an example of an actor-critic
architecture, in which in order to learn tasks with long time horizons, the agent’s policy includes not just
an actor which recommends action probabilities, but also a critic which learns to estimate the expected
long-term rewards that the policy will receive, if starting from a given input state. This value function
in turn is inserted into the algorithm’s objective function, allowing the objective function to reflect long-
term expected returns even if training samples only contain fractions of full episodes. Schematically, the
program flow for training with PPO (or, indeed, any actor-critic architecture) follows these simple steps:

1. Sample a trajectory (or parallel trajectories for many environments) through state space S by acting
according to the actor policy πθ.

2. For episodes that have not terminated (according to some user-defined conditions), estimate the
long-term value of their current states using the critic network.

3. Use the sampled data (trajectories and values) to construct the PPO objective function, LPPO, to
be optimized (see Appendix A for the form of the objective function in PPO).

4. Optimize the parameters of the neural network to maximize the loss function, L = LPPO−Lcritic+
βS[πθ] using gradient ascent. In addition to the LPPO objective function, the loss is supplemented
by Lcritic (the mean squared error of the critic network outputs compared to the observed values
of the states along the trajectory) and S[πθ], the mean entropy of the policy’s output distributions
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over the sample trajectory, scaled by a hyperparameter β. The hyperparameter β plays a crucial
role in policy training, both as a regularizer during training and as a tunable method of encouraging
exploration of the state space S rather than simple exploitation of a single optimal strategy.

5. Repeat the steps 1-4 for some user-specified number of rounds.

Since our task involves both continuously parameterized actions (such as adjusting particle parame-
ters) and discrete actions (such as removing particles from the model), we employ a variant of the original
PPO algorithm for hybrid spaces, first introduced in [59], which the authors have called H-PPO. H-PPO
in our setting functions virtually identically to conventional PPO, with the only difference being that
instead of one actor, there are now an entire collection of actors representing policies for various dis-
crete and continuous actions. This multi-actor architecture can also accommodate hierarchical actions,
in which one action (for example, the discrete choice of which particle to modify) might necessarily be
accompanied by other actions which parameterize it (for example, the continuous set of modifications to
make to the chosen particle). The PPO loop described above functions as before, however the objective
function LPPO is modified to treat each actor separately, and only to include a given actor’s contribution
to it only for steps in which that actor’s output is used to modify the state (so for example, the actor
which selects a specific particle for removal will not be updated by data from steps in which the actor
which selects high-level actions did not choose to remove a particle from the model).

4 Model Building with Vector-Like Leptons

Having outlined the tools we will use to explore a BSM parameter space, we can now begin to specify
the precise space we shall be exploring. Because the space of all possible BSM models is enormous, for
the purposes of this exploration it behooves us to limit our consideration to a particular class of such
models. Nonetheless, we wish to explore the ability of the graph architecture that we propose to identify
compelling models in a complicated, large parameter space with rich phenomenology. A reasonable space
in which to work might be inspired by the portal matter paradigm of [18], and in particular the lepton-
focused setup of [50, 60] which has indicated some promise for these models to explain the observed
anomaly in the anomalous magnetic moment of the muon. In this setup, the SM gauge symmetry is
augmented with a dark Abelian gauge group, U(1)D, under which all SM particles are uncharged, but
an SM singlet dark matter candidate will be charged. The gauge boson for U(1)D (the dark photon)
then couples feebly to SM fields via kinetic mixing with the SM hypercharge, which is achieved via one-
loop exchange of new heavy “portal matter” particles that are charged under both the SM and U(1)D
groups. If both the dark photon and the dark matter candidate possess approximately O(0.1 − 1 GeV)
masses, then the portal matter-induced kinetic mixing will be of approximately the correct magnitude
to produce the observed dark matter relic abundance via freeze-out. In [18], the author argued that a
natural construction for such portal matter fields would be vector-like fermions which possess the same
SM quantum numbers as existing SM fermions, and are mixed with SM fermions via Yukawa couplings to
a sub-GeV dark Higgs, which shall also break the U(1)D symmetry and impart mass to the dark photon.
Assuming a fixed sub-GeV field content of a dark Higgs and a dark photon, we then allow our agent to
consider the class of models with an arbitrary content of vector-like leptons, either in the form of portal
matter or more conventional, U(1)D-uncharged species– the specific varieties of BSM vector-like fermions
our model can consider are listed in Table 3.

In order to facilitate mixing between the vector-like leptons and the SM (and therefore facilitate the
former’s prompt decay into the latter), it is necessary that we assume that our dark Higgs field has a
U(1)D charge of +14. Then, given our proposed particle content, the action of the model is specified
by the Lagrangian density (after spontaneous breaking of U(1)D by the dark Higgs field taking on a
vacuum expectation value (vev) of vD/

√
2 ≲ GeV, and the usual spontaneous breaking of the electroweak

4We may also specify a charge of −1, however this choice is phenomenologically inconsequential
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Field SU(2)L × U(1)Y U(1)D
L0 2− 1

2
0

L±1 2− 1
2

±1

E0 1+1 0
E±1 1+1 ±1

Table 3: The different vector-like leptons that the agent will attempt to introduce to the SM. These
fermions may be mixed with SM fermions and each other via Yukawa couplings to the SM Higgs and an
SM singlet dark Higgs with U(1)D charge +1.

symmetry by the SM Higgs mechanism)

L = LSM + LDark + LVLL

LDark ≡ −1

4
(FD

µν)
2 +

1

2
m2

AD
+

1

2
(∂µhD)2 − 1

2
m2

hD
+ ...

LVLL ≡
∑

q=0,+−

(∑
k

L̄k
q (i /D −ML,q

k )Lk
q +

∑
α

Ēα
q (i /D −ME,q

α )Eα
q

)
− Ly,6 − Lλ,6 − Ly,8 − Lλ,8L − Lλ,8E

Ly,6 ≡ (h+ v)√
2

∑
f=e,µ,τ

[∑
i

y0L,if (L
i

0)Le
f
R +

∑
α

y0E,αfe
f
L(E

α
0 )R

]
+ h.c. (5)

Ly,8 ≡ (h+ v)√
2

∑
q=0,+,−

∑
i,α

[
yqLE,iα(L

i

q)L(E
α
q )R + yqEL,iα(E

α

q )L(L
i
q)R

]
+ h.c.

Lλ,6 ≡ (hD + vD)√
2

∑
q=+,−

∑
f=e,µ,τ

[∑
α

λqE,αf (E
α

q )Le
f
R +

∑
i

λqL,ife
f
L(L

i
q)R

]
+ h.c.

Lλ,8L ≡ (hD + vD)√
2

∑
q=+,−

∑
i,j

[
λ0qL,ij(L

i

0)L(L
j
q)R + λq0L,ij(L

j

q)L(L
i
0)R

]
+ h.c.

Lλ,8E ≡ (hD + vD)√
2

∑
q=+,−

∑
α,β

[
λ0qE,αβ(E

α

0 )L(E
β
q )R + λq0E,αβ(E

β

q )L(E
α
0 )R

]
+ h.c.

The notation of Eq.(5) bears some explanation. The LSM term represents the SM Lagrangian and requires
no further elaboration. LDark encapsulates the theory’s sub-GeV dark sector. We only explicitly include
the terms which are relevant to the portal matter-induced physics that we shall observe here, which are
the existence of a massive sub-GeV dark Higgs that imparts a sub-GeV mass to the dark photon. Other
elements of this sector, such as an actual dark matter candidate or dark Higgs interaction terms with the
dark photon, do not significantly affect any of the observables that we consider in this work, and so we
remain agnostic about them. The central focus of our model building lies in LVLL, which describes the
action of the vector-like lepton sector. Here, we have an unspecified set of isospin doublet (singlet) vector-
like leptons, enumerated with the lower case Roman (Greek) indices, which may have a U(1)D charge
of 0, +1, or −1. Ly(λ),6 contains SM (dark) Higgs Yukawa coupling terms between vector-like leptons
and SM fermions, which after integrating out the vector-like leptons appear in dimension-6 SMEFT
operators. Ly,8 (Lλ,8L, and Lλ,8E), meanwhile, contains SM (dark) Higgs Yukawa interaction terms
between different vector-like leptons and first enter a low-energy effective field theory at the dimension-8
level. In spite of their subleading EFT contributions, we note that these dimension-8 operators tend to
dominate BSM contributions to anomalous lepton magnetic dipole moments in these theories, due to
chiral enhancements to their contributions relative to dimension-6 operators.

The class of models that we are considering here possesses some attractive characteristics as a demon-
stration space for our reinforcement learning methodology. First, we note that two features of this model
class ease our method’s implementation in this context: Because the only BSM gauge group is a dark
sector U(1), there is no need to explicitly modify any SM particles’ quantum numbers or parameters
(which in turn means that we can limit the information passed to our reinforcement learning agent only
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to BSM particles and couplings, rather than explicitly representing the SM). Furthermore, the present
experimental constraints on these models are well-understood, having been explored in, e.g., [50, 60–65],
and are principally dominated by precision observables, contributions to which can be rapidly computed
for given numerical points in theory space with modest computing power. We emphasize that these char-
acteristics simply ease implementation, and are by no means necessary preconditions for applicability of
the analysis methodology that we shall present here– as we have seen in Section 2, the graph representa-
tion of a quantum field theory action, upon which our reinforcement learning agent is built, is extremely
general, and so our techniques can theoretically be applied to any BSM model with finite field content.

While comparatively simple to implement, the general leptonic portal matter models we consider
also exhibit a rich and complex phenomenological structure which our agent can be tasked to learn. In
particular, because the flavor structure of the theory is kept entirely general, each BSM particle is capable
of having three independent couplings to the SM, one per generation. In practice, two of these must
be highly suppressed in order to avoid severe constraints from measurements of lepton-flavor-violating
processes. A natural challenge to our reinforcement learning agent is to then produce flavor-conserving
(at least to within experimental tolerance) models of new physics in a regime which requires extreme
fine-tuning; we shall later argue that random sampling-based methods of a parameter space scan are
poorly-suited to this task without being supplied considerably more domain knowledge by a human
theorist, while our reinforcement learning agent is not. A further intriguing aspect of this model space
lies in the potential phenomenological significance of dimension-8 operators in important experimental
constraints. As discussed earlier, these Yukawa couplings between different vector-like species can provide
a chirally-enhanced contribution to anomalous lepton magnetic dipole moments. Given that the muon
anomalous magnetic dipole moment currently exhibits significant tension with the SM calculation,5 a
reinforcement agent designed to produce models which diminish tensions between SM predictions and
experiments will be richly rewarded for crafting a model which addresses this discrepancy. In turn this
means that a successful reinforcement learning agent must learn not just individual particle species and
parameters which can fit observational data well, it also must learn models holistically and consider
the interactions between different new physics particles, and learn to appropriately tune the Yukawa
interactions y0,+,−

LE , λ0±L,ij , λ
±0
L,ij , λ

0±
E,αβ , and λ

±0
E,αβ for given particle ensembles.

4.1 Observables

In order for our reinforcement learning agent to learn to find promising models, we must have a rea-
sonable definition of what constitutes “promising” in this context. Perhaps the most natural choice for
a metric by which we can evaluate models is with a χ2 likelihood computation, using relevant physical
observables. Our task then becomes identifying which observables to use in our fit. Broadly speaking,
a model with vector-like leptons is constrained by both direct collider searches and low-energy precision
observables. The likelihood, or rather log-likelihood, stemming from precision observables can be readily
computed using conventional techniques, and treating the measurements as Gaussian (or half-Gaussian)
distributions.6 Performing a robust computation of a model likelihood from aggregating collider searches
is non-trivial, and therefore beyond the scope of this work (see, however, [70]). Fortunately, we can easily
sidestep this issue for the purposes of this demonstration study by simply providing a lower bound on
the vector-like lepton masses which lies well in excess of existing searches’ bounds [71–76].

The precision observables which we compute for our agent’s suggested models are summarized in
Table 4. Apart from the classic electroweak precision observables, we note that allowing models’ vector-
like lepton content to couple to multiple generations of SM leptons will lead to nontrivial lepton flavor
violating processes. To estimate whether such effects would be disqualifying to our models, we incorporate

5Lattice calculations of the hadronic vacuum polarization (HVP) contribution to the SM value of the anomalous magnetic
moment of the muon [66–69] have suggested that the currently observed tension may be attributable to this contribution,
which is the dominant source of theoretical uncertainty in the SM prediction. As the purpose of this paper is to explore
the utility of reinforcement learning as a method to explore BSM model spaces, and as discussed in this Section the muon
g− 2 anomaly evinces several attractive characteristics as a benchmark measurement to fit for this task, we have elected to
take the current tension at face value as evidence of BSM physics for purposes of this study.

6For this work we compute the likelihoods (or rather log-likelihoods) while ignoring correlations between observables.
For the purpose of generating plausible models and testing our reinforcement learning methodology, this is sufficient.
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Observable Definition Value Source
MW W boson mass 80.377± 0.012 GeV [77–88]

BR(W → eν)
W partial width

0.1071± 0.0016
[77, 89–93]BR(W → µν) 0.1063± 0.0015

BR(W → τν) 0.1138± 0.0021
Re

Z partial width ratio (hadrons to leptons)
20.804± 0.050

[77, 94–97]Rµ 20.784± 0.034
Rτ 20.764± 0.045
Ae

Z pole electron asymmetry parameter
0.1515± 0.0019 [77, 98–104]

Aµ 0.142± 0.015 [77, 99]
Aτ 0.143± 0.004 [77, 98–102]

A
(0,e)
FB

Z pole forward-backward asymmetry
0.0145± 0.0025

[77, 94–97]A
(0,µ)
FB 0.0169± 0.0013

A0,τ
FB 0.0188± 0.0017

∆ae lepton anomalous magnetic moment8
(−8.8± 3.6)× 10−13 [105]

∆aµ (2.51± 0.59)× 10−9 [26, 27, 29–49]
yµ muon Yukawa coupling 1.12± 0.2

[77, 106, 107]
yτ τ Yukawa coupling 0.94± 0.07

BR(µ→ eγ) µ→ eγ branching fraction < 4.2× 10−13 [108]
BR(τ → eγ) τ → eγ branching fraction < 3.3× 10−8 [109]
BR(τ → µγ) τ → µγ branching fraction < 4.2× 10−8 [110]

Γconv
Au /Γcapt

Au µ− e conversion in gold nuclei < 7× 10−13 [111]

Table 4: The physical observables used to estimate the log-likelihood for models produced by our agent.
Upper limits are quoted as 90% CL bounds.

limits on three lepton-violating decay processes, µ→ eγ, τ → µγ, and τ → eγ, which are induced at the
one-loop level from couplings between SM and vector-like leptons.7 We further include the effect of µ− e
conversion in gold nuclei, which can be induced by electroweak flavor-changing neutral currents at tree
level. Finally, as previously mentioned, models in the class we consider can produce significant corrections
to the anomalous magnetic moment of SM leptons, so we include the BSM corrections to both the muon
and electron anomalous magnetic moments. The former of these represents the most significant tension
with the SM of all measurements that we consider, and therefore the anomaly which the reinforcement
agent is most incentivized to fit.

The observables that we have considered here will experience BSM contributions sensitive to param-
eters related to the masses and couplings of the vector-like leptons. Contributions to the electroweak
precision observables will emerge from tree-level corrections to SM leptons’ electroweak couplings, which
will in turn be sensitive solely to the mass matrix of the complete lepton sector, rather than processes
involving the sub-GeV dark Higgs or dark photon.9 Meanwhile, those observables which do feature sig-
nificant dark photon and dark Higgs contributions, namely the anomalous lepton magnetic moments and
the lepton flavor violating decays, will have their contributions appear in loops with much heavier O(TeV)
vector-like leptons. As a result, the dark Higgs and dark photon masses do not enter here either– they
are effectively zero. Furthermore, because at the loop energies the longitudinal mode of the dark gauge

7A reader may be concerned that µ → 3e constraints, such as those arising in [61], may dominate over µ → eγ, since
the former arises at tree-level and the latter at the loop level. In practice, however, because we are specifically selecting for
models which have a large BSM contribution to the muon anomalous magnetic dipole moment, many of the contributing
diagrams of which have immediate analogues in the one-loop µ → eγ process, while our favored parameter space also
has small mixing between the vector-like and SM leptons relative to the parameter space considered in [61], we find that
the µ → eγ constraints will dominate (or at worst be comparable to) lepton flavor conservation constraints from µ → 3e
throughout our model space. As such, we use the one-loop µ → eγ constraints, and analogous decays for other generations,
as a reasonable approximation for constraints extracted when the µ → 3e and other 3-lepton LFV decays are included.

9In theory, kinetic mixing between the dark photon and the SM hypercharge boson will yield small corrections to the
electroweak precision observables, however in practice for the mass range we consider any parameter space compatible with
dedicated dark photon searches will render these contributions insignificant [112].
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boson dominates the couplings appearing in the loop and is set (by Goldstone boson equivalence) by the
dark Higgs coupling, even the dark gauge coupling will not enter any of our observables. To summarize,
then, the observables that we consider here are essentially independent of the details of the sub-GeV BSM
field content. In fact, this characteristic is enormously helpful: Observations constraining the parameter
space of the dark photon gauge coupling or sub-GeV dark sector masses, such as dedicated dark photon
searches [112] or dark matter relic abundance calculations [23], will in general be dependent on aspects
of the model that we have not specified, such as the nature of the sub-GeV dark matter, its mass, and its
charge under the dark U(1). Given that the dark sector in this class of models possesses a rich parameter
space sensitive to a number of parameters that do not affect the observables related to the vector-like
lepton sector, for the purposes of our model building task we shall assume that identifying a viable pa-
rameter space for the sub-GeV dark sector parameters is an orthogonal problem to ours– in practice it
is well-known that viable regions of parameter space persist in these constructions [23, 113, 114]. More
concretely, for our numerical analysis we shall simply select plausible values for the dark Higgs mass
mhD

≲ O(GeV), the dark gauge coupling gD ∼ O(1), and the dark Higgs vev vD ≲ O(GeV) and treat
these as fixed parameters during our reinforcement learning scan.10

Finally, we note that by virtue of using precision observables with known analytical expressions
for our likelihood computations, the likelihood that we compute here will in principle be differentiable
with respect to the underlying continuous model parameters, suggesting that one might identify optimal
continuous parameters simply by gradient descent, as discussed in, e.g., [7]. However, this characteristic is
clearly not generic – other experimental data, such as likelihoods extracted from astrophysical or collider
counting experiments, may not be as well-behaved. As our purpose in this work is not strictly to maximize
the efficacy of the particular model class that we are studying, but rather to infer the characteristics and
behavior of a reinforcement learning scan of our type in general, we do not leverage the differentiability
of our likelihood function here.

4.2 Graph Representation

We conclude our discussion of the class of models that we are employing in our study by specifying the
concrete graph representations that our reinforcement learning agent shall use to express these models.
Following the procedure outlined in Section 2, we note that our models’ symmetry group is simply the
SM gauge group extended by a single dark U(1)D (with the usual 4-dimensional Poincare group as the
spacetime symmetry). In theory, there are 8 representations into which the various BSM fields of the
model fall: 3 different U(1)D charge states for vector-like SU(2)L doublets, 3 for vector-like SU(2)L
singlets, as well as the dark scalar and dark photon fields. However, as discussed in Section 4.1, the BSM
contributions to our observables are to excellent approximation solely sensitive to the masses and dark
Higgs couplings of the vector-like leptons. This eliminates the need for us to produce specialized nodes
for the dark photon and dark Higgs, allowing us to keep their internal parameters fixed and so leave them
implicit in the graph. We can now take stock of the parameters that we shall need to specify in order to
uniquely define a BSM action of the form in Eq.(5) with these 6 field representations.

• For each vector-like electroweak doublet (singlet) fermion with a dark charge of ±1, we must specify

its vector-like mass M
L(E),±
k , as well as a vector of the three Yukawa couplings λ±L(E) which mix

these fermions with the three generations of SM electroweak doublets (singlets) through coupling
with the dark Higgs.

• For each vector-like electroweak doublet (singlet) fermion with a dark charge of 0, we must specify

the mass M
L(E),0
k and a vector of three Yukawa couplings y0L(E) which mix these fermions with the

three generations of SM electroweak doublets (singlets) through coupling with the SM Higgs.

10Technically speaking, the electroweak precision observables will be somewhat sensitive to O(1) rescalings of the dark
Higgs vev vD, since these will directly alter the charged lepton mass matrix. However, by setting vD to the upper end of the
region we consider (that is, vD = 1 GeV), we shall approximately maximize these effects and render our analysis comfortably
conservative. The more dominant experimental constraints from lepton flavor violation and anomalous magnetic moments
are insensitive to vD at leading order.
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Nodes Edges
Node Type Field/Coupling Feature Vector Edge Type Particle F to Coupling {g1, g2}

Particle

L0 {ML,0, y⃗0L, 0, 0}

e1 g1FPR□+ g2□PRF
L± {ML,±, λ⃗±L ,±1, 0}
E0 {ME,0, y⃗0E , 0, 1}
E± {ME,±, λ⃗±E ,±1, 1}

Coupling

y0LE , y
0
EL {y0LE , y

0
EL, 0}

e2 g1□PRF + g2FPR□
y±LE , y

±
EL {y±LE , y

±
EL, 0}

λ0±L , λ±0
L {λ0±L , λ±0

L , 1}
λ0±E , λ±0

E {λ0±E , λ±0
E , 1}

Table 5: The graph grammar used to represent models of the class given in Eq.(5) using graph represen-

tation A. Symbols match the notation of Eq.(5), with y⃗ and λ⃗ labeling three-component vectors of the
Yukawa couplings between vector-like fermions and SM fields. There are two heterogeneous graph node
types– particles and couplings. Discrete node features are used to identify the electroweak representation
and dark U(1) charge of particle nodes, and a discrete node feature is used to distinguish between dark
Higgs and SM Higgs Yukawa couplings among the coupling nodes. Note that coupling nodes contain two
edge types, which both connect particle nodes with coupling nodes, are identified in order to distinguish
between the two ways in which a particle node may appear in the contraction of an interaction term,
with the form of the coupling denoted by an edge depicted in the table.

• The following interaction couplings between different vector-like leptons must be specified: y0,±LE,EL

couple vector-like electroweak doublets to electroweak singlets through the SM Higgs, and λ0±L(E)

and λ±0
L(E) couple vector-like doublets (singlets) of dark charge ±1 to those with dark charge of 0.

• The Yukawa coupling terms between two vector-like fields must treat the two incoming fields differ-
ently, otherwise terms such as the yEL couplings would not be distinguished from the yLE couplings.
Therefore, for each different type of interaction node we consider, we must have two different edge
types.

To get a sense of the effect of different graph representation choices on the performance of our reinforce-
ment learning agent, we develop two graph grammars, which we label A and B, which are summarized in
Tables 5 and 6, respectively. Both are heterogeneous graphs, featuring different node types for coupling
nodes and particle nodes, and therefore don’t require explicit edge features (these are instead described as
different edge types). Particles are represented with four continuous parameters, which denote the mass
and the three Yukawa couplings with the SM leptons, while dark charge is described with a single discrete
feature that can take one of three values: 0, +1, or -1. Notably, in both graph grammars particles with
different dark charges will use the same continuous parameters in their graph representation, allowing
for the same weights that are trained on particles of one dark charge to be applied to message-passing
featuring a different dark charge. The two graph grammars differ in their handling of particles with
different representations under the electroweak group. In graph representation A, the electroweak repre-
sentation of a vector-like lepton is encoded as a discrete feature within the feature vector, while in graph
representation B, electroweak doublets and electroweak singlets are represented as separate node types.
As discussed in Section 2, it is precisely this type of discretionary choice which is the principal ambigu-
ity in creating graph representations for a class of models. By sharing continuous parameters between
electroweak doublet and singlet nodes, graph representation A therefore permits significant knowledge to
be shared between the agent’s treatment of the two types of vector-like leptons, while graph represen-
tation B learns entirely separate weights for each node type. We shall compare the results of training
reinforcement learning agents with the two different graph representations in Section 6.1.

To highlight the usage of our graph grammars, in Figures 3 and 4, we present example graphs following
graph representations A and B, respectively, of a model with exactly one instance of each BSM vector-like
fermion representation that can be included in the model– that is, three electroweak doublets with dark
charges QD = 0,+1,−1 and three electroweak singlets with the same dark charges.
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Nodes

Node Type Field/Coupling Feature Vector

Doublet
L0 {ML,0, y⃗0L, 0}

L± {ML,±, λ⃗±L ,±1}

Singlet
E0 {ME,0, y⃗0E , 0}

E± {ME,±, λ⃗±E ,±1}

h Yukawa
y0LE , y

0
EL {y0LE , y

0
EL}

y±LE , y
±
EL {y±LE , y

±
EL}

hD Doublet Yukawa λ0±L , λ±0
L {λ0±L , λ±0

L }

hD Singlet Yukawa λ0±E , λ±0
E {λ0±E , λ±0

E }

Edges

Edge Type Connects F -{g1, g2} Coupling

eD Doublet-h Yukawa y0,±LE FPR□+ y0,±EL□PRF

eS Singlet-h Yukawa y0,±LE□PRF + y0,±ELFPR□

eDD Doublet-hD Doublet Yukawa
λ0±L FPR□+ λ±0

L □PRF, QD = 0

λ0±L □PRF + λ±0
L FPR□, QD = ±1

eSS Singlet-hD Singlet Yukawa
λ0±E FPR□+ λ±0

E □PRF, QD = 0

λ0±E □PRF + λ±0
E FPR□, QD = ±1

Table 6: As Table 5, except depicting the graph grammar for graph representation B. There are 5 different
node types, denoting vector-like doublets, vector-like singlets, SM Higgs Yukawa interactions, and dark
Higgs Yukawa interactions that couple either vector-like singlets or vector-like doublets. Edges follow
the pattern outlined in the Table, with 4 edge types. Note that even though two edge types, eDD and
eSS , denote two different possible places for the fermion F to be inserted in the contraction, the graph
representation is unambiguous because the particles connected to the hD Yukawa nodes are distinguished
by their dark charge QD.
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Figure 3: A visual depiction of a graph in the class of theories given by the action in Eq.(5) with six total
BSM fermions (one of each possible group representation that our model builder will consider), following
the graph grammar A summarized in Table 5. Diamonds denote particle nodes, which contain the particle
mass and Yukawa couplings to SM particles (through either the SM Higgs or dark Higgs) as features.
Circles denote Yukawa couplings, with their coupling constants following the notation conventions of
Eq.(5). Different edge types are denoted with different line styles: A solid line denotes an edge of type
e1, while a dashed line denotes an edge type of e2.
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Figure 4: A visual depiction of a graph in the class of theories given by the action in Eq.(5) with six total
BSM fermions (one of each possible group representation that our model builder will consider), following
the graph grammar B summarized in Table 6. Diamonds denote particle nodes, which contain the particle
mass and Yukawa couplings to SM particles (through either the SM Higgs or dark Higgs) as features.
Circles denote Yukawa couplings, with their coupling constants following the notation conventions of
Eq.(5). Different heterogeneous node types are denoted by different colors. For couplings: Yellow denotes
an h Yukawa, red denotes hD doublet Yukawa, gray denotes hD singlet Yukawa. For particles: Blue
denotes an electroweak doublet vector-like lepton, while green denotes an electroweak singlet. Different
edge types are denoted with different line styles: A solid line denotes an edge of type eD, while a dashed
line eS , a wavy line eDD, and a coiled line eSS .
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5 Putting It Together: Exploring Portal Matter Model Space
with Reinforcement Learning

With our model established and appropriate graph grammars constructed, we can now outline our strategy
for leveraging reinforcement learning to explore this BSM model space. Broadly, we follow a similar
procedure to [1, 3] in that each episode starts as a randomly initialized model graph, and at each time
step the reinforcement learning agent makes modifications to the graph suggested by its policy. After
Nsteps number of steps, the network is trained according to the PPO algorithm. An episode ends when it
has either achieved a phenomenologically promising state (the metric for which we will define later) or a
maximum number of steps Nmax has been taken. If an episode terminates due to arriving at a promising
model, we record the model parameters for later analysis.

To implement this strategy, we require two components: First, we must define a metric by which
we judge models as promising and devise reward functions that incentivize arriving at promising states,
and second, we must construct our reinforcement learning environment, consisting of a state space S, an
action space A, and a neural network which will parameterize our policy πθ.

5.1 Evaluating Models and Designing Rewards

Our first task is to specifically define what constitutes a promising model in our framework, or in other
words, specify what our agent is tasked to search for. Using such a metric, we can then devise reward
functions for our agent to construct high-value states, and the form of the reward function will in turn,
because all rewards must follow the Markov property, influence the construction of the state space for our
reinforcement learning environment. As discussed in Section 4.1, a natural metric for evaluating models
will be the difference in log-likelihood (or equivalently, the ∆χ2) between our BSM models and the SM.
In addition to log-likelihood as a metric, we wish to incentivize the agent to find simpler models. To that
end, we penalize models of greater complexity in a similar manner to the Akaike information criterion
(AIC): Specifically, we subtracting the number of BSM particles in the model (scaled by a constant) from
the difference in log-likelihoods to create a score function K of a state s. Mathematically, K is defined as

K(s) ≡ log

(
L(Data|s)
L(Data|SM)

)
− knparticles, (6)

where nparticles is the total number of BSM particles in a model and k is a (positive) constant, while
L(Data|s,SM) is the likelihood of the data given the BSM theory s, or the SM. This AIC-like criterion
introduces an additional hyperparameter k into our analysis, however we have found that for k ≲ 1, the
specific choice of k has little impact on the results, so for our experiments we specialize to k = 0.5. With
an evaluation metric K(s) defined, we can also define the conditions under which we might identify a
model as a terminal state. Naively, we note that a model which addresses the muon g − 2 anomaly, the
largest discrepancy from the SM prediction among our observables (while not accounting for the effect
on any other observable), will give a log-likelihood difference with the SM of approximately +9.05,11.
Meanwhile, we know from previous work [50, 62] that this anomaly can be addressed in models with just
two vector-like leptons. With these points in mind we estimate that a terminal state can be defined by

K(sterminal) ≥ 9− 2k, k = 0.5 → K(sterminal) ≥ 8, (7)

suggesting that we desire our agent to find models which explain the muon anomalous magnetic moment
with at most two additional particles. Notably, by defining different criteria for terminal states, we would
anticipate that the reinforcement learning agent will return different models. Furthermore, even though
some prior knowledge of particle content which might address the anomaly has been incorporated in
defining our terminal state, it is by no means a strong specification of the particle content that the model
will suggest: If possible, the agent is incentivized to produce models with fewer than two particles that

11As discussed in Section 4.1, we are using the older ∼ 4.25σ significance measurement for the muon anomalous magnetic
dipole moment; this difference is immaterial to our analysis.
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can describe the anomaly, and if a better fit can be achieved with a larger particle content, the agent
will produce such a model as long as the improvement is greater than the penalty associated with adding
complexity.

Our model evaluation metric provides us with a framework on which we can construct reward functions
for our agent. Given that our environment is episodic, the simplest conceivable reward function we
might devise would simply provide a positive reward for terminal model states, and no reward otherwise.
However, such a minimalistic reward function leaves a great deal of information about intermediate states
unused: For example, the agent would not experience any reward for producing a model which offers a
significant improvement over the SM by our evaluation metric K(s), but is not quite terminal. Instead,
in addition to providing a flat positive reward for terminal states, it behooves us to devise a system
of intermediate rewards, such as employed in [1–4]. As in [4], which employed a reinforcement agent
to simplify polylogarithm expressions, we find significant success with reward functions that provide a
positive reward based on improving on the maximum score that the agent has achieved in the episode so
far. To better explore the impact of choosing different reward functions for our agent, we shall consider
three different reward functions in our work, all of which reward the agent for improving on its maximum
score for a given episode. The first of these reward functions is

RI(Kt,Kmax) =


0 Kt ≤ Kmax)

log(Kmax/K(st))/max(log |Kt|, log |Kmax) Kmax < Kt < 0

Kt + (Kt − θ(Kmax)) Kt > Kmax,Kt > 0

, (8)

Kmax ≡ max
τ<t

Kτ ,

where Kt is the score K of the model, as defined in Eq.(6) at timestep t. For positive K, this reward
function is straightforward: For each time step where it attains a new maximum score, the function gives
a base reward of the new score Kt, plus an additional reward equal to the difference between the current
score and the maximum score attained so far during the episode (to avoid unreasonably huge numerical
rewards, if the old maximum score had a lower K than the SM, which by construction has K = 0, the
old maximum score is taken to be 0). However, as the exceptionally strong constraints on lepton flavor
violation will result in potentially enormous negative K for models which don’t respect lepton flavor
conservation, using the same reward metric for negative K values can result in unworkably large rewards
(given that our neural network must include a critic which estimates the expected cumulative rewards
for an episode, a variation of these rewards over 20 orders of magnitude will certainly degrade critic
performance): Eliminating a single vector-like lepton from the model which has significant mixing with
both muons and electrons, for example, might result in a log-likelihood difference of more than 1020!
Instead, for negative K values a proportional difference in the logs of these values are used, in order to
reduce the rewards received while still in the negative environment to between 0 and 1, in addition to
allowing for the reward function to significantly differentiate between improvements of radically different
magnitudes in this regime.

Our second and third reward functions adopt a different philosophy for rewarding improvement.
Specifically, rather than rewarding each improvement, regardless of the increment, these functions provide
set rewards for passing certain “milestone” values– exceeding certain K values for the first time in the
episode will result in rewards. Mathematically, we have

RIIa(Kt,Kmax) =

{
0 Kt ≤ Kmax∑

j [jθ(Kt −mi)− jθ(Kmax −mi)] Kt > Kmax

,

RIIb(Kt,Kmax) =

{
0 Kt ≤ Kmax∑

j [jθ(Kt −m′
i)− jθ(Kmax −m′

i)] Kt > Kmax

, (9)

m⃗ ≡ [−10,−5,−2, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8], m⃗′ ≡ [−1015,−1010,−105,−100, m⃗].

In both reward functions RIIa and RIIb, passing the jth milestone will give a positive reward of j the
first time in the episode it is accomplished, giving modest positive rewards for early milestones, and much
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larger rewards for achieving scores close to our cutoff value for a terminal state. Given that a reward
function devised in this manner has a significant number of hyperparameters (namely, the specification
of the milestones themselves), we have devised the two reward functions RIIa and RIIb in order to
explore different specifications for them– in RIIa, rewards will only accrue once the model has reached a
model for which tension with observables is at best modest, while RIIb includes milestones which reward
improvements even to models with spectacularly poor scores.

In theory, reward functions I and II offer potentially different advantages and disadvantages. While
reward function I provides positive feedback for even incremental improvements to the model (weighted
by the degree of the improvement), differing paths to the same terminal state can yield radically different
rewards. It is feasible that such a construction might lead to nontrivial “reward hacking”– for example,
a model might learn to maximize its reward using incremental steps around models with high likelihood.
Given that our episodes are of finite truncated length, we might expect such a behavior to negatively
impact the number of terminal models that the agent produces. Meanwhile, the reward functions RIIa and
RIIb provide a constant cumulative reward for all trajectories that lead to a terminal state, guaranteeing
that the optimal reward is always to achieve a promising model within a single episode, but this comes
at the price of requiring a significantly greater number of hyperparameters and diminished sensitivity to
incremental model improvements. In our experiments, we shall aim to determine the level of importance
that these particularities of reward function design have in our experiment, and by extension gain a sense
of their importance in more sophisticated scans of BSM parameter spaces with reinforcement learning.

5.2 Environment

With our reward functions established, the next step is the construction of the reinforcement learning
environment. Following Section 3, this means that we must specify a state space S, an action space A,
and an agent with a policy πθ. We begin with S, the state space. Obviously, each state must include the
graph of a given BSM model, and as the number of BSM particles in turn plays a central role in our model
evaluation metric Eq. (6), we also directly pass the agent metadata about the number of particles of each
possible vector-like lepton species in the new model – even though this information is already contained
in the model graph itself, we simplify the agent’s learning task by including it explicitly. Beyond what is
contained in the model itself, we can also supplement the state with additional information. To determine
what additional information must be included in the state, we recall that as a Markov decision process,
we must require that given an input state st, the expectation value of the sum of rewards accumulated
over the rest of the episode will depend only on information available in the state st and the policy πθ
which governs the agent’s actions. In addition to a flat positive reward for reaching a terminal state, we
note that our reward function is supplemented by intermediate rewards which are given by one of the
functional forms given in Eqs.(8) and (9). These intermediate rewards depend on both the model under
consideration and the highest score as defined in Eq.(6) that has been achieved so far in the episode. To
satisfy the Markov property, then, our state must include the maximum episode score Kmax, in addition
to the model graph itself. Finally, because our agent will always be working in a regime in which episode
length is truncated at a finite number of steps, we note that estimation of the long-term accumulated
rewards for the remainder of an episode will depend on the number of steps remaining in the episode.
To satisfy the Markov property, then, we also supplement the state space with the number of steps that
have already been taken in the episode.12 We can then write an element of the state space as

st = {G, n⃗particles,Kmax, nsteps} ∈ S, (10)

where G represents a BSMmodel graph, n⃗particles represents a 6-dimensional vector of integers representing
the number of BSM particles of each possible species that appear in the model, Kmax represents the

12It should be noted that this practice differs from the more familiar implementation of actor-critic architectures, in which
a network trained using episodes of truncated length is then deployed to perform the same task without a step limit. In
these cases, even when an episode is truncated the critic will estimate the long-term rewards of the state had it continued,
and the step count need not be included in the state in order to satisfy the Markov property. In our case, however, because
training with a truncated state is the only environment in which the agent is deployed, a more sensible approach is to
include the step count within the state and treat truncated states as having no expectation of longer-term rewards.
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Parameter Lower Limit Upper Limit

ME,0,ME,±,ML,0,ML,± 1.5 TeV 7 TeV

|y0L, y0E | 10−12 10−2

|λ±E , λ
±
L | 10−10 10

|y0LE , y
±
LE , y

0
EL, y

±
EL| 10−10 10

|λ0±L , λ±0
L , λ0±E , λ±0

E | 10−10 10

nparticles 1 N/A

ndoublets 0 6

nsinglets 0 6

Table 7: The bounds on the model space for our reinforcement learning probe, using the notation in
Eq. (5). nparticles denotes the total number of vector-like leptons in the model, while ndoublets and
nsinglets denote the total number of vector-like electroweak doublets and singlets, respectively.

maximum score achieved in the episode so far, and nsteps represents the number of steps that have
already been taken in the episode.

While what we have thus far presented constitutes a complete definition of a state space, in our prac-
tical construction we shall find it useful to impose several boundaries on the space of model parameters,
both to mimic collider constraints that we have not included in our likelihood computations and because
a neural network may struggle when confronted with a non-compact space of training data (or more
accurately, with the possibility that inputs may be outside of a finite range). To simulate current collider
limits on vector-like lepton production, we limit our model space by requiring all vector-like leptons to
have a mass of ≥ 1.5 TeV– we note that this is extremely conservative and well in excess of current
LHC constraints on even the most constrained possible BSM lepton species (in our case, predominantly
µ or e-coupled leptons with nonzero dark charge) [71–76], and should therefore allow us to easily ignore
collider constraints when computing our likelihoods. To avoid positing particles that are too heavy to be
realistically observed at a collider experiment in the foreseeable future, we also place a (somewhat arbi-
trary) upper limit on vector-like lepton mass of 7 TeV, a mass which may be in reach via pair production,
for example, in future multi-TeV muon colliders. We also limit the various Yukawa coupling constants in
the model. For simplicity, we assume that all Yukawa coupling constants are real, but may have either
positive or negative sign. Furthermore, we generally restrict them to have a magnitude ≤ 10 and ≥ 10−10,
with the exception of those SM Higgs Yukawa coupling constants which mix the SM leptons with zero
dark-charge vector-like leptons, where to avoid a numerically troublesome regime in which SM leptons’
mixing with the BSM states can become large (due to the SM Higgs vev being significantly larger than the
mass scale of the SM leptons), we limit its range to ≤ 10−2 and ≥ 10−12. Finally, we note that although
our graph architecture permits us, in theory, to consider models with arbitrarily large particle content,
the complexity of the numerical likelihood calculation will increase polynomially with larger numbers of
BSM particles. In the interest of accelerating our computations, we then place a modest limit on the
number of additional BSM particles in the model, requiring that each proposed model have at most 6
vector-like leptons of a given electroweak representation (that is, no more than 6 doublets and no more
than 6 singlets). In practice, as this is significantly in excess of the number of particles that terminal
states will have, we do not expect this truncation to have any serious effect on our results, other than
to prevent the agent from proposing computationally taxing large models early in its training, since the
agent is rapidly incentivized toward smaller models by our reward functions. We summarize all of these
parameter space constraints in Table 7, using the notation of our original action defining this model class
given in Eq.(5).

With our state space defined, we now turn to the action space A of the learning environment. In our
context, the action space must describe changes that the agent can make to the BSM theory, which, for
a well-trained agent, will produce a more phenomenologically promising theory than the previous state.
As noted at the end of Section 3, the action space for our problem is hierarchical, which in turn motivates
our use of the H-PPO modification of the more conventional PPO reinforcement learning algorithm. The
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specific action space that our agent takes is highly complicated, and somewhat dependent on the graph
grammar (representation A or B discussed in Section 4.2). However, we can broadly summarize our
action space by noting that an agent must select between one of three classes of actions, which each have
associated subactions:

1. Delete a particle: This action has one associated discrete choice: The agent must specify which
particle in the model to delete. Once the particle is deleted, all coupling nodes that are associated
with it are automatically deleted as well.

2. Add a particle: If this action is selected, the agent must then make discrete decisions about the
electroweak representation (singlet or doublet) of the new particle, as well as its charge under
the dark U(1)D group (−1, 0, or +1). Then, the agent must select the four continuous features
describing a particle node (its mass and its Yukawa couplings to the three charged SM leptons).
The addition of a particle node also requires specifying the Yukawa couplings between the new
particle and any existing BSM particles. Because the model likelihoods themselves aren’t limited to
extremely small-volume parameter spaces in these variable (in the way that they are for couplings
to SM particles, due to lepton flavor violation constraints), we elect to sample O(1) values for these
coupling parameters randomly with a uniform prior for the purposes of this study, for simplicity. We
stress, however, that if necessary in other model-building contexts specifying coupling parameters
between newly-created particles and existing ones is advisable, there is no a priori reason that this
can’t be accommodated using our procedure based on the H-PPO algorithm.

3. Modify a continuous feature on an existing node: In this case, the agent must first make a discrete
decision about which node to modify. Then, it must select the parameter of the node to modify.
Finally, it must select a number (from a continuous interval), which will be added to the feature
which it has chosen to modify.

In Figure 5, we summarize this action space in a diagram. It is clear that the space is highly hierarchical,
in that different actions require radically different sets of sub-actions to uniquely specify a modification to
be made to a model. Furthermore, in contrast to previous work in reinforcement learning to explore BSM
parameter spaces, many of the discrete actions, such as selecting nodes for modification or deletion, have
different numbers of options depending on the underlying model. For the price of this added complexity,
however, we have described an action space which can be trivially generalized to any BSM theory that is
expressible as a graph in the manner described in Section 2.

To complete our action space, we modify the framework we have outlined here in two modest ways:
First, because the graph grammars we have employed to represent the model use heterogeneous graphs,
with different node types, we allow the agent to treat the top-level modification actions for different node
types as separate top-level actions– that is, “modify a Yukawa coupling” is considered a different action
from “modify a particle”. This splits our top-level node modification actions into two different actions in
graph grammar A (in which there are two node types, particles and couplings), and five different actions
in graph grammar B (in which the node types are electroweak doublet particles, electroweak singlet
particles, SM Higgs Yukawa couplings, dark Higgs Yukawa couplings among doublets, and dark Higgs
Yukawa couplings among singlets). In the case of graph grammar B, because there are multiple particle
types, we also split the action to add a particle into two different top-level actions: Adding an electroweak
doublet and adding an electroweak singlet. Our second modification of the action space we have described
here relates to the way in which the agent handles hierarchically different model parameters. The coupling
constants in our model can vary immensely in magnitude: A calculation would suggest, for example, that
in order to satisfy lepton flavor violation constraints a vector-like dark-charged lepton which has an O(1)
dark Higgs Yukawa coupling to the SM muon would require a Yukawa coupling to the electron of smaller
than O(10−6). To understand these hierarchies meaningfully, Yukawa couplings in the model (both those
which mix the vector-like leptons among themselves and those which mix the vector-like leptons with the
SM leptons) are passed to the agent in scientific notation, independently storing both an O(1) magnitude
variable and an exponent of 10 by which the value is multiplied, so that 3 × 10−4 could be represented
as (3,−4), for example. Actions on these continuous parameters, then, can instead be either continuous
modifications of the O(1) parameter in this representation or a discrete modification of the exponential
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Figure 5: The structure of the action space in our reinforcement learning environment, with blue boxes
representing discrete actions and red particles representing continuously-parameterized actions. The
single white box denotes random sampling with a uniform prior, and so not informed by a learned policy.

one. In practice, this means that when a coupling parameter is modified, the agent must choose whether
to modify its continuous or exponential component, suggesting a continuous modification in the case of
the former and a discrete modification in the case of the latter.

Our final task is describing the implementation of the policy, πθ, which takes the form of a neural
network that takes the environment state as an input, and outputs both a prediction for the long-
term rewards that the agent can expect from the state over the course of the episode, and probability
distributions from which we can sample actions. As described in greater detail in Appendix A, proper
implementation of the H-PPO algorithm requires a neural network to output probability distributions
for all parameters that appear in the hierarchical action space, and these parameters are then trained
using separate policy gradient loss functions, each of which is computed using only those steps for which
a given parameter is applicable (so, the probability distribution of possible modifications to, e.g., BSM
particle mass will not enter the PPO loss for a step in which a particle was deleted instead of modified).
This means that our neural network must output a large number of probability distributions over both
continuous and discrete action parameters. For each continuous action parameter, the agent must output
both a mean and a variance, which together define a normal distribution from which a continuous action
parameter will be sampled. For each discrete action parameter, the agent must output a log-probability
associated with each choice, which defines a probability over the discrete options from which the action
will be sampled.

To devise a neural network which can capture our policy, we begin with a graph neural network which
takes the graph representing the model as an input. To begin, we note that because our BSM models
are represented as graphs, we must do much of our processing via message-passing layers, as described in
Section 2. Due to the fact that no comparative analysis is done on different message-passing layers, we
shall avoid detailed comment on the form of our message-passing layers here and refer the curious reader
to Appendix B for details.

The message-passing layers produce a new, transformed graph from which we will produce probability
distributions for our actions. In order to give outputs corresponding to all policy parameters, we require
some outputs which differ for each graph node (namely, parameters controlling selection of individual
nodes for modification or deletion, and the parameters controlling modification actions made to each
node), and some which must be given only once for each graph (the selection of whether to add a particle,
modify a particle, or delete a particle, as well as the parameters of any particle added to the model). In the
language of graph neural networks, we can say that these two categories of action parameters are node-
level and graph-level tasks, respectively. Our strategies for these different tasks must differ accordingly.
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Figure 6: A diagram depicting how the graph neural network is used to output probability distributions
for action parameters for node-level tasks, such as parameter modification or selecting particles to delete
or modify. An input state’s model graph is transformed by message-passing layers, and then each trans-
formed node’s feature vector is supplemented with the supplementary state information and used as the
input to a multilayer perceptron. This produces outputs for each node which are used to generate the
policy probabilities for node-level actions.

Fortunately graph neural networks are well-equipped to address learning tasks at both levels. In the
case of node-level outputs, after transforming the model graph using stacked message-passing layers, the
transformed node feature vectors are then supplemented with the state information that is not contained
in the graph itself (the highest score and the number of steps taken in the episode), and each is used as an
input to a 3-layer multilayer perceptron (MLP) with a rectified linear unit (ReLU) activation function,13

the outputs of which will be used to generate the probability distributions for discrete and continuous
actions. This procedure is used to generate log-probabilities for selecting individual nodes for removal,
log-probabilities for selecting nodes for modification, and means and variances for proposed parameter
modifications to each node. For clarity, we depict the basic strategy for generating node-level probabilities
diagramatically in Figure 6.

For graph-level tasks, including all graph-level action parameters as well as the critic output (which,
as discussed in Section 3, estimates the long-term rewards that the agent will expect over the course of the
episode), we must adopt a slightly different procedure. In this case, after the nodes are transformed via a
stack of message-passing layers, we aggregate their values through a pooling operation, in which all nodes
are aggregated into a single finite-dimensional vector. Several different pooling operations are common
in graph neural networks, and for our purposes we simply take the sum of all node features. Because the
graph grammars presented in Section 4.2 both use heterogeneous graph architecture, we must also devise
a strategy to aggregate the pooled vectors from different node types– in this case we simply concatenate
the pooled vectors for each different node type to produce one long pooled vector, which is finally
supplemented with the additional state information not contained in the graph. To generate outputs for
graph-level action parameters, the final vector is used as the input for a 3-layer multi-layer perceptron,
the output of which will give the critic’s evaluation of the state and the probability distributions for
graph-level action parameters. We have schematically depicted this strategy in Figure 7.

To finalize the specification of our agent, we note that some discrete actions, such as selecting the
action to remove a particle when only one total particle remains in the model, are clearly “illegal”,
meaning that they can’t be implemented without leaving the model space, or at least leaving the area
defined by the parameter limits given in Table 7. To marginally improve the performance of the model,
after generating the action probabilities via the neural network the agent will automatically modify its

13Because 3-level MLP’s of arbitrary width are universal function approximators [115], this depth allows the final pro-
cessing of a transformed node’s outputs to capture nonlinear relationships between the state’s supplementary information
and the transformed node feature vectors.
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Figure 7: A diagram depicting how the graph neural network is used to output probability distributions
for action parameters graph-level tasks, such as selecting the top-level action or determining the feature
vector for a particle to add to the model. An input state’s model graph is transformed by message-
passing layers, and then the transformed nodes’ feature vectors are pooled by summing each node of the
same heterogeneous graph type (see Section 4.2 for details on our graph grammars), and concatenating
the results for each node type into a single vector. The output is supplemented with additional state
information and used as the input to a multilayer perceptron. This produces outputs for each node
which are used to generate the policy probabilities for graph-level actions. This strategy is also used for
producing the critic output, a necessary component of the PPO algorithm.

outputs to assign probabilities of 0 for discrete actions that are illegal given the current model state.
Because illegal continuously parameterized actions, such as decreasing a particle mass parameter that
is already at its minimum value, are not so trivially removed from the action parameter distributions,
we shall disincentivize these actions by assigning them a small negative reward in our experiments,
supplementing the large positive reward that the agent receives for achieving a terminal state and the
intermediate rewards discussed in Section 5.1.

6 Experiments and Results

To test the efficacy of our reinforcement learning scan, we perform a number of trials with the rein-
forcement learning environment and agent outlined in the previous Section. For the environment, we
implement a customized learning environment built with the Python library Gymnasium [116], and im-
plement our graph neural network using the library Pytorch Geometric [117]. Our agent’s neural network
follows a modular structure consisting of units of the forms discussed in 5.2. In the interest of brevity
we defer a detailed summary of its construction to Appendix B, however here we summarize that the
graph neural network takes an initial graph representing a BSM model and generates a shared latent
representation through four message-passing layers, after which this shared graph representation is used
as input for the modules for the various node-level and graph-level parameters in the action space. When
computing model likelihoods, we shall use the computational techniques discussed in detail in Appendix
C, as well as the numerical parameters identified in Table 15 in that Appendix.

To evaluate our agents, we randomly sample 32 parallel environments from the parameter space
described in Table 7 with a uniform prior over all variables. The agent then evolves the model according
to its policy for 50 time steps before being trained according to the H-PPO algorithm, after which point
it will continue. Episodes that have not attained a terminal state will end after 250 total steps. We
allow each agent to train simultaneously over the 32 parallel environments, and continue until 1000
rounds of 50 steps each have been completed, so that in total, the agent samples 1.6 million models.
We record all terminal states that the agent produces over the course of its training. To mitigate the
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significant variance in performance due to initial trajectories (which in turn will heavily depend on the
initial training model states, the agent’s initial weight parameters, and even the random sampling from
the agent’s policy probabilities early in training), we also perform each experiment 10 independent times
with 10 independent initializations.

In our experiments we compare the agent’s performance with differing choices across six factors, from
which we aim to get a qualitative picture of the sensitivity of the agent to a variety of training factors:14

• Graph Representation: We consider the two different graph representations of our vector-like
lepton models, discussed in Section 4.2 and described as representations A (in which different
electroweak lepton representations are distinguished only by a single discrete parameter) and B
(in which isospin singlet and doublet vector-like leptons are assigned different node types in a
heterogeneous graph).

• Skip Layers: A potential concern in multi-layer graph neural networks is the loss of any differ-
ence between graph nodes after several layers of message-passing. To determine if this effect is a
significant factor within our framework, we compare the performance of agents with “skip layers”
implemented to those without. When implementing these skip layers, we supplement our existing
neural network architecture by appending each node’s original feature vectors to their transformed
feature vectors at certain layers. When skip layers are implemented in our model, we perform these
skips at two points in the neural network: First, immediately after the neural network’s shared
message-passing layers (those which generate the graph representation shared as input to all the
agent’s modules) complete their transformations, and second, onto the final node feature vectors
which are used as inputs for a multilayer perceptron in node-level tasks, such as selecting particles
for deletion or modifying particle parameters.

• Training Epochs: As discussed in Appendix A, this hyperparameter controls the number of
training epochs performed at each step of the H-PPO algorithm. In theory, a larger number of
training epochs will allow the agent to extract a greater amount of information out of each set of
sampled trajectories that it collects, at the cost of potentially biasing the agent toward overtraining
on its latest training sample, which may suffer from statistical errors in the algorithm’s estimation
of expected reward.

• Intermediate Rewards: The agent always receives a reward of +100 for finding a terminal state
and a reward of −1 for taking a forbidden action (that is, an action which, due to boundaries on the
model space, cannot be executed, such as reducing a parameter when it is already at its minimum
value or removing a particle when only one BSM particle remains in the model). However, the
structure of intermediate rewards varies. We consider intermediate rewards of each of the forms
given in Eqs.(8) and (9).

• Entropy Regularization: The coefficient β, discussed in Section 3 and Appendix A, is a training
hyperparameter that controls the degree to which the agent is incentivized to explore new parameter
spaces or exploit regions that it has already found to be fruitful. A higher value of β will provide
a larger reward for agent outputs with higher entropy, and therefore higher β incentivizes greater
exploration over exploitation. We shall scan over the values β = 0.001, 0.01, 0.05, 0.1, 0.2, 0.5.

• Reward Normalization: Because rewards can attain large magnitudes, in other tasks it has
proven beneficial to adjust rewards to limit the magnitude of the rewards that the agent receives
[118]. We shall compare the results of running a trials without a reward normalization scheme to
trials in which we perform a normalization on both the immediate rewards that the agent receives,
as well as the critic’s estimates of the cumulative total reward that the agent expects over the course
of a single episode.15

14In addition to these settings, there are a number of other training hyperparameters which we hold constant, either
because they are minimally influential or typical settings in comparable tasks result in good performance. We summarize
these additional parameters in Appendix B.

15More specifically, when normalizing the rewards, we shall implement normalization at two points in training: First,
leveraging gymnasium’s built-in reward normalization capabilities, we shall normalize the exponential moving average of
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While a scan over these options is hardly a comprehensive probe of the space of all discretionary choices
that can be made over the course of constructing a learning environment, we believe that these choices
allow us to probe a number of potential factors in our experiments. We see that the first three choices we
have listed above focus on the potential effects of altering architecture of our neural network and how it
learns: Our graph representation B is significantly more complex than A, and allows us to probe the utility
of grouping similar parameters as the same features when representing a BSM model graph. Implementing
skip layers, meanwhile, can inform us about the effect of possible information loss over the course of our
message-passing layers. Finally, the number of training epochs will give us a sense of the benefit (or
detriment) of extracting more information from each training example in our rather exotic action space.
The latter three choices in our above list do not affect the neural network directly, but instead alter
the loss function that the agent attempts to optimize. Altering our intermediate reward structure and
entropy regularization constant will give us a picture of the sensitivity of the agent’s performance to
differing reward structures. Meanwhile, examining the effects of normalizing our environment’s rewards
will allow us to gauge whether our task can benefit from calibrating reward magnitudes to quantities
more numerically palatable to a neural network.

In short, by probing potentially influential learning hyperparameters, we aim to get a reasonable
picture of the sensitivity of our agent to these types of choices, at least in the simple model building task
which we pursue here. By observing these sensitivities, we can in turn comment on the advisability of
certain choices in more general, and potentially more complex, model building tasks to which a version
of this procedure might be applied– including which of these different factors might be significant and
which can be safely ignored without seriously degrading an agent’s performance.

6.1 Results

We now present the results of our various reinforcement learning scans. Broadly, our technique proves
effective in generating promising models: Depending on hyperparameter selections, we find that agents
may achieve as few as several terminal states or as many as several thousand over the course of their
training. We divide our detailed analysis of our results into three sections. First, as a simple elucidation
of our techniques’ utility, we discuss the space of viable models that the agents collectively identify, and
discuss what physical insights we can glean from the results of our scans, as also highlighted in our
short companion paper[17]. Then, to further explore the efficacy of our frameworks, we shall discuss the
performance of two of our hyperparameter sets that have proven highly successful at generating a large
number or diversity of viable models, and explore what further understanding of the parameter space
can be extracted from the data of these scans. Finally, we shall explore the relative importance to the
agent’s performance of the various training hyperparameters that we have varied.

6.1.1 Models Identified by the Agents

A necessary precondition to establishing the utility of our framework is demonstrating that some new
knowledge of physics can be extracted from the results of our reinforcement learning scans. Before
inspecting individual scans’ performance, however, we can gain significant insight simply by identifying
the particle content of different terminal states that are found across all of our various scans. As discussed
also in [17], our reinforcement learning agents have identified six distinct sets of new physics particle
content, each with just two BSM particles, which achieve a high enough evaluation score by the standard
given in Eq.(7) to be deemed terminal states. We summarize the particle contents of the six models in
Table 8, using the same notation for the vector-like leptons as given in Eq.(5), and assigning each distinct
model a corresponding letter identifier from ‘a’ to ‘f’.

As discussed in [17], of the models listed in Table 8, we see that models ‘a’ and ‘b’ arise from

the agent’s rewards in order to have a fixed variance, following the default parameters of gymnasium’s NormalizeRewards
wrapper. Second, we normalize the advantage function (defined in Eq.(16) at each training step to have a mean of 0 and
variance of 1. Both of these changes will ultimately work to reduce the magnitude of the state values that the critic network
must approximate. Because we observed little independent effect of either normalization scheme, we simply implement both
normalization schemes at once or implement neither, depending on our experiment parameters.
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Number of particles
Label L0 L+ L− E0 E+ E−
a 0 1 0 0 1 0
b 0 0 1 0 0 1
c 1 1 0 0 0 0
d 1 0 1 0 0 0
e 0 0 0 1 1 0
f 0 0 0 1 0 1

Table 8: The BSM particle contents for distinct chiral models, following the notation of Eq.(5) to denote
different vector-like lepton representations under the SM and dark gauge groups.

precisely the chiral enhancement mechanism previously identified in [50]: A model with two vector-like
leptons sharing the same (non-zero) dark charge, one being an electroweak singlet and the other being
an electroweak doublet, is capable of providing chirally-enhanced one-loop dark photon and dark Higgs
contributions to the muon anomalous magnetic moment from the SM Higgs coupling between the two
vector-like lepton representations. The sole discrepancy between ‘a’ and ‘b’ is whether the BSM fermions
have dark charges of +1 or −1, the only two nontrivial dark charge values that we consider in this analysis.
Models ‘c’-‘f’, however, identify a new chiral enhancement mechanism. In these models, the vector-like
leptons are invariably of a single electroweak representation (either singlet or doublet), and instead differ
by one unit of dark charge (specifically, one lepton has QD = 0, while the other has QD = ±1. Inspired by
the appearance of these classes of models in our agents’ scans, we can construct a toy model of classes ‘e’
and ‘f’ to develop an analytical intuition for the physics. Following the notation of Eq.(5), the correction
to the SM prediction for the muon magnetic moment should be given by

ae,fµ ≈ −
m2

µ

16
√
2π2

ML,±

mµ

λ±E,µλ
±0
E v2D

(ME,±)2
y0E,µv

ME,0
. (11)

Intuitively, we can understand that this chiral enhancement of the one-loop magnetic moment contribution
occurs because, in models ‘e’ and ‘f’, left-handed SM leptons mix primarily with the QD = 0 vector-
like lepton, through couplings with the SM Higgs, while right-handed SM leptons mix primarily with
the QD = ±1 vector-like lepton. A chirality-flipping operator that generates a magnetic moment then
appears at leading order from the mixing between the two vector-like lepton species, from the dark Higgs
Yukawa coupling λ±0

E . The generalization to the same construction with electroweak doublet vector-like
leptons (that is, models ‘c’ and ‘d’) function in perfect analogy to models ‘e’ and ‘f’.

The differences between these chiral enhancement mechanisms have significant implications to the
model builder. Different electroweak representations of vector-like leptons will have differing produc-
tion cross-sections, with vector-like electroweak doublets somewhat more tightly constrained by collider
searches [19, 71]. Furthermore, a variety of sources have noted that the decay channels of vector-like
leptons with QD = ±1 will be overwhelmingly dominated by channels featuring a dark photon emission,
rather than the emission of an SM gauge boson, and as a result are subject to dramatically different
(and generally stronger) experimental constraints than those states with QD = 0. In addition, these
models suggest differing UV completions: Models ‘a’ and ‘b’, for example, might suggest an extension
to a left-right symmetric model of sorts, where the BSM particle content possesses states in both the
electroweak singlet and doublet representations. Meanwhile, models ‘c’-‘f’ suggest that the structure of
vector-like leptons might be limited to only one of the two electroweak representations that we observe
among the SM leptons, reminiscent of, for example, an E6 grand unified theory.

In this (admittedly simple) framework, our reinforcement learning scan has succeeded both in recre-
ating known models (namely those of [50]) and identifying models previously not enumerated in the
literature. While for a model-building task such as this one, with reasonably finite distinct possible BSM
particle content and significant simplifying assumptions that we did not specify to the agent, first among
them flavor conservation, the reader may consider the use of machine learning techniques (and the as-
sociated demand for computing power) here to be excessive. However, we emphasize again that there is
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Configuration Graph Skip Layers Epochs Reward β Reward Normalization
Optimal Terminal States A No 5 RIIa 0.05 No
Optimal Distinct States A Yes 5 RIIa 0.2 Yes

Table 9: The various hyperparameter selections for the two optimal configurations that we find in our
analysis. The meaning of each selection category in the various columns is outlined in Section 6.

Optimal Terminal States Optimal Distinct States
Terminal States Distinct States Terminal States Distinct States

Trial 1 9559 2 131 6
Trial 2 10246 4 69 5
Trial 3 5578 3 33 6
Trial 4 8182 2 150 5
Trial 5 4377 3 57 6
Trial 6 5750 3 49 6
Trial 7 8917 2 29 6
Trial 8 4473 4 89 6
Trial 9 10171 2 82 5
Trial 10 3591 2 17 6
Mean 7100± 2600 2.7± 0.8 71± 44 5.7± 0.5

Table 10: The performance, including the number of terminal states identified and the number of models
with distinct particle content, achieved by the two optimal agents across ten independent trials.

no theoretical barrier to applying these same techniques in dramatically more diverse classes of theories,
and correspondingly more complex model building tasks. In this light, we can consider the success of the
agent in our simple framework as a proof of the underlying concept of our techniques, and leave more
ambitious implementations of our procedure to future work.

6.1.2 Scan Performance: Optimal Configurations

To further understand the utility of the reinforcement learning scan, we must now inspect the results of
specific scans. To begin, we defer a detailed discussion of our various hyperparameter selections somewhat
and instead consider two specific configurations that are, by differing metrics, “optimal” results: One
which, averaged over ten independent experiments, produces the largest total number of terminal states,
and another which achieves the largest number of models with distinct particle content over the course of
a single scan (averaged, again, over ten independent experiments). These two samples will be referred to
as the “optimal terminal states” and “optimal distinct states” samples in our subsequent discussion.16 By
considering the results of these scans in some detail, we can get a sense for the potential capabilities of this
method, both in generating distinct sets of particle content that satisfy a theorist’s desired parameters and
in scanning the parameter space of these models. In Table 9, we summarize the selections for the various
training hyperparameters for both scans. The results of all ten independent scans for each configuration
are then summarized in Table 10.

Given the fact that a total of 1.6 million total states were sampled by the agent during each scan, a
reader may be concerned that the total number of terminal states generated seems quite small. However,
we emphasize that the parameter space that the agent must learn is quite complex: Starting from allowing
each BSM lepton to have 3 independent couplings to each SM generation, during each scan the agent
must independently learn to avoid extremely stringent constraints on lepton flavor violation in addition
to identifying parameters which are appropriate to generate the observed correction to the anomalous

16We note that while both sets of hyperparameters are, by their respective metrics, the optimal performers among our
scans, there exist multiple other configurations with comparable performance to these settings. For practical purposes, a
reader need not be overly concerned with the possibility that every use case of this methodology requires a grid scan of
hyperparameters of comparable complexity to the one we have performed in this work.
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magnetic moment of the muon.

By inspecting our model space, we might anticipate a liberal upper bound on the number of terminal
states that a random sampler might generate given the same number of attempts. If we restrict ourselves
to only models with at least one BSM vector-like lepton, and a maximum of 6 vector-like leptons of a given
electroweak representation (which will benefit a random sampler far more than our reinforcement agent,
which due to its intermediate reward structure heavily favors sampling among models with many fewer
BSM particles than the maximum number it is allowed), there are 7055 distinct sets of particle content
within the model space, of which 6 are viable. As our reinforcement learning agent stores Yukawa coupling
parameters in scientific notation, with the exponent of 10 ranging across 12 discrete values, we would
require a random sampler to make appropriate selections for the exponents of the two particles in a viable
model. Inspecting the parameters of terminal states in our model, we find that generously, randomly
sampling among the possible orders of magnitude grants a given BSM lepton a probability of 1/6 to have
a muon Yukawa coupling large enough to significantly affect the muon anomalous magnetic moment, a
probability of 1/2 of having an electron Yukawa coupling small enough to avoid lepton flavor-violating
constraints (roughly ≲ O(10−5) for QD = ±1 and O(10−7) for QD = 0 leptons), and a probability of
at most 5/6 of having a small enough τ Yukawa coupling to avoid similar LFV constraints for the third
generation. Since each viable model has only two BSM particles, this suggests that a random sampler
would have a probability of ∼ 4× 10−6 of simply producing a model with a viable particle content that
avoids lepton flavor constraints.

Finally, we note that in all viable models, the magnitude of ∆aµ is linearly dependent on the magnitude
of a Yukawa coupling between BSM leptons, which generates a chirality-flipping dimension-8 parameter.
In order to generate the correct order of magnitude of this coupling, given the orders of magnitude for
all prior parameters we can estimate that only one of the 12 possible magnitudes will be viable, reducing
our probability to ∼ 3× 10−7. Later in this section, we shall see that terminal states generally populate
a narrow band of muon anomalous magnetic moments in the region 2.3×10−9 ≲ ∆aµ ≲ 2.7×10−9. This
suggests that around a central value, the magnitude of the chirality-flipping Yukawa coupling may be
modified by around ±7% in either direction without ruining the model, allowing us to generously estimate
that, assuming a permitted value of this Yukawa coupling exists given all other continuously sampled
parameters in the model, there might be a ∼ (1/2) × (1/6) ∼ 1/12 probability of a uniform sampler
sampling a viable O(1) value and sign for this critical Yukawa coupling. Taken together, this suggests
that, very generously, the probability of a given random sample of the parameter space being a terminal
state will be ∼ 3×10−8, suggesting that a random sampler would require ∼ 4×107 samples to produce a
single viable model. Under this metric, then, our optimal terminal states configuration is on average, very
conservatively, O(105) times more efficient at producing terminal states than a random scan, while even
our optimal distinct states configuration is O(103) times more efficient. As these approximate arguments
are heavily favorable to the random scan, positing, for example, that there is no correlation between the
order of magnitude of a BSM lepton’s muon Yukawa coupling and the corresponding limit on its electron
or τ Yukawa couplings and limiting the number of BSM particles in a manner that, as discussed in the
previous subsection, is anticipated to have little effect on the performance of the reinforcement learning
agent, we anticipate that the true discrepancy between random sampling and the reinforcement learning
agent’s exploration will be considerably greater.

Having established that our reinforcement learning agent is capable of an intelligent exploration of the
parameter space, we now inspect these results further. Table 10 clearly shows that there is a significant
trade-off in the scan hyperparameters between configurations that maximize the number of terminal states
that are generated and those that maximize the number of distinct particle contents that are found. The
optimal terminal states configuration produces on average two orders of magnitude more terminal states
than the optimal distinct states configuration, however the optimal distinct states configuration either
finds all 6 viable particle contents that are represented collectively in the scan, or finds 5 of them– in
stark contrast to the optimal terminal states configuration which never identifies more than 4.

Apart from identifying the number of distinct models that both configurations produce, we can also
extract how the different viable particle contents are distributed among the terminal states that each
model produces. In Figure 8, we depict stacked histograms over our 10 independent trials which show
the number of viable models of each of the types outlined in Table 8 that the agents produce. Notably, we
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Figure 8: Stacked histograms of the different models, following the naming convention in Table 8, achieved
by the agent over 10 independent trials for the optimal terminal states configuration (left) and the optimal
distinct states configuration (right). Different colors denote the contributions of individual trials.

see that although individual trials in the optimal terminal states configuration invariably fail to produce
all possible models, all are ultimately represented among the aggregate of all 10 independent trials. This
suggests that some of the disadvantage in model diversity that the optimal terminal states configuration
exhibits in comparison to the optimal distinct states configuration can be mitigated simply by repeated
scans. However, this technique is not perfect. In particular, we see that across both configurations,
the agents preferentially sample models ‘c’-‘f’ (namely, those which have one QD = 0 and one QD = ±1
vector-like lepton of the same electroweak representation) over models ‘a’ and ‘b’ (those models which rely
on one electroweak doublet lepton and one electroweak singlet, which share a dark charge of QD = ±1).
The hierarchy is far more pronounced in the case of the optimal terminal states configuration, however,
where for example only a single terminal state of configuration ‘b’ is produced across all 10 scans.
Without a more detailed analysis of the models of Table 8, beyond the scope of this work, it is difficult to
determine why both of these sets of scans so strongly prefer models ‘c’-‘f’ to models ‘a’ and ‘b’, however
it is clear that this bias is considerably more pronounced in the optimal terminal states configuration
than in the optimal distinct states one, and the difference between the two cannot be completely erased
by aggregating multiple trials of the former configuration.

Beyond simply counting model states, it is instructive to explore the parameter space of terminal
states, both in order to reassure us that the agents’ outputs are sensible and to get a sense for the
behavior of the agent’s sampling of the model’s continuous parameters. In particular, a user might be
interested in whether any insights, either into the agent’s limitations or the preferred parameter space of
the class of models, can be extracted from the distributions of the continuous model parameters. Since the
number of total terminal states in the optimal distinct states configuration is limited, for this component
of our analysis we shall restrict ourselves to the optimal terminal states configuration, where thousands
of models have been sampled. To begin, in Figure 9 we depict a histogram of the corrections to the
muon anomalous magnetic moment, ∆aµ, which appear in the terminal states for our “optimal terminal
states” configuration. As is clear in the Figure, the terminal states of the model roughly uniformly sample
an area that is around 1/3 of a standard deviation from the central value of the anomaly. This range
coincides quite precisely with the model score cutoff of Eq.(7) that we use to define terminal states–
computing the change in the model score from addressing the muon magnetic moment anomaly exactly,
and ignoring the effects of all other observables we find that a two-particle theory will produce a model
score above the cutoff value for a model which recreates the observed muon anomalous magnetic moment
to within ∼ 0.31σ. The fact that the number of terminal states drops off so sharply outside of this range
suggests that the agent is not capable of precisely recreating the observed anomalous magnetic moment
correction to within this precision, since it does not appear to have a strong preference for producing
states near the central value, as would be anticipated given the fact that various model parameters are
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Figure 9: A histogram of the correction to the muon anomalous magnetic moment, ∆aµ, in different
models generated as terminal states from the “optimal terminal states” configuration of our reinforcement
learning scan, described in Table 9. Different colors denote the results of different independent trials using
the same hyperparameters. Recall that our numerical likelihood calculations use the experimental data
up through [27], which suggests ∆aµ = (2.51± 0.59)± 10−9.

selected stochastically, and the agent is incentivized to maximize the probability of sampling within the
desired range for ∆aµ. Instead, a much broader range of values for ∆aµ are likely achieved by the agent’s
actions, which are then subject to a sharp cutoff when we collect only the terminal states.

Inspecting individual parameter values, we note that we can extract some limited physical insight
into the constraints on these models from the distributions of continuous parameters. As an example,
we consider the BSM leptons’ Yukawa couplings with the electron, which in theory need only be below
a particular order of magnitude to avoid lepton flavor violation constraints. In Figure 10, we depict
histograms of the various BSM leptons’ Yukawa couplings with the electron in the terminal states. To
fully understand this Figure, we remind the reader that the agent specifies Yukawa couplings in scientific
notation, providing both a discrete exponent of 10 and a continuous O(1) value. The results of Figure
10 are approximately visually consistent with normally distributed sampling of the O(1) value around a
value with a fixed order of magnitude. Notably, the sharp cutoffs in the distributions for two of the trials
suggest that a higher order-of-magnitude parameter, near the boundary of the experimental constraints,
is preferred in these scans. The fact that such a sharp cutoff exists for these trials in turn suggests that
the agent still has difficulty estimating parameters beyond the O(1) level, but it also suggests that we
might get a numerical sense of the constraint on these couplings, which we might refine with further
analysis outside of the reinforcement learning scan.

In addition to this information on the model, we can take a far more general lesson away from Figure
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Figure 10: Histograms of vector-like leptons’ Yukawa couplings with electrons for different trials in the
optimal terminal states hyperparameter configuration. Following the notation of Eq.(5, the histograms
depict y0L,e (top left), λ±L,e (top right), y0E,e (bottom left), and λ±E,e (bottom right). Different colors denote
different independent trials.
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10: The form of the distribution of model parameters depends strongly on the design of the action space.
For example, we note that consistently across independent trials, the agent selects (for its terminal
states) BSM-to-electron Yukawa couplings on the order of 10−7 for those to the SM Higgs, and 10−5 for
those to the dark Higgs, in spite of the fact that significantly lower (indeed, down to the model space’s
magnitude cutoffs of 10−12 and 10−10, respectively) orders of magnitude are phenomenologically viable.
The reason for the agent selecting these magnitudes, as opposed to lower ones, is unclear, and is likely an
artifact of specifics of our implementation. The broader implication is clear: The population of terminal
states from a reinforcement learning scan represents a nontrivially distributed sample of the viable model
parameter space, and this distribution may not readily match a theorist’s priors on a given parameter
(for these Yukawa couplings, a model builder might more readily anticipate that they would be zero, or
suppressed by known loop factors that give a natural magnitude quite distinct from the agent’s guess).
As a corollary to this observation, we can comment on the specific use case of this technology: The
reinforcement learning agent can readily produce examples of viable models that a theorist might use as
inspiration, but the distribution of terminal states in the parameter space that it finds can be subject
to a number of factors unrelated to the underlying physics of the problem. It seems probable, then,
that the more valuable metric for the model builder may be the number of distinct models (that is, with
different particle content) that a scan produces, after which a more formally rigorous numerical scan of
a fixed parameter space featuring these models can be performed. In the language of this Section, a
model builder is more likely to value the optimal distinct states hyperparameter configuration, which
produces a larger diversity of models that may be used as inspiration for the model builder, over the
optimal terminal states configuration, which produces a nontrivially biased sample of different models’
parameter spaces.

6.1.3 Scan Performance: Comparing Hyperparameter Choices

We shall now discuss the impact of different training factors on the agent’s performance. Again, we
will evaluate the agent’s performance using the two introduced performance metrics: “optimal terminal
states” and “optimal distinct states.” As discussed in Section 6.1.2, for practical use cases maximizing
the total number of terminal states is less useful as a performance target than maximizing the number
of distinct states, but the number of terminal states is still important, since reaching a terminal state
in our context is equivalent to finding a viable BSM model. Although this metric cannot measure the
diversity of the terminal states, it measures the frequency at which these states are attained and can
thus serve as a measure of the agent’s ability to explore the continuous part of the parameter space
and therefore learn effectively. As shown in Table 8, the distinct states here are defined as distinct
combinations of 2 isospin singlet or doublet particles that carry different dark U(1) charges and have
significant chiral enhancements contributing to the muon anomalous magnetic moment. There are only
6 such combinations for this simple vector-like lepton model, given that we want our terminal states to
be models with at most two BSM fermions. Qualitatively this metric serves as a measure of the agent’s
ability to explore the discrete action space and identify distinct promising models which might be further
explored through other means.

In Figure 11, the total number of terminal states and distinct states, averaged over 10 independent
identical trials for each hyperparameter configuration, are plotted for both graph representation A and
B and reward function RI and RIIa, as a function of a scan of entropy coefficient β = 0.001, 0.01, 0.05,
0.1, 0.2, 0.5. These values are taken for experiments with different numbers of training epochs, and with
skip layers and reward normalization implemented. Out of the 10 different independent experiments for
each number of epochs, the experiments that return null results are excluded – this principally affects
the results of trials with graph representation B. It is clear that both performance metrics depend on the
choice of entropy coefficient β. This dependency is particularly strong for the average total number of
terminal states. For both graph representation with both reward functions, we can see that the average
total number of terminal states peaks at around O(0.001 − 0.01). This is unsurprising: If it has a low
entropy coefficient, an agent will have a strong incentive to output probability distributions that are
heavily weighted toward states which it has previously seen yield high rewards, and therefore will be
likely to produce a large number of terminal states, as long as it finds at least one before its training
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Figure 11: The number of terminal states (left) and distinct states (right), obtained as the mean of 10
independent trials for each data point, with standard deviation as a function of the entropy coefficient β
for both graph representations A and B and reward functions RI and RIIa.
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is completed. Despite being the optimal range for finding maximum average total number of terminal
states, this range is not optimal for finding the average total number of distinct states, a metric which
clearly favors exploration of the model space over exploitation of known regions. For graph representation
A, β ∼ 0.2 seems to be optimal for both reward functions. In contrast, for graph representation B, the
performance is comparable for β = 0.001, 0.01, 0.05, 0.1, 0.2– we might attribute this to the fact that the
total magnitude of the number of discrete states is somewhat smaller for trials in representation B and
may therefore be more sensitive to statistical fluctuations. An important message is that depending on
the task and performance metric to be optimized, we should always tune on the entropy coefficient β.
For the remainder of this section, we always optimize the entropy coefficient while presenting results and
discussing the roles of other factors.

In Figure 11, we can also see that both the average total number of terminal states and distinct states
possess a large standard deviation over the trials, as depicted in the error bars around each point. This
indicates that the results are very sensitive to the initial starting conditions, and hence each experiment
with the same set of hyperparameters selection can return very different results.17 For the total number of
distinct states, graph representation B generally has a larger standard deviation than graph representation
A, which indicates that the agent’s performance is even more sensitive to the starting condition. This is
probably due to the fact that in representation B, different particles (electroweak isospin doublets and
singlets) are represented as different node types, resulting in more separate weights to be learned. From
the figure, it is also clear that graph representation A generally finds more terminal states and distinct
states than graph representation B, regardless of the type of reward function used.

Table 11 shows the total number of terminal states and distinct states with or without the implemen-
tation of skip layers and/or reward normalization, averaged across 10 independent trials with non-null
results, when the optimal value of entropy coefficient β is chosen across each metric. Here we neglect the
fact that results for different β are very different, as our aim is just to examine the overall effects of the
implementation of skip layers and reward normalization. An immediate observation is that these param-
eters (skip layers, reward normalization) can have an impact on the results, but the amount of impact
depends non-trivially on the global selection of other discrete hyperparameters. For example, looking at
the total number of terminal states for the optimal case, the agents always found more terminal states
when there was no reward normalization. However, depending on the choice of reward function and the
number of epochs, the implementation of skip layers may be favorable or not, so again different perfor-
mance metrics are sensitive to different choices of hyperparameters. If we instead consider the optimal
total number of distinct states, graph representation A always found the most number of distinct models
when skip layers and reward normalization were both implemented, while for graph representation B, the
optimal result varies non-trivially with different choices of the number of epochs and the reward function.

In addition to showing the results of selecting different optimal β for each set of experiments with
different hyperparameter settings, we also present Table 12, in which the number of training epochs is
10, and the entropy coefficient β = 0.2 is selected for representation A and β = 0.001 is selected for
representation B, averaged over 10 independent identical trials with null results excluded. For this set
of data with a fixed β value chosen across the four architecture choices (with/without skip layers and/or
reward normalization), it clearly shows no consistent behavior in the dependency on skip layers and
reward normalization for different choices of graph representations and reward functions, except that for
reward function RI and RIIa, representation A performs the best when both are implemented. This
further justifies our claim that these two architecture choices are very model-dependent. Therefore, any
other model building and analysis similar to this project should experiment with these techniques to see
if they truly improve the results before deploying them.

From Tables 11–12, if we compare the performance of the agent with the same hyperparameter settings
but different choices of reward functions, we see that the results are insensitive to the selection of the
reward function. In fact, comparing all the results, we find that each reward function might have its

17For practical implementations of this graph-based reinforcement learning strategy, this sensitivity means that ensur-
ing reproducibility between runs can be difficult. In particular, the PyTorch machine learning library’s random number
generation utilities will produce different random sequences even when passed the same seed when operating on different
machines, even when computations are not performed on a CPU. For best practices, we recommend maximizing the number
of independent trials when exploring a model space in order to defray this sensitivity.
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Number of terminal states Number of distinct states

Epochs Reward
Skip
Layers

Reward
Normalization

Representation
A

Representation
B

Representation
A

Representation
B

5

RI

No No 7756.0 6368.3 3.5 2.3
Yes No 6101.8 4827.2 3.7 2.0
No Yes 5690.4 3847.0 4.7 2.0
Yes Yes 4348.1 2551.4 5.6 2.3

RIIa

No No 8229.3 6453.3 2.9 2.3
Yes No 6345.0 6314.4 3.7 2.1
No Yes 5715.0 2201.3 3.8 1.9
Yes Yes 5109.6 3540.9 5.7 2.6

RIIb

No No 4932.0 4477.0 3.3 2.3
Yes No 6322.1 6011.0 3.9 2.2
No Yes 4376.0 1294.4 3.6 1.7
Yes Yes 4230.2 3361.5 5.2 2.0

10

RI

No No 4691.8 5866.0 4.5 2.0
Yes No 6975.7 3929.3 3.0 1.9
No Yes 3734.2 3189.0 4.3 2.2
Yes Yes 4702.8 3129.5 5.1 2.3

RIIa

No No 5423.9 3086.7 3.1 2.3
Yes No 4922.4 5271.8 4.3 2.1
No Yes 3478.2 3344.0 4.0 2.2
Yes Yes 3373.6 2230.4 5.0 2.3

RIIb

No No 3960.1 4240.2 4.1 2.0
Yes No 4842.0 4216.4 4.3 2.4
No Yes 1018.2 794.0 4.0 2.0
Yes Yes 4647.0 2698.7 4.4 2.0

15

RI

No No 4154.3 3718.0 3.9 2.0
Yes No 4359.2 3310.9 3.7 2.0
No Yes 3440.9 1642.0 4.1 2.0
Yes Yes 3861.8 2067.2 4.9 2.3

RIIa

No No 4510.3 2315.9 3.5 2.2
Yes No 3746.3 3160.5 4.0 2.2
No Yes 1557.2 1970.2 3.9 2.0
Yes Yes 2931.7 1813.0 5.1 2.4

RIIb

No No 3034.1 2262.0 3.3 2.3
Yes No 2304.9 2576.3 4.3 2.2
No Yes 2432.8 821.3 3.5 2.0
Yes Yes 1740.1 2015.3 3.8 2.0

Table 11: The number of terminal states and distinct models with/without the implementation of skip
layers and/or reward normalization, for different number of epochs and reward functions, when the
optimal value of entropy coefficient β is picked across each metric, in graph representations A and B.

own set of optimal hyperparameters that maximize both or one of the performance metrics. However,
for most of the hyperparameter ranges that we have covered, both graph representations has reasonable
performance under all three reward functions, so fine-tuning is not necessary.

The last factor to be discussed, and potentially the most important one, is the choice of the graph
representation and how it affects the agent’s performance. In Table 13, we select the “optimal terminal
states” and “optimal distinct states” hyperparameter configurations as discussed in Section 6.1.2, and
compare the results of these trials to trials with the same hyperparameter configurations using graph rep-
resentation B. Comparing these results, it is apparent that graph representation A always outperforms
graph representation B; however, this could simply be a product of the fact that our other hyperparam-
eters have optimized the results for graph representation A. To examine the robustness of this finding,
we present Table 14, in which we select the optimal set of hyperparameter configurations for graph rep-
resentation B. We can see that for the optimal total number of terminal states, the best set of results
for graph representation B slightly outperforms graph representation A, but the values final averages
are easily statistically identical (albeit with graph representation B’s result having a substantially lower
variance). However, in terms of finding distinct states, graph representation A is always better. The
best performance of the agent with graph representation B finds 5 distinct states in one out of the ten
trials, while A easily finds 5-6 distinct states for all trials under its optimal hyperparameter setting. Even
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Number of terminal states Number of distinct states

Reward
Skip
Layers

Reward
Normalization

Representation
A

(β = 0.2)

Representation
B

(β = 0.001)

Representation
A

(β = 0.2)

Representation
B

(β = 0.001)

RI

No No 11.7 5866.0 4.5 2.0
Yes No 1828.4 3929.3 3.0 1.8
No Yes 8.6 2623.7 4.3 2.2
Yes Yes 24.8 3129.5 5.1 2.3

RIIa

No No 1429.9 2588.9 3.0 2.3
Yes No 3608.8 5271.8 3.4 2.0
No Yes 7.9 2559.6 4.0 2.2
Yes Yes 29.0 2093.2 5.0 1.5

RIIb

No No 1634.7 3105.2 4.1 1.8
Yes No 1914.7 4216.4 2.7 2.4
No Yes 3.5 794.0 2.3 1.4
Yes Yes 8.8 2698.7 3.9 2.0

Table 12: The average total number of terminal states and distinct models with/without the implemen-
tation of skip layers and/or reward normalization, for 10 epochs, and β = 0.2 for graph representation A
and β = 0.001 for graph representation B.

Optimal Terminal States (A) Optimal Distinct States (A)
Terminal States Distinct States Terminal States Distinct States
A B A B A B A B

Trial 1 9559 7797 2 2 131 29 6 2
Trial 2 10246 1 4 1 69 12 5 3
Trial 3 5578 0 3 0 33 7 6 2
Trial 4 8182 6620 2 2 150 0 5 0
Trial 5 4377 5069 3 2 57 6 6 3
Trial 6 5750 7600 3 2 49 0 6 0
Trial 7 8917 0 2 0 29 28 6 3
Trial 8 4473 2525 4 2 89 2 6 2
Trial 9 10171 6816 2 2 82 3 5 3
Trial 10 3591 6540 2 2 17 128 6 3
Mean 7100 ± 2600 4297 ± 3147 2.7 ± 0.8 1.5 ± 0.9 71 ± 44 22 ± 37 5.7 ± 0.5 2.1 ± 1.2

Table 13: The optimal performance of the agent in graph representation A, including the number of
terminal states identified and the number of models with distinct particle content and the comparison
between results for graph representations A and B, across 10 independent trials.

when working with B’s optimal hyperparameters, the average number of distinct states that the graph
representation A agent finds significantly outpaces that of the graph representation B.

The fact that graph representation A outperforms B is not surprising, as A shares weights between
related parameters of isospin singlet and isospin doublet leptons, such that the agent has more information
and fewer separate weights to learn. To see this, we plot the total number of trials (out of 10) in which
each model appears in both representations for the hyperparameter setting that returns the optimal
number of distinct states for A (left subplot) and B (right subplot) in Figure 12. Looking at the optimal
configuration for graph representation B, the agent of B has a clear preference for models ‘c’-‘f’, while
graph representation A’s agent does not. Meanwhile the difference is somewhat slighter in the optimal
configuration of graph representation A, but the agent of B still somewhat favors ‘c’-‘f’. To further
justify this finding, we show the total number of times our agents produced ‘a’ and ‘b’ terminal states
compared to ‘c’-‘f’ ones over all trials with all different hyperaparameter configurations probed with graph
representation A and graph representation B in Figure 13. Clearly, both the A and B agents favor ‘c’-‘f’,
but the difference is much significant in graph representation B. Recalling the particle content for these
models in Table 8, models ‘c’–‘f’ consist of one charged and one uncharged particle under the dark gauge
group, but with the same electroweak representation, while models ‘a’ and ‘b’ consists of one doublet
and one singlet that are both charged under the dark gauge group. This discrepancy between the two
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Optimal Terminal States (B) Optimal Distinct States (B)
Terminal States Distinct States Terminal States Distinct States
A B A B A B A B

Trial 1 6268 5045 2 3 14 8 4 1
Trial 2 5973 6449 3 2 41 3 4 2
Trial 3 8669 3468 2 2 217 136 2 2
Trial 4 4872 5733 3 2 115 28 5 2
Trial 5 5825 4260 2 2 100 10 4 5
Trial 6 8179 6791 5 2 203 18 5 3
Trial 7 0 4858 0 2 322 4 4 2
Trial 8 0 4684 0 2 321 6 4 2
Trial 9 5407 4814 2 2 230 7 4 3
Trial 10 5567 6467 2 2 260 4 2 2
Mean 5076 ± 2930 5257 ± 1019 2.1 ± 1.4 2.1 ± 0.3 182 ± 110 22 ± 39 3.8 ± 1.0 2.4 ± 1.1

Table 14: The optimal performance of agent with representation B, including the number of terminal
states identified and the number of models with distinct particle content and the comparison between
results for representation A and B, across ten independent trials.
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Figure 12: The number of times each model was achieved by the agent over 10 independent trials for
the optimal distinct states configuration of graph representation A and its comparison to the results
of graph representation B with the same hyperparameter settings (left). The number of times each
model was achieved by the agent over 10 independent trials for the optimal distinct states configuration
of graph representation B and its comparison to the results of graph representation A with the same
hyperparameter settings (right).

graph representations in the favoritism of specific models can likely be explained by the sharing of weights
between isospin doublets and singlets in graph representation A. Unlike in graph representation B, the
agent does not need to learn the weight for these two types of particles independently, which helps to
better identify the possible connections between them.

From all the discussions and results presented with varying factors and hyperparameter settings, we
conclude that the performance of the agent is strongly influenced by the graph representation and the
entropy coefficient β. If a suitable graph representation that contains appropriate amount of information
about the underlying physics is chosen, the agent can achieve good performance with little dependence
on the other hyperparameter settings that we have probed. In this case, we can see that agent with
graph representation A nearly always outperforms agent with graph representation B, regardless of the
hyperparameters chosen, including regarding the choices of environment or agent architecture, such as
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Figure 13: The number of times each model was achieved by the agent over all independent trials with
different hyperparameter configurations we probed, for graph representations A and B.

the implementation of reward normalization or skip layers. These additional settings might help improve
performance, but only with subleading effects in our study. In the case of the entropy parameter β,
it is reasonably straightforward to tune this parameter via a simple scan over various values. However,
choosing an appropriate graph representation for a class of BSM models is, as we have discussed in Section
2, somewhat nontrivial and involves discretionary choices informed by the physics of the system. That
said, in spite of the graph representation’s apparent primacy, it is worth mentioning that our suboptimal
graph representation (B) still successfully identified a multitude of terminal states and was capable of
identifying all 6 distinct models over the course of 10 trials for multiple hyperparameter configurations.
This suggests that while an effective choice of graph representation can provide a significant benefit to
the agent’s performance, the procedure we have outlined can achieve success without necessarily finding
an optimal representation, at least for the simple model building task we have analyzed in this paper.

7 Discussion and Conclusions

In this work, we have aimed to communicate several key conclusions. First, we argued that for machine
learning tasks across BSM actions, graphs represent a natural and well-suited format for expressing almost
arbitrary BSM theories– to that end, we presented a generic recipe for developing a graph grammar for
these BSM theories. Then, as a case study for this technology, we then employed such a graph grammar
in developing a reinforcement learning scan of a BSM parameter space. In contrast to previous studies
of reinforcement learning scans of BSM parameter spaces, such as those of [2, 3], we found that we
could leverage the graph representation of BSM models in order to perform a learning task across a
space with an indefinite (and in principle arbitrarily large) particle content and therefore an indefinite
parameter space dimensionality. In our study, we restricted ourselves to a particular comparatively
simple class of BSM models featuring vector-like leptons which may or may not be charged under a dark
U(1) symmetry, inspired by models of sub-GeV vector portal/kinetic mixing dark matter and associated
portal matter phenomenology. By evaluating models based on their log-likelihood difference with the
SM, the agent was capable of generating both known and novel constructions which addressed the most
significant experimental tension with the SM in our input data, which is the anomalous magnetic moment
of the muon. The nature of our results suggests some significant inferences with implications to both
reinforcement learning scans of BSM model spaces, and the use of graphs to represent BSM models in
general machine learning tasks. To start, we shall restrict our discussion to the case of reinforcement
learning scans, and then conclude this Section with a discussion of the lessons we might transfer to other
learning tasks.
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By considering a variety of training hyperparameters in our analysis, we can comment on various
configurations that appear to have significant influence on the agent’s performance, and conjecture some
suggested “best practices” when applied to more complicated learning tasks. We note that consistent with
similar tasks in [4, 119], applying intermediate rewards based on improving a score over the maximum
that has been achieved over an episode is highly effective, but the sensitivity of the agent’s performance
to the particular form of such a reward function is limited. Furthermore, we found that among the
hyperparameters that we have tuned, the entropy regularization constant β and the graph grammar used
to represent a BSM theory have the most unambiguous effect on the quality of a scan’s results, while the
other hyperparameters that we consider have considerably more limited effects. In our case, we found
that performance was generally superior for our graph representation A, which combined features (mass
and SM coupling parameters of the electroweak doublet and singlet vector-like leptons) which were kept
separate in our graph representation B, permitting greater transfer learning between features. Meanwhile,
the hyperparameter β had an enormous effect on the number and diversity of viable models that an agent
would produce, simply by parameterizing a scan’s trade-off between exploration and exploitation. Given
limited computing power, then, we can conjecture that best practices would be to scan over various
values of β, and design a graph grammar that uses the same node features for as many parameters
subject to similar rules as possible, while leaving other training hyperparameters fixed. Among models
that the reinforcement learning agent generates, we find that the continuous parameters that it samples
will generally be subject to nontrivial biases embedded in the design of the agent and the reinforcement
learning environment, suggesting that this technique is perhaps ill-suited to probing specific models’
parameter spaces. However, it excels at identifying viable particle content, suggesting that its outputs
can be readily used as inspiration for a model-builder to consider a wider diversity of constructions.

We emphasize that although our particular reinforcement learning scan explores a simple model, the
generalization of the techniques to scan virtually any BSM theory space is straightforward, and requires
solely the creation of a suitable graph grammar and learning environment. A reader may be concerned
that the precise scaling of the efficacy of these techniques to more complicated models remains unclear,
and as the model space that is considered in this study is quite simple, this technique may fail for more
complex constructions. However, we note that while indeed the model space we have considered is simple,
we introduced a significant degree of additional complexity by allowing the BSM vector-like leptons to
take on generic couplings to all SM flavors, producing a parameter space which is difficult to efficiently
explore and evinces a level of complexity perhaps more in keeping with more complex realistic use
cases. Furthermore, considerable efficiency gains in this technique could likely be achieved by combining
reinforcement learning with more conventional Monte Carlo scans, in the manner already employed in the
studies of [2, 3]. In particular, we have found that the agent is effective at identifying an appropriate order
of magnitude of various parameters, but can struggle with precisely recreating certain predictions. By
using the reinforcement learning agent to identify solely the particle content and the orders of magnitude
of different parameters, and then doing a conventional Monte Carlo maximum-likelihood fit based on
these values, we might dramatically improve the performance of this scanning technique.

We note that even as is, the agent that we have created here represents a critical step in the devel-
opment of a complete artificial model builder using reinforcement learning. In particular, the agent is
capable of proposing models with an arbitrary particle content, rather than performing a scan over a
pre-specified space. If the construction of an appropriate graph grammar can be automated, there is no
underlying reason that a tool which, given a theorist-specified gauge group and a set of possible represen-
tations of particles under it, can automatically explore the theory space defined by those specifications
and identify promising models. With refinements, such as incorporating Monte Carlo scans to tune the
proposed model’s continuous parameters, such a tool has the potential to be highly effective in exploring
highly complicated model spaces and generate viable models at a far greater rate than a human theorist.

More broadly, we wish to highlight the utility of mathematical graphs in representing BSM models for
a variety of machine learning tasks beyond a reinforcement learning scan. The procedure for developing
a graph grammar that we have outlined can be applied for developing an input format for a graph neural
network trained for any learning task over BSM models. Possible applications beyond reinforcement
learning could include, for example, supervised training to learn computationally intensive likelihood
computations (creating a model which would be applicable over theories with different particle content)
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or even developing an alternate form of artificial model builder using generative techniques– specifically a
variational graph autoencoder (VGAE) [120]. The generality of the graph grammar can also be extended
by leaving more symmetry groups in the model unspecified. By devising a graph grammar based solely
on the Poincare group, one could even develop a universal (at least over the space of 4D quantum field
theories) graph grammar through which arbitrary models might be represented for learning tasks. In fact,
the key difficulty with many of these applications is not the viability of the graph structure, but rather the
quantity of training data available. It remains unclear whether, for example, even aggregating all BSM
models produced in the literature over the last half century would represent a large enough training set
to train a generic generative model builder. From our reinforcement learning study, we can however infer
that the efficiency of a learner might be dramatically improved by leveraging an appropriately designed
graph grammar, as evidenced by the greater efficiency of our graph representation A, which represented
analogous parameters for doublet and singlet vector-like fermions with the same feature. Designing a
suitable graph grammar for more data-intensive machine learning tasks is likely to be highly non-trivial,
and its feasibility will likely depend on the task in question, but there is no obvious theoretical barrier
to doing so.
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A Details on PPO and H-PPO

This Appendix discusses the mathematical details of the PPO reinforcement learning algorithm, and
those of its generalization H-PPO. Leveraging a policy gradient strategy, PPO trains an agent’s policy
network with a constrained step size (policy updates) to find a balance between efficiency and stability.
The goal of policy-gradient strategy is to find parameters θ that maximize the expected return. In the
context of neural network, this parameter θ is the weights and biases of the neural network that maps
actions to probability distributions. The policy will then be tuned so that “good” actions that maximize
the return are sampled more frequently in the future. This goal is achieved by maximizing an objective
function:

LPG(θ) = Êτ

[
R(τ)] =

∑
τ

P (τ ; θ)R(τ) =
∑
τ

[∏
t=0

P (st+1|st, at)πθ(at|st)

]
R(τ). (12)

where the expected return Êτ

[
R(τ)] is the weighted average of all possible values that the return R(τ) can

get. P (τ ; θ) is the probability of each possible trajectory τ as a function of parameter θ. It is determined
by the state distribution, namely the possibility of state st+1 getting selected from state st if action at
is selected, and the policy πθ(at|st), which is just the probability of the agent selecting action at from
state st given our policy. Instead of calculating the actual gradient of this objective function, which
requires calculating the probability of each possible trajectory, a gradient estimation is performed instead
with a sample-based estimate. This objective function is also not directly differentiable since it involves
differentiation of state distribution that might be unknown. Using the Policy Gradient Theorem, it can
be shown that the gradient of the objective function can be re-expressed into this form:

∇θL
PG(θ) = Êt

[
∇θ log πθ(at|st)R(τ)

]
. (13)

where the expectation Êt is the empirical average over a finite batch of samples. Now the weight of the
policy is updated following the direction of ∇θ log πθ(at|st); this is the direction of steepest increase of
the log probability of selecting action at at state st scored by the return.

In an actor-only method that depends solely on policy gradient, the gradient estimator may have
a large variance. This is due to the fact that the return (long-term cumulative reward) used to score
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the log-probability of state-action pair can have very different values in a stochastic environment with a
stochastic policy. In this case, an actor-critic approach could be employed to mitigate this large variance
problem, and could thus lead to faster convergence of the algorithm. To demonstrate this, let’s start by
introducing a function V (st), which is the state value that estimate the expected return of being in state
st:

V (st) = Êτ

[
Rt|st

]
(14)

A critic network can, if passed a state st, be trained to estimate this value function. Then to compute
the policy gradient, we can define a state action value Q(st, at), also known as Q-function, which is
the expected return of taking action at in state st under the current policy. If the trajectory of agent
interacting with its environment is recorded over T time steps, Q(st, at) takes the following form:

Q(st, at) = Êτ

[
Rt|st, at

]
= rt + γrt+1 + · · ·+ γT−t−1rT−1 + γT−tV (sT ) (15)

where γ ≤ 1 is the discount factor that gauge the importance between immediate and future rewards
– if γ is small, the agent will prioritize immediate rewards, since far-future rewards will contribute less
to Q, while if γ is large, the agent will be more responsive to longer-term rewards. V (sT ) is the state
value estimated at the terminal state sT of the trajectory. Introducing Q-function of this form with the
discount factor enables us to look a finite number of steps ahead and still anticipate long-term rewards, yet
reduce variance by down-weighting future rewards that corresponds to delayed effects (at the expense of
introducing bias into our estimator of cumulative rewards over an episode, which increases with smaller γ)
[121]. We can reduce the variance even further by introducing the advantage function, which is a measure
of the relative advantage for taking action at at state st compared to taking other possible actions at that
state. This relative advantage is quantified by measuring the extra reward we get if we choose certain
action at that state compared to the mean reward we get at that state:

A(st, at) = Q(st, at)− V (st), (16)

Since this is the difference between the estimated target value for a state-action pair and the value
function of the state itself, A(st, at) measure the benefit of taking a particular action at at state st over
the expected value of following the current policy from state st. Subtracting out V (st) does not alter the
maximum of the expected return since it is a constant as a function of the action at.

In the actor-critic approach, both the action network and critic network are trained together. The
critic learns to approximate the advantage function (or more precisely, the value function) which is then
used to update the actor’s policy parameters. Conceptually, the actor network learns the policy that
controls how our agent acts and the critic network learns the value function to assist the policy update
by evaluating how good the action taken is. Because smaller sample trajectories rather than an entire
episode, are used to evaluate the expected rewards, the variance of these expectation values is dramatically
reduced. This approach also allows the agent to learn tasks with longer, or even infinite-length, episodes.

PPO is essentially an architecture with an actor-critic mechanism that also improves the agent’s
training stability by controlling the step size of the policy update. With appropriately-sized small policy
updates during the training, we can avoid having step size that is too small that slows down the training
significantly, while also avoid having a step size that is so large that the policy might be updated to a state
so far from optimality that convergence to a good policy again might be severely delayed or prevented
entirely. PPO possesses several advantages which we can leverage in this task: It is capable of learning
policies with a long time horizon, its stability allows agents to be trained for multiple epochs on a single
episode’s training data, and it can readily be adapted to train simultaneously on multiple episodes in
parallel, which is essential to maximize the exploration of our space of theories.

Using gradient ascent, PPO maximizes the overall objective functions for policy and value functions,
which have the same local extremum as the parameter θ, supplemented by an entropy bonus term to
ensure sufficient exploration:

L = LPPO − Lcritic + βS[πθ] (17)
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where LPPO denotes the clipped surrogate objective function used to train the policy network. Lcritic

is the loss function for training the critic network and S[πθ] is the mean entropy of the policy’s output
distributions over the sampled trajectory, scaled by a hyperparameter β. β plays the role as a regularizer
during policy training and also tuning it allows us to adjust the degree of exploration of the state space
versus exploitation of a single optimal strategy. The Adam optimizer is used to perform this stochastic
gradient ascent.

The clipped surrogate objective function takes the form

LPPO(θ) = Êt

[
min(rt(θ)Ât, clip(rt(θ), 1− ϵ, 1 + ϵ)Ât)

]
, (18)

rt(θ) =
πθ(at|st)

πθ,old(at|st)
.

Here, πθ(at|st) represents the policy’s (given by the set of parameters θ) probability of selecting action
at given an input state of st, while πθ,old(at|st) represents the probability of the same action given the
model before its current round of training. The ratio function rt(θ) denotes the probability ratio between
the current and old policy, that tells us whether an action at is more or less likely in the current policy
than the old one. ϵ is a hyperparameter that defines the clip range of the probability ratio, so that
we can avoid a policy update that is too large: if the current network’s probability for a given action
differs too much from that of the policy when the action is sampled (which can occur if the agent is
trained on a given trajectory for multiple epochs), this ratio is clipped and becomes independent of the
policy parameters, and therefore that action becomes irrelevant to training the network further. Ât is
the advantage estimator.

The objective function of the critic network takes the form

Lcritic(θ) = Êt

[
(Vθ(st)−Q(st, at))

2

]
(19)

where Vθ(st) is the state value output by the critic network andQ(st, at) is the state action value computed
based on the observations throughout a trajectory, as defined in Eq.( 15).

Following the program flow of training described in the main text, with these formulas provided for
various objective functions and advantage function, PPO can be trained accordingly. As noted in the
main text, in our constructed model our task includes both discrete and continuous actions, so we use
the HPPO algorithm [59] to learn the hybrid action space. H-PPO works similarly to conventional PPO,
except that the action space is now hierarchically structured, consisted of multiple actors representing
policies for various discrete and continuous actions. The actions in our model are also hierarchical, in the
sense that certain discrete action (such as which particle to be modified) must necessarily be accompanied
by continuous actions that parameterize it (such as the mass and coupling of that particle). In addition
to the multiple-actor networks, there is one global critic network that updates the policy parameter θ of
all sub-actor networks.

To describe the action space in a mathematical way, we follow the method presented in [59]: we
have a finite set of discrete action Ad = {a1, a2, · · · , ak} and for each action a ∈ Ad, there are multiple
sets of real-valued continuous parameters xi ∈ X i

a associated with a to be specified. A complete action
(a, x1, x2, · · · , xi) is then composed of a discrete action and continuous parameters to be executed with
that action. The whole hybrid action space A then takes the form:

A =
⋃

a∈Ad

i∈{1,2,...,n}

{(a, x1, · · · , xn)|xi ∈ X i
a}. (20)

To deal with this action space, there are two actors: A discrete actor, which will learn a policy over the
discrete actions Ad, and a continuous actor, which will learn policies over all the continuous parameters
in X i

a for each discrete action a. The two actors’ objective functions are evaluated separately according to
the PPO objective function following Eq. (18), and added together to compute the full H-PPO objective
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function. Crucially, in H-PPO the network will generate probability distributions over all the parameters
for all possible actions, even those which aren’t ultimately chosen by the top-level discrete action. When
computing the objective function, however, only those outputs which are actually used in parameterizing
the action at each step are included. Our action space has a tree structure that describes multiple layers
of actions. For example, as discussed in the main text, if we select that a particle’s parameters should
be modified, we would then have to select which particle should be modified, which parameter of that
particle should be modified, and finally what modification we should make to that parameter. In this
hierarchical action space, the hybrid actor-critic architecture contains multiple actor networks and one
critic network. There is one actor network for each discrete or continuous action-selection sub-problems.
The critic network follows the same virtue as the one in PPO. Each of the actor networks generates either
a stochastic discrete policy or a stochastic continuous policy, and these actors are updated separately as
independent policies using PPO during training.

With the hybrid actor-critic architecture, H-PPO uses PPO as the policy optimization method for all
of its discrete policy πθd and continuous policy πθc . The policies are updated separately and independently
for each actor by maximizing their individual clipped surrogate objective function. For each actor with
discrete policy πi

θd
, with i denotes the i-th actor, the objective takes the form

Li
PPO,d(θd,i) = Êt

[
min(rd,it (θd,i)Ât, clip(r

d,i
t (θd,i), 1− ϵ, 1 + ϵ)Ât)

]
, (21)

rt(θd,i) =
πi
θd,i

(at|st)
πi
θd,i,old

(at|st)
. (22)

Whereas for each actor i with continuous policy πi
θc
, the objective function is:

Li
PPO,c(θc,i) = Êt

[
min(rc,it (θc,i)Ât, clip(r

c,i
t (θc,i), 1− ϵ, 1 + ϵ)Ât)

]
, (23)

rt(θc,i) =
πi
θc,i

(xit|st)
πi
θc,i,old

(xit|st)
. (24)

Here we can see that even if multiple discrete and continuous policies work together to specify a complete
action, their objective functions are independent and their policies are viewed as separate distributions.

B Additional Experimental Parameters

In this Appendix, we summarize a number of details of our experimental procedure that are not essential
to understanding the main text, but in the interest of completeness must be reported.

To begin, several additional specifications must be made in order to precisely describe the architecture
of the neural network. First, we must specify the operation that we employ for our graph message-passing
layers. Here, we select the graph convolution proposed in [122], which mimics the form of our simple linear
example message-passing layer given in Eq.(1) in Section 2, with no edge features. To accelerate training,
we include a GraphNorm layer after each message-passing layer, with the GraphNorm operation defined in
[123], ReLU activation is then applied to the nodes after the GraphNorm layer to introduce nonlinearities.
To accommodate our graphs’ heterogeneous structure, we aggregate the results of convolutions with
different node types by summing each output before applying the activation function.

For the multilayer perceptron (MLP) neural networks appearing in our agent’s structure, we limit our-
selves to stacks of conventional dense layers interspersed with batch normalization and ReLU nonlinearities–
in keeping with the default parameters of the MLP class in Pytorch Geometric. Finally, we specify our
neurons completely by defining that all hidden layers will have 64 output channels (up to slight modifi-
cations from concatenating vectors with additional state information or feature vectors from skip layers).

We must also provide some further specification of how our agent is constructed from the modules
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described in Figures 6 and 7. In Figure 14, we depict a diagram of the organization of the different stacks
of message-passing layers and MLP networks that compose the agent in its entirety. To complete this
description, we summarize the function of each network depicted in the diagram, by its label:

• Embedding: A stack of 4 message-passing layers which will take the underlying state graph and
learn a representation which is shared among all subsequent agent modules.

• Node Choice: A stack of 3 message-passing layers which performs further transformations of
the graph after the embedding layers, the output of which is used to generate probabilities that a
given node will be either removed from the graph or modified, in the event that the corresponding
top-level action is selected by the agent.

• Modification: A stack of 3 message-passing layers which performs further transformations of the
graph after the embedding layers, the output of which is used to generate probability distributions
over the parameters governing modifications that the agent might make to particles or couplings in
the model.

• Master Action: A 3-layer multilayer perceptron that will output log-probabilities for different
top-level actions that the agent can take. In graph representation A, these are: Add a particle,
remove a particle, modify a particle’s features, or modify a Yukawa coupling’s features. In graph
representation B, these are: Add a vector-like doublet, add a vector-like singlet, remove a vector-like
doublet, remove a vector-like singlet, modify a doublet’s feature vector, modify a singlet’s feature
vector, modify a Yukawa doublet-singlet Yukawa coupling node, modify a doublet-doublet Yukawa
coupling node, and modify a singlet-singlet Yukawa coupling node.

• Critic: A 3-layer multilayer perceptron that will output an estimate for the state value function,
as described in Appendix A.

• Added Particles: A 3-layer multilayer perceptron, the outputs of which govern the probability
distribution for parameters of a newly-added particle in the model. In the case of graph representa-
tion A, this consists of four pairs of means and variances parameterizing Gaussian distributions over
the four continuous features of a particle, followed by a series of outputs which will represent log-
probabilities for the different discrete particle parameters, such as the electroweak representation,
dark charge, and the exponential parameters of the various Yukawa couplings in scientific notation.
In graph representation B, the outputs are similar, except that there is no discrete parameter for
determining the electroweak representation of the new particle, and a full set of parameters for new
doublets and singlets are considered separately.

• Removal Probability: A 3-layer multilayer perceptron that will output the log-probability that a
given node should be removed from the model, if the top-level action for particle removal is selected.
Note that the agent can only directly remove particles, not couplings, from the model, so this neural
network is only applied to particle nodes. In representation A, this element is a single multi-layer
perceptron, while in representation B there are two different networks, one for electroweak doublets
and the other for electroweak singlets.

• Modification Probability: A 3-layer multilayer perceptron that will output the log-probability
that a given node should have its feature vector modified, if the top-level action for particle or
coupling removal is selected. In representation A, this element consists of two networks– one for
particles and one for couplings, but in representation B, this element consists of five networks,
for doublet particles, singlet particles, doublet-singlet Yukawa couplings, doublet-doublet Yukawa
couplings, and singlet-singlet Yukawa couplings.

• Exponential or Continuous: A 3-layer multilayer perceptron that will output the log-probability
that if a given node will have its feature vector modified, the agent will modify the O(1) continuous
coefficients of the model’s feature vectors, instead of their discrete exponential parameters in sci-
entific notation– in short, the agent must decide whether to modify the precise value or the order
of magnitude of the parameters that are represented in scientific notation in the model state. The
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Figure 14: A diagram depicting the organization of various subnetworks in the agent, and how an input
(circle) is processed. In this diagram, rounded rectangles represent stacks of message-passing layers,
while sharp-edged rectangles denote multilayer perceptrons. Multilayer perceptrons directly connected
to message-passing layers are applied to all nodes within the output graph, while those attached to the
diamond-shaped “pooling” node are applied only to the finite-dimensional representation of the graph as
a whole, obtained from pooling the feature vectors of all nodes.

number of different networks composing this element are the same in the two graph representations
as the Modification Probability element: Two for A, and five for B.

• Particle Modifications: A 3-layer multilayer perceptron that will output the parameters govern-
ing probability distributions over particle modification actions. In graph representation A, these
outputs consist of four sets of means and variances for the four different continuous features of
a particle, log-probabilities governing which continuous parameter should be modified, and finally
log-probabilities for each possible discrete modification of the exponential parameters of the particle
Yukawa couplings. In graph representation B, the construction is nearly identical, but there are
separate outputs for the parameters governing doublet and singlet particles.

• Coupling Modifications: A 3-layer multilayer perceptron that will output the parameters gov-
erning probability distributions over coupling modification actions. In graph representation A,
these outputs consist of two sets of means and variances for the two different continuous features
of a coupling node, log-probabilities governing which continuous parameter should be modified,
and finally log-probabilities for each possible discrete modification of the exponential parameters
of the Yukawa coupling features. In graph representation B, the construction is nearly identical,
but there are separate outputs for the parameters governing doublet-singlet, doublet-doublet, and
singlet-singlet Yukawa coupling nodes.

We conclude this Appendix with a summary of several hyperparameters in our reinforcement learning
scan that are not essential for following our analysis, but we should specify for completeness. These are:

• The Discount Factor: We specify the discount factor γ, appearing in our Q-value definition in
Eq.(15), as γ = 0.999.
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• Generalized Advantage Estimation: To reduce variance, we employ generalized advantage
estimation (GAE), described in [121]. Following the notation of that work, our parameter λ (as
defined there) is set at 0.9.

• Learning Rate: For our neural network training, we employ an Adam optimizer with a learning
rate of 10−3.

C Formulas for Calculation of Observables

In this Appendix, we discuss the computation of the various precision observables listed in Section 4.1
in greater detail. Our numerical analysis of a given model of the class described in Section 4 begins with
the creation of the model’s charged-lepton mass matrix M, initially computed from the parameters in
the action of Eq.(5). This mass matrix takes the form,

M ∼


ySMv 0 λ±

LvD y0
Ev 0

y0
Lv ML,0 λ0±

L vD y0
LEv 0

0 λ±0
L vD ML,± 0 y±

LEv
0 y0

ELv 0 ME,0 λ0±
E vD

λ±
EvD 0 y±

ELv λ±0
E vD ME,±

 , (25)

ySM = diag(ye, yµ, yτ ),

where we use the bolded versions of the symbols in Eq.(5) to denote the corresponding matrices, and sup-
press factors of 1/

√
2 associated with each factor of vD and v for clarity. When generating M from a set of

input vector-like lepton masses and couplings, we specify the SM lepton Yukawa couplings ye,µ,τ such that
we recreate the experimentally observed lepton masses (me,mµ,mτ ) ≈ (511 keV, 105 MeV, 1.777 GeV)
using numerical root-finding with the eigenvalues of the full model’s mass matrix.

Using the mass matrix M, we then numerically find the mass eigenstates and eigenvalues for each
charged lepton in the model, which we can use to bi-diagonalize M in the usual manner, that is, identify
unitary matrices UL and UR such that

MD = U†
LMUR, (26)

where MD is a diagonal matrix. Using UL,R, we can then compute the tree-level couplings featuring the
charged-lepton mass eigenstates.18 To standardize the notation we shall use throughout this Appendix,
we write these mass-eigenstate interactions which will be relevant for computing our physical observables
in Eq.(27). Denoting the vector of electrically charged lepton mass eigenstates (including both predomi-

nantly SM and predominantly vector-like leptons) as l⃗ and the vector of electrically neutral lepton mass
eigenstates as ν⃗, we write

L ⊃ li /Z[(g
Z
L)ijPL + (gZ

R)ijPR)]lj + li /AD[(gD
L )ijPL + (gD

R )ijPR)]lj (27)

− h√
2
li(yh)ij lj −

hD√
2
li(yD)ij lj + νi /W

+
[(gW

L )ijPL + (gW
R )ijPR]lj + h.c.

where AD and hD refer to the dark photon and dark Higgs, while h, Z, and W refer to the SM Higgs, Z,
and W bosons, respectively. In Table 15, we provide the numerical parameters we used in our likelihood
calculations for the experiments of Section 6.

18Strictly speaking, computing tree-level W boson couplings requires finding the neutral lepton mass eigenstates as well–
however the neutrino rotation matrices relevant to our analysis here will only be nontrivial when at least one dark-charged
electroweak doublet (that is, L±) is included in the model, at which point processes associated with the sub-GeV scale
dark Higgs and dark photon will dominate new physics contributions over any processes associated with W boson couplings
(namely, adjustments to the electroweak precision parameters and the contribution of W boson loops to anomalous magnetic
moments and lepton flavor violating couplings). So for simplicity, we shall assume that the the neutral lepton mass matrix
is already diagonal, introducing mild numerical inaccuracies into some of our numerical computations in scenarios in which
these computations are already subdominant contributions to our results.
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Input Definition Value
MZ Z boson mass 91.1875 GeV

GF Fermi constant 1.16637× 10−5 GeV−2

αem Fine structure constant 7.755× 10−3

me electron mass 511 keV
mµ muon mass 105 MeV
mτ τ mass 1.777 GeV
gD Dark U(1) gauge coupling 0.3
vD Dark Higgs vev 1.0 GeV
mhD Dark Higgs mass 1.0 GeV

Table 15: The parameters that are inserted into our numerical calculations. The values for MZ , GF , and
αem are extracted from [77], while the precise values of vD, gD, and mhD will have a negligible effect on
any numerical results and are specified merely for definiteness.

We begin our discussion of specific observable calculations with the electroweak precision observables
mW , Γ(W → lν), Rl, Al, and A

0,l
FB . Our treatment resembles that of [65], with the exception that our

calculations are done using the tree-level modifications of the relevant SM couplings, as computed in the
procedure outlined above, rather than expressing the vector-like lepton contributions in terms of effective
dimension-6 operators. The electroweak observables are sensitive to tree-level modifications of couplings
to W and Z bosons to SM particles– for clarity, we write these coupling modifications as

(δgZ,W
L )ij = (gZ,W

L )ij/g
Z,W
L,SM − δij , (δgZ

R)ij = (gZ
R)ij/g

Z
R,SM − δij , (28)

gZL,SM ≡ g2
cW

(
− 1

2
+ s2W

)
, gZR,SM ≡ g2

cW
s2W , gWL,SM ≡ g2√

2
,

where g2 is the gauge coupling constant for the SU(2)L gauge group of the Standard Model and cW
and sW represent the cosine and sine of the usual Weinberg angle, respectively. The indices i and j are
limited to only include the three lightest electrically charged or neutral fermions, corresponding to the
SM-like charged leptons and neutrinos, since these couplings are the only ones that are relevant for the
electroweak precision observables. In the electroweak fit, we take

MZ = 91.1875 GeV

GF = 1.16637× 10−5 GeV−2 (29)

αem = 7.755× 10−3

as inputs, and use the coupling modifications of Eq.(28) to compute changes in the relationship between
these quantities and the electroweak observables listed in Table 4. We begin by noting that the Fermi
constant is measured using the partial width of the process µ→ eνν, which will be subject to modifications
to the W boson couplings to the electron and muon from mixing with vector-like leptons. Hence, the
measured Fermi constant GF and the constant appearing in the Lagrangian (which we denote by G0

F )
will differ by a factor of

GF = G0
F (1 + δGF ), δGF ≡ δ(gW

L )ee + δ(gW
L )µµ. (30)

In turn, this leads to corrections to the predicted W boson mass, as well as further modification to the
effective Z boson couplings beyond what appears in δgZ

L,R. We find that to leading order, the W boson
mass is corrected as

MW ≈MW,SM

(
1− s2W

2(c2W − s2W )
δGF

)
, (31)
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while the leptonic asymmetry parameters Af and A
(0,f)
FB , where f = e, µ, τ , undergo the corrections

Af ≈ Af,SM

[
1 + δAf

]
, δAf =

(
Af,SM − 1

Af,SM

)(
δ(gZ

L)ff − δ(gZ
R)ff − c2W

(c2W − s2W )2
δGF

)
, (32)

A
(0,f)
FB ≈ A

(0,f
FB,SM (1 + δA

(0,f)
FB ), δA

(0,f)
FB = (1 + δAf + δAe). (33)

The observable Rf , defined as the ratio of the hadronic partial width of the Z to the leptonic partial
width to lepton species f , undergoes two corrections. One is from the indirect modification of δGF to

the hadronic partial decay width, which we denote using the variable δR
(h)
f , and another is from the

modification to the leptonic decay width, denoted as δR
(f)
f :

Rf = Rf,SM (1 + δR
(h)
f + δR

(f)
f ),

δR
(h)
f ≡

(
6gdR(g

d
L + gdR) + 4guR(g

u
L + guR)

3((gdL)
2 + (gdR)

2) + 2((guL)
2 + (guR)

2)

)
(glR − 2glL)

2glL
δGF , (34)

δR
(f)
f ≡ − 2

(glL)
2 + (glR)

2

(
(glL)

2δ(gZ
L)ff + (glR)

2δ(gZ
R)ff +

glR
2glL

(glL + glR)(g
l
R − 2glL)δGF

)
,

gu,d,lL ≡ (T3)u,d,l −Qu,d,ls
2
W ,

(35)

where T3 denotes the weak isospin quantum number and Q denotes the electric charge (in units of |e|),
and the index l refers to the (universally shared) quantum numbers for any of the three generations of
charged leptons.

The final electroweak precision observables that we consider are the branching fractions of the W to
each different SM lepton generation. All partial W widths are rescaled uniformly due to the correction
to GF , leaving (up to flavor-specific corrections to the total width that will be subleading, due to the fact
that each W → lν branching fraction is only ∼ 10%)

BR(W → fν) ≈ BR(W → fν)SM (1 + 2δ(gZ
L)ff ). (36)

Using the tree-level proportional corrections given in Eqs.(31-36), we can then approximate a model’s
predictions for each observable by extracting the best-fit SM predictions from the electroweak precision
fit of [77].

Apart from the electroweak precision data, the final tree-level effect that we compute when estimating
model likelihood stems from the adjustment to the µ and τ lepton Yukawa couplings from their SM
expectations, given as κµ and κτ in the rescaling formalism of [124], where κτ,µ = 1 in the Standard
Model. In our construction, the SM lepton Yukawa couplings yµ,ν,τ are selected in order to recreate
the observed charged lepton masses precisely at tree level, resulting in a small correction to the SM
expectation of yf,SM =

√
2mf/v. We therefore determine the observables κµ,τ as

κµ,τ =
yµ,τv√
2mµ,τ

. (37)

The next observables that we consider are the lepton flavor violating decays µ → eγ, τ → µγ, and
τ → eγ, as well as Z-mediated µ − e conversion in gold nuclei. In the case of flavor violating l → l′γ
decays, we extract the relevant expressions from [63]. The flavor violating decay rates are then determined
by computing the effects of W , Z, h, AD, and hD loops with internal vector-like lepton lines. If vector-
like leptons with nonvanishing dark charge are present, the contributions arising from dark Higgs and
dark photon loops are overwhelmingly dominant, due to their smaller mass and that the W , Z, and h
couplings between SM and vector-like leptons will feature suppression by a small mixing angle between
SM and BSM particles, which hD and the dark photon’s longitudinal mode don’t share. Meanwhile, we
can extract the Z boson contribution to µ− e conversion in the nucleus from the expression in [65].
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The final observables that we consider in our results are the BSM corrections to the anomalous
magnetic moments of the muon and the electron. These corrections emerge at the one-loop level from
interactions between the SM leptons and vector-like fermions facilitated by the dark photon, dark Higgs,
and electroweak gauge bosons. We extract expressions for numerical fit from the generic-case calculation
done in [64]. Much as in the case of the lepton flavor violating decays we have considered earlier, for
models with any dark-charged vector-like leptons the dark photon and dark Higgs contributions will
dominate the electroweak ones.
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[62] A. E. Cárcamo Hernández, S. F. King, H. Lee, and S. J. Rowley, Is it possible to explain the muon
and electron g-2 in a Z’ model?, Phys. Rev. D 101 (2020), no. 11 115016, [arXiv:1910.10734].

[63] L. Lavoura, General formulae for f(1) —> f(2) gamma, Eur. Phys. J. C 29 (2003) 191–195,

54

http://arxiv.org/abs/1808.04823
http://arxiv.org/abs/1903.09471
http://arxiv.org/abs/1908.03331
http://arxiv.org/abs/1910.13432
http://arxiv.org/abs/1911.08123
http://arxiv.org/abs/1403.7512
http://arxiv.org/abs/2211.09918
http://arxiv.org/abs/2207.12051
http://arxiv.org/abs/1509.09292
http://arxiv.org/abs/2203.14132
http://arxiv.org/abs/1902.06667
http://arxiv.org/abs/2108.09568
http://arxiv.org/abs/1707.06347
http://arxiv.org/abs/1903.01344
http://arxiv.org/abs/2303.12983
http://arxiv.org/abs/1307.1112
http://arxiv.org/abs/1910.10734


[hep-ph/0302221].

[64] J. P. Leveille, The Second Order Weak Correction to (G-2) of the Muon in Arbitrary Gauge
Models, Nucl. Phys. B 137 (1978) 63–76.

[65] A. Crivellin, F. Kirk, C. A. Manzari, and M. Montull, Global Electroweak Fit and Vector-Like
Leptons in Light of the Cabibbo Angle Anomaly, JHEP 12 (2020) 166, [arXiv:2008.01113].

[66] S. Borsanyi et al., Leading hadronic contribution to the muon magnetic moment from lattice QCD,
Nature 593 (2021), no. 7857 51–55, [arXiv:2002.12347].
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